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STANDING COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM LEGISLATION AND STATUTES REVIEW 

Forty-ninth, Fiftieth and Fifty-first Reports — Recommendations 1 and 2 — Motion 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [2.44 pm]: I move — 

That recommendations 1 and 2 contained in the forty-ninth, fiftieth and fifty-first reports of the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review be adopted and agreed to. 

The motion refers to two recommendations that appear in three committee reports: the forty-ninth, fiftieth and 
fifty-first reports of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. I will read out the two 
recommendations — 

Recommendation 1: The Committee recommends that the Government provide funding for one 
additional Advisory Officer (Legal) FTE position to the Legislative Council Committee Office to 
assist the Committee. 

Recommendation 2: The Committee recommends that the Government increase the reporting 
time for 230A Bills from 30 days to 60 days. 

I am pleased to advise the house that since the tabling of these reports, the committee’s recommendation 1 has 
been satisfied. The committee has been provided with one additional advisory officer, who attended their first 
committee meeting last week. I thank the Leader of the House, the government, the President, the Clerk of the 
Legislative Council and the Clerk of Committees for their efforts and assistance in securing that additional 
advisory officer for the committee.  

As members know, this committee has been flooded with a large number of bills to consider. At the end of 2009 
the committee had six bills before it to consider at the one time, which is a mammoth task for any committee. 
When members consider the complexity of the bills and the uniform schemes that are now being introduced, it 
only adds to the task before the committee. Even if we could dedicate our full time to only committee work—
clearly as members of Parliament we cannot do that—there is no capacity for a committee or any one person to 
consider six bills at one time. As members know, committees get assistance from legal advisory officers for 
researching and drafting reports. However, to expect one legal advisory officer to assist the committee to review 
and investigate two bills and two uniform schemes, let alone write two reports at the one time, is a horrendous 
burden to place on anyone. Equally, as a member of the committee I find that I can handle reviewing and writing 
reports on about three bills at the one time, but when it goes beyond three bills I find my capacities are stretched 
and I start to blur which provisions belong to which bill; it becomes too complicated a task. The additional 
advisory officer with whom the committee has been provided will greatly assist the committee.  

I also point out that, as members are aware, the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review is one of the smaller committees in this place. A number of committees have five members or more. This 
committee is only a four-member committee with an equal number of representatives from government and 
opposition benches. As a result, it is an impossible task for the committee to form subcommittees to consider 
different bills and prepare reports, particularly when as the Chair of the committee I need to be across those bills. 
We do not tend to do that. It takes the resources of the four members to get around the complexity of the 
schemes that we deal with. The provision of the additional advisory officer will assist the committee and its work 
enormously.  

On behalf of the committee members, I would like to thank all those people I previously mentioned and also 
members of the house for their support in the provision of the additional advisory officer. I also acknowledge 
and thank the Chairs of other standing committees of this place who over the last two years have from time to 
time loaned their advisory officers to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review so 
that we could progress and complete the work of this Parliament to review uniform schemes. I know that on 
many occasions that has placed an enormous burden on those other committees and has caused some frustrations 
because it has delayed their progress. Therefore, I put on the record my thanks to those committee chairs who 
have, from time to time, provided advisory staff. In particular, I thank Hon Brian Ellis who, I think, provided his 
advisory officer more frequently than did other chairs; although I understand that Hon Max Trenorden has also 
been helpful to the committee in that regard. I think it important to note that this has been a burden shared by a 
number of members in this place. 

I turn now to recommendation 2. Initially, I acknowledge a temporary extension of reporting time from 30 days 
to 45 days and I thank the Leader of the House, and members of this house for supporting the motion of the 
Leader of the House to provide that temporary extension of time. The committee is very grateful for that 
extension; although I note that it falls short of the extension the committee requested in recommendation 2. The 
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committee’s reporting time has been extended from 30 days to 45 days and, again, I note that that is a temporary 
extension only. The committee has asked, in recommendation 2, for a 60-day reporting time. 

Members may be aware that when the Legislative Council first considered establishing a committee to look at 
uniform legislation, it provided the committee with a 180-day reporting time. I note that the Leader of the House 
is nodding agreement; I always get that time wrong and he always corrects me. I normally refer to 120 days, but 
it is 180 days. The point that I wish to make in drawing that to the attention of members is that the complexity of 
the uniform schemes that governments have been entering into since the committee was first established in its 
initial form and was given 180 days in which to report has grown enormously. Even in the short time that I have 
been in Parliament—since 2001—the complexity of the uniform schemes has grown enormously. In addition, 
the complexity of the drafting and the techniques used to introduce uniform bills have also grown in complexity. 
That alone makes it hard to understand and to justify why this committee should have anything less than 
180 days within which to report on uniform bills and uniform schemes. However, having said that, the 
committee is practical and understands the political reality in which we all have to work. It understands that it is 
not ever likely to get agreement for a 180-day reporting time and for that reason the committee has not come to 
the house asking for a 180-day reporting time. The committee took a very objective approach when trying to 
assess what is the reasonable, minimum time the committee would need to undertake a review of a bill that is 
worthy of this place—that is, the Legislative Council—and the people of Western Australia. In doing that 
assessment, the committee determined that in all practical reality anything less than 60 days makes it very, very 
difficult for the committee to provide a report to the house. I will explain the reasons why that is the case shortly. 

However before doing so, I now point out that we need to remember that the work of this committee is unique in 
terms of the work of other committees because it deals with protection from the erosion of parliamentary 
sovereignty. We have all been sworn to serve the people of Western Australia, to serve the Parliament of 
Western Australia, and to protect parliamentary sovereignty, and members on the committee, both past and 
present, take that responsibility very, very seriously. Committee members go through the legislation very, very 
carefully to identify whether parliamentary sovereignty is being eroded and to assess whether that erosion is 
justified and whether it is in the best interests of the people of Western Australia. Obviously, in accepting any 
uniform scheme and any uniform bill, there will be some erosion of parliamentary sovereignty. In recent times, 
we have seen a growing tendency by federal government—regardless of political persuasion—to use uniform 
schemes as a means of growing the federal government jurisdiction and its area of influence. We have also seen 
a growing tendency for federal government—again regardless of political persuasion—to use funding to the 
states as a carrot to entice state parliaments to agree to uniform schemes. As a result, uniform schemes are 
coming into play for subject matters in which one would not normally expect a need for a uniform scheme. The 
committee met earlier today and considered a report tabled by a previous committee in 1992, and many of the 
issues that we are dealing with now were looked at by that committee. I know that Hon Liz Behjat will refer to a 
passage in that report and I will not steal her thunder. However, the point that I want to make is that uniform 
schemes are now coming into play on subject matters for which we really have to ask the questions: Do we need 
uniform legislation? Do we need a uniform scheme for this? Is there really a need for uniformity across the 
jurisdictions on this issue? 

We need an opportunity to assess uniform legislation or schemes much earlier in the process, as recommended in 
the 1992 report prepared and presented to the house by Mrs Cheryl Edwardes, MLA, which I commend to 
members. That report recommends that uniform schemes be referred to the Parliament at the time they are 
initially being framed and put together and not right at the end of the process, which is the time that we see them, 
thereby allowing the Parliament to have some input into how those schemes are developed and to determine 
whether, in fact, there is a need for the scheme or any benefit to the state of entering into this uniform scheme. 
But, by the time we get to see the legislation—again regardless of the political persuasion of the executive—the 
executive has invested that much time and effort and been provided inducements such that we are always faced 
with a situation in which it is difficult to make amendments to the scheme or to suggest that the state withdraw 
from and not participate in that uniform scheme. That is not to say that this Parliament has not, from time to 
time, made those decisions—it has. However, the reality is that we assess uniform schemes in a much more 
constrained environment because we come to the process at the end rather than up front. My point is that the role 
of the committee is very, very important, but that it is undermined to a large extent by the fact that we get the 
material so late in the process—after all the decisions have been made and the committee is being asked to, 
basically, rubberstamp the scheme. Therefore, it is important that we do not further undermine the role of the 
committee in protecting parliamentary sovereignty by expecting it to report within a time period that is 
completely unreasonable. 

Members will have heard me say in the past that one of the committee’s biggest frustrations has been getting 
access to the supporting documents that it needs to assess uniform legislation bills against the intergovernmental 
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agreement that was signed and the scheme that the intergovernmental agreement says it is bringing into play. In 
some cases, the committee has lost as many as 15 of its 30 reporting days, before it is even able to access those 
documents. When that happens, it makes it absolutely impossible for the committee to provide any sort of 
reasonable report to the Parliament within 30 working days. On occasion, even when provided with 
supplementary documentation, the committee has found that it has in fact not been provided with all the relevant 
supplementary documentation and therefore needs to go back to ministers or to government departments to get 
the rest of that information. When it is available online, we have really excellent research officers and committee 
staff who go through the process and invest a huge amount of their time identifying those documents through the 
internet. However, they are not always available on the internet, so it means that the committee has to then go 
back to government departments and ministers to ask for the information, further delaying the process. 

The Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review understands that this is a significant 
problem and that we need to address it. We are not asking that we simply get 180 days to deal with the issues; 
the committee has itself actually taken steps to try to address these issues. We have written to the Premier, asking 
him to issue a Premier’s circular to all ministerial officers and government agencies, reminding government 
agencies and ministerial officers of their obligation to provide this information to the committee, specifying that 
the information actually be provided when the bill is second read into the house, regardless of whether it is 
second read in this place or the other place. That will hopefully be a reminder and provide an imprimatur to 
agencies and ministerial officers to respond more promptly. 

In addition to that, the committee sends out audit letters every six months, in which we ask all ministers to give 
us an indication of whether they anticipate introducing uniform legislation into the Parliament within the 
following six months. The committee does that so that we are better able to manage our time, knowing what is 
coming up in the next six months. Recently, the committee resolved that, in addition to doing that, when we 
receive an audit response from a minister to say that they are intending to introduce uniform legislation, we will 
write back to the minister advising of the need to provide the supporting documentation on the second reading of 
the bill, so that provides a very time-relevant reminder to the minister and the government agency of the need to 
provide those documents. 

We have also authorised committee staff, on the referral of a bill to the committee, to automatically arrange for 
advertising seeking submissions to the committee on the bill. The issue we have experienced in the past is that 
sometimes we can lose up to a week or longer because of the time between the bill being second read in the 
house and referred to the committee, and the time that the committee meets, and the deadline for ads to be placed 
in newspapers. We have found that we can often lose a week and sometimes two weeks because of those time 
lines not matching up. By passing that resolution, we hope that committee staff will be able to act on those 
matters immediately, which will be a time saving in itself. 

It is normal practice to allow two weeks for people to provide public submissions, so if the bill is second read 
into the house and referred to the committee on a Tuesday, the clock starts ticking on the Wednesday. The ad 
does not go into the newspapers until the Saturday, and the two weeks start running from there. We are already 
well past 15 days by the time the committee receives submissions. As a result of that, we can then lose a couple 
of days, depending on how it lines up with the next committee meeting date.  

We also need to hold hearings. It is preferable for committees to not hold hearings with government agencies 
until after we have received the submissions, so we are then able to question witnesses on the issues that are 
raised in the submissions. The committee has, time and again, been forced into a position in which it has to hold 
hearings before it has actually received the submissions, to try to make progress and meet the house’s 
requirement that it report within 45 days—formerly 30 days. In any event, we are now looking at day 20 on that 
cycle. We frequently have to restrict ourselves to holding hearings only with government agency witnesses 
because if we were to hold hearings with the people who had made submissions, it could mean having to push 
hearing dates further into the reporting period to accommodate the needs of those individuals, so we often do not 
have hearings with those other individuals. 

Hansard is fantastic, and it provides transcripts back to us as quickly as it possibly can, but that is subject to its 
resourcing constraints and the amount of work it has at any given time, particularly when Parliament is sitting. 
That means that it can often take three days before we get the draft transcript for consideration. That becomes 
critical, because we have to review what the witnesses have said to make our assessment on the matters that we 
have questioned them about, and we have to then draft the report. The draft transcript then has to go out to the 
witnesses for them to look at and provide any comment in case, in their view, there has been some error, or they 
would like to provide some supplementary explanation on something they may have said which, when seen in 
black and white, does not translate as well as they thought it would. That takes a number of days as well, so by 
the time we have gone through that process we are already looking at 30 days, if not well beyond 30 days, and 
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that is assuming that at every step of the way, everybody is addressing everything in a very timely manner. We 
then have to get on with the task of drafting the report. The committee, to date, has worked very hard and met at 
all hours of the day and night to facilitate the drafting of the reports to get them to the Parliament on time. I hope 
that, in running through the outline of the time frame, members can see that we can very easily run into 45 days. 

The other issue we have is, of course, that as a general rule Parliament sits for two weeks, has a week of non-
sitting, then sits for another two weeks. The non-sitting weeks have an impact on the reporting time for the 
committee, because it is not normal for committees to meet during non-sitting weeks. The uniform legislation 
committee does meet during non-sitting weeks when it is required to, but it is important to note that two of the 
members of the committee are country members, and we are required to travel back from our electorates to Perth 
for those meetings. Trying to facilitate a time when all of us can meet can sometimes be difficult because, as all 
members in this place know, our diaries fill up weeks in advance, and we do not have that much notice on the 
referral of a bill and the reporting time. All those factors need to be taken into consideration. Although the 
committee acknowledges that 45 days within which to report is far better than 30 days, it is still very, very tight. 
When you consider that we will often have more than one bill and one scheme to consider at any one time, it 
further restricts our ability to report within that time frame. It is the committee’s considered opinion that a 
reporting period of 60 days would be far more reasonable, would facilitate better assessment and investigation by 
the committee, and would result in a sharper report being produced and provided to the house. I do not think that 
that is an unreasonable period for a committee to take within which to review the sorts of complex schemes and 
legislation we are being asked to review. 

I appreciate that governments, regardless of their political persuasion, want to get on with their legislative 
agenda, and they do tend to get frustrated when legislation is referred to committees because it may mean that 
they are unable to deal with a particular bill expeditiously. As has been noted by many members in this house, 
the work of the committee actually facilitates the progress of a bill through the house when it is being considered 
in the house. It is on record in Hansard that many members have stood in this place to say that work that has 
been undertaken by the uniform legislation committee has actually assisted members to understand the 
legislation before them, and has facilitated consideration of the bill through the Committee of the Whole House. 
Therefore, I think it is in the best interests of the members of the Legislative Council, the Parliament of Western 
Australia and the people of Western Australia that this Parliament considers and supports the Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review’s recommendation 2 to extend the reporting period from 
30 days to 60 days. In saying that, I do not want to seem ungrateful; the committee is grateful for the 
consideration given by the Leader of the House in the temporary extension of reporting time that has been 
provided to date. Again, I put on the record that these reports were tabled before that action was taken and this 
house passed that resolution. Although the committee acknowledges and appreciates those efforts, it is the 
committee’s considered view that a 60-day reporting period is far more reasonable and practical and would 
facilitate the committee to provide a more thorough, yet more concise, report that will be of benefit to all 
members in this place in the consideration of the very, very complex uniform schemes and uniform bills that we 
are now being asked to consider. 

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [3.11 pm]: I rise today to add my comments to this motion to adopt 
recommendations 1 and 2 from the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review’s forty-
ninth, fiftieth and fifty-first reports. 

As members know, unfortunately due to time and other constraints put on the committee, the committee did not 
have the—it was not a luxury—ability, I think, to consider these bills in full. The Credit (Commonwealth 
Powers) Bill 2010, the Credit (Commonwealth Powers) (Transitional and Consequential Provisions) Bill 2010 
and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2010 all on the same day, 25 May 2010, stood referred to the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review under standing order 230A. At that time the 
committee already had a number of other pieces of legislation before it and therefore felt that it was not able to 
fully report on those bills, given the constraints upon the committee. As Hon Adele Farina said in her remarks, 
since the tabling of those reports the matters raised in recommendations 1 and 2 of the reports have been 
addressed. I also place on the record the committee’s thanks to the Leader of the House, the President, the Clerks 
and others involved in obtaining for us the additional Advisory Officer (Legal) who, as members have heard, has 
now commenced with the committee. We wish him well in his new venture with us as he joins us on the journey 
of uniform legislation as it stands at the moment. Recommendation 2 is for the extension of the committee’s 
reporting time from 30 days to 60 days. Again, as members have heard, the committee’s reporting time has been 
temporarily extended to 45 days, and for that we are grateful. We hoped that we would get the extension of 
reporting time to 60 days. It was not an ambit claim that we put in for 60 days and hoped for 45 days; we 
actually hoped for a 60-day reporting period. That matter is under review by the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges. 
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I will point out a couple of things to the house that I find quite interesting. As always with the uniform 
legislation committee, I am learning so much every day. I am grateful to be a member on this committee because 
I get to learn about legislation that other members probably do not get to know in detail. Some criticism has been 
levelled at the committee in some areas in that perhaps we look at too much of the bill and that we should look at 
only those parts of the bill that are uniform legislation. However, I bring to the house’s attention the wording of 
standing order 230A(3), which states — 

Unless otherwise ordered, a Bill stands referred to the Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review 
Committee at the conclusion of the second reading speech of the Minister or Member in charge. 

Standing order 230A(3) does not state that those parts of the bill that are uniform legislation stand referred to the 
committee; it states that the “bill stands referred”. In light of this, I also point out that the Legislative Council’s 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges eighth report of 16 November 2005 on matters referred to the 
committee and other miscellaneous matters states — 

If a bill only partially relates to uniform legislation, the entire bill stands referred under SO 230A. When 
referred, the entire bill is open for inquiry and report—not just those parts relating to uniform 
legislation. 

I know that the standing orders are under review at the moment. It may be that the current procedure and 
privileges committee will review whether the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review 
should report only on certain parts of a bill and not the bill in its entirety. However, given the complexity of the 
bills currently referred to the uniform legislation committee, it would be very difficult to consider only part of a 
bill. I think that we would probably waste quite a bit of time trying to extract from a bill what is uniform 
legislation and what is not; therefore, it is probably just as easy for the committee to continue to consider a bill in 
total. Of course, it is not open for the committee to look at the policy of a bill and we certainly do not go down 
that road. 

The committee also looks at reports done by previous committees and the genesis of where all these things come 
from. Again, we are always learning from people who have gone before us—those who are much wiser than us, 
perhaps—and we do rely a lot on previous reports. Hon Adele Farina referred in her remarks to the report of the 
Select Committee on Parliamentary Procedures for Uniform Legislation Agreements, which was a committee 
from the other place chaired by Hon Cheryl Edwardes. That select committee from 1992 was tasked with 
looking at whether some finance bills that were before the house could be dealt with by the Parliament. The 
report has a lot within it that I recommend members read. The part of the report that grabbed my attention, I 
suppose, was that on 24 July 1992 the committee wrote to the then Solicitor-General, Kevin Parker, seeking an 
opinion from him. The committee’s letter stated, in part — 

In evidence to the Committee, questions have been raised as to the power of the Western Australian 
Parliament to withdraw from a uniform legislation scheme once it has become a participant. The 
Committee has been advised that this issue raises complex issues of constitutional law and the 
Committee is therefore seeking a legal opinion on the matter. 

Obviously, I will not in today’s speech go down the road of withdrawal from uniform schemes, but I want to 
read to the house a couple of paragraphs from the Solicitor-General’s response to the committee that I think we 
should all bear in mind, given that we are inundated with uniform legislation schemes coming to this state 
Parliament and the way that we deal with that. This may be the genesis of why our state deals with uniform 
schemes quite differently from other states. We do not deal with template legislation, as Queensland and other 
states do; we always have mirror legislation and put in our own provisions. A classic example of that recently 
was the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill for which we basically fixed some errors 
because regulations were to be gazetted only in Victoria and not in this state. That is a great example of how, 
after the bill had been fully scrutinised by the uniform legislation committee, this house of review made changes 
to the legislation to ensure that states’ rights were not abrogated and that the sovereignty of the state remained 
paramount at all times. That again highlights the importance of the work that is done by the uniform legislation 
committee.  

In part, the response from the Solicitor-General, Kevin Parker, to Hon Cheryl Edwardes was as follows — 

For most other subjects, however, the need for or the advantages of national uniformity are usually 
exaggerated and there is not usually much real justification for the monotonously frequent calls heard in 
recent years for ‘national uniform legislation’ about all types of subjects. Such a call has almost become 
a required catch-cry for Federal committees and bodies. 

He goes on to say in a further paragraph — 
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Nevertheless, there are (a relatively few) subjects in which there is a need for, or real benefits are to be 
gained from, uniform national laws. It is respectfully suggested that state legislators should take care to 
ensure there really is a need for, or a significant benefit to be had from, a proposal for uniform national 
legislation before accepting such a proposal. Of course, in assessing whether a significant benefit is to 
be gained from a proposal for uniform national legislation, attention must also be paid to whether there 
are significant disadvantages.  

That also backs up the suggestion made by Hon Adele Farina that if there is to be a continuation of these uniform 
schemes throughout Australia, and if the Federation itself is to remain intact and we are always to protect states’ 
rights, there needs to be another way for Parliaments to look at these uniform schemes so that they do not just 
appear in legislation and are then referred to the committee—almost like shutting the gate after the horse has 
bolted. The committee raised that issue in all three of our reports. The words of Kevin Parker in 1992 are still 
relevant today in 2011, and we need to bear those words very carefully in mind. 

In report 49, at paragraph 2.4, we say, in part — 

Uniform schemes and resulting legislation by their very nature have the capacity to erode or undermine 
the sovereignty of the Western Australian State Parliament. 

Members can read the remainder of that paragraph for themselves. This is a matter that I have spoken on before 
in the two years that I have been a member of this house, and it is a matter that I will continue to speak on in this 
house, regardless of whether I remain a member of the uniform legislation committee, for the remainder of my 
time as a member of Parliament. I am passionate about protecting the rights of Western Australia, and that is 
something that we all need to be doing.  

I again thank the Leader of the House for the extra resources that have been given to the committee. I assure him 
that the four members of the committee are very hardworking members—I know he has no doubt about that—
and we take our work very seriously. I commend the reports to the house. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [3.23 pm]: I want to make a few 
comments about these reports. When I first saw these reports, I thought that the best way to deal with this matter 
is to get rid of the Council of Australian Governments! But I then worked out that that is something I cannot 
deliver on. I think most people these days would agree with my view about COAG, because COAG is now the 
source of most of the legislation that this committee is dealing with. Clearly, this is an issue that transcends 
political parties, because COAG is a creature that was used by the Howard government, and is now being used 
by the federal Labor government, to pursue a course of developing uniform laws across the nation. John Howard 
described himself as a nationalist as opposed to a federalist, and I think that view tends to prevail among most 
federal politicians, no matter where they come from.  

Because the commonwealth has more money than the states by a long way, the course of action that it has taken 
in the past to achieve its outcomes has been to say that if the states enact uniform legislation, particularly if that 
has to do with the economy and economic regulation, it will save the economy X amount of money, and the 
commonwealth will, therefore, give the states a certain amount of money to compensate them for going down 
that path; and, because the states are always short of money, they take the money. When Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
was the Minister for Education, we had a debate about some money that would be provided to the state 
government if we acceded to some education “reforms”. I say “reforms”, because I have the view that the 
commonwealth does not have any schools and it does not know anything much about education, and education 
should be left to the states to manage. The federal government of the day decided that it wanted to impose its 
will on the states, and knowing that the Constitution precludes it from being involved in education, it basically 
came out with the idea that if the states would do all these things that it would like them to do, it would give 
them all this money. So I said to the honourable member when she was a minister, “Why don’t you knock the 
money back?”—I think it was $400 million—and I could understand why she was not going to do that. But there 
probably does need to come a time, sometime in the future—I hope I am still around when it happens—when the 
state says, “We don’t want the money. We’re not going to go down that path. We’re going to look after our own 
interests, and we won’t be bribed”. I say “bribed” because that is the simplest and most fundamental way in 
which I can put what is going on. Just as an aside, if I was the Minister for Education, I would not sign up for the 
national curriculum—that is another story as well—because that is a federal takeover of what every kid in every 
school in Australia learns, and I think that is something that we can do quite well at the local level in each of the 
states and territories. 

But it does not end, because virtually every COAG meeting is about uniform legislation, and all the states and 
territories sign up to that, because they need the money, and it seems like a good idea, particularly from the point 
of view of industry, to have uniformity of laws across the nation that relate to economic development and 
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economic activity. But I agree with Hon Liz Behjat that we need to be very careful here, because we are heading 
down a path whereby the areas in which this state Parliament can legislate are potentially being diminished. 
Most people would not see that as affecting our sovereignty, but by limiting those areas in which this state can 
legislate, we are in fact affecting our sovereignty. I have the fundamental view that I would rather not have any 
uniform legislation. But I now live in a world in which uniform legislation is a fact of life and there is nothing I 
can do to stop it.  

The issue before the house is the extra workload that the uniform legislation committee now has to deal with. I 
have acknowledged that extra workload by seeking additional funds from Treasury, and fortunately Treasury has 
been prepared to provide those funds. We have also agreed to extend from 30 days to 45 days the period of time 
within which the committee is required to assess a piece of legislation. When we made that decision to increase 
the period to 45 days, it was on the basis that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is currently 
looking at the standing orders of this house. The 45 days will remain in place until such time as that committee 
reports, and the house might then make a different decision about whether it should be 30 days, 45 days, 60 days 
or 180 days. The procedure and privileges committee has been working very diligently on these issues. Quite 
coincidentally, at our meeting this morning, we were discussing the terms of reference of this particular 
committee. A number of issues have been raised by members today that I was fortunate enough to be 
contemplating this morning. Without going into what was discussed at that committee—although I think I am 
entitled to talk about it, because we are allowed to talk to members about what the committee is discussing—
there are a couple of issues that are quite interesting and have some serious policy implications. The current 
standing orders provide that a minister can provide information to the committee ahead of a matter coming to 
Parliament as a bill. That has actually happened. One of Hon Kim Hames’ bills went to the uniform legislation 
committee before it came to the house.  

Two members today have said that a good argument could be put that, before a state enters into a uniform 
scheme, it should go to the uniform legislation committee. I think that is totally impractical, in a sense, because, 
fundamentally, most uniform legislation comes out of the Council of Australian Governments process, so 
governments make decisions at the COAG level. As a result of that the agreements made at COAG translate into 
legislation. The governments then go down the path of their decisions by virtue of the fact that they are the 
sovereign governments of the states. It is the role and duty of governments to create legislation based upon what 
they seek to achieve in this jurisdiction. It is Parliament’s role to agree or disagree with the legislation, not to be 
part of the creation of it. That is how it works, fundamentally, all the time because Parliament and the executive 
are different creatures. Parliament is not part of the executive; it is the body that is supposed to keep the 
executive in train. To have parliamentary committees involved in the decision making that leads to the creation 
of legislation is, to me, not what parliamentary committees are for. It might make life easier for everyone and be 
more administratively convenient—I can see some arguments for that—but I think it is giving a parliamentary 
committee a role that it is not entitled to have.  

I acknowledge, however, that the standing orders do allow for it. A government might decide to contemplate 
uniform legislation in an area of health reform, for example. The minister might give a copy of the draft 
legislation or the proposed scheme to the committee and say, “Tell us what you think about this”, and it might be 
a draft bill of 400 pages. The committee could spend months working on it only to find the government decides 
not to introduce it, so it never comes to Parliament and a judgement is never made about it. That is not out of the 
question. Given the committee is concerned about how much time it has to do its job, to give it this role would 
mean it would want 47 new clerks and 700 days to report, because it would be an overwhelming burden, 
especially bearing in mind how many of these schemes are at foot at the present time. I have a problem with 
what Hon Adele Farina is arguing for, although I recognise that, administratively, there may be some benefits to 
be had from that. It will exercise my mind some more as we sit down to look at the standing orders.  

In my view, the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review has a role that is determined 
by standing order 230A, which describes the sort of bills that need to be referred automatically to the committee. 
I will not read through standing order 230A(1)(a) and (b), but it basically describes the type of legislation that 
needs to go to the committee as a matter of course. It relates to intergovernmental agreements to which the state 
is a party, fundamentally. But standing order 230A(1)(b) begins by saying — 

This order applies to a Bill that — 

… 

(b) by reason of its subject matter, introduces a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the 
Commonwealth. 

“By reason of its subject matter” means that, if this particular matter about which the bill relates was discussed, 
say, almost 100 years ago at a meeting of ministers, it could be subject to the standing order because the subject 
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matter of that intergovernmental discussion relates to the bill. I am clearly exaggerating when I say 100 years, 
but I have been advised in the past that ministerial meetings in the 1990s talked about a particular issue and, 
because it was relevant to a particular bill, it was caught by 230A(1)(b).  

Hon Adele Farina: There has been some development initiated by yourself where we have refined that, so that 
if the scheme is already in place and enacted by a bill, it might be referred to the committee.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Yes. I think commonsense should prevail here because we really are dealing with 
something that introduces a uniform scheme or uniform law; it is not whether the subject matter somehow relates 
to that. I think that is something the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is looking at in the context 
of its review of the standing orders. If we look at the actual terms of reference of the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review we see what it is about. Basically, it is to consider and report on bills 
referred to it under standing order 230A(1)(a) and (b). The two standing orders relate to each other and give an 
indication of what sort of legislation should be considered. But it then does not really say what is supposed to be 
done with it. It does not say in the standing orders or the terms of reference that the sovereignty of the state must 
be considered. That is sort of an understood situation. Hon Adele Farina is quite right. The role of the committee 
is to protect the sovereignty of the state Parliament; in other words, to stop the government of Western Australia 
entering into uniform laws that take away the capacity of the state Parliaments to legislate in their own interests. 
That to me is a fundamental reason this committee exists—that is, to make sure we are not going down a path 
that takes away from us the ability to legislate in areas for which we have constitutional responsibility. That is 
the reason for the committee to exist.  

I was here when this committee was first established. Hon Adele Farina mentioned 180 days. It was brought in 
by Hon Bob Pike, who, regrettably, has passed away since then. It related to a bill introduced into this house that 
created a uniform scheme. No notice was given and it was rushed through. In fact, as I recall, the bill had not 
even come before Parliament, and we discussed it through a second reading speech. That was what alerted 
people to the fact that if we went down the path we were going down then, this Parliament would be in serious 
jeopardy in respect of its sovereignty. Over time the committee has refined its processes and now we have what 
we are discussing today. One of the things I found interesting—I am not making judgements about this—is that 
the committee has adopted these fundamental legislative scrutiny principles which, to my reading, have very 
little to do with the sovereignty of the state Parliament. I will not read through them all but the first part of those 
principles reads —  

Does the legislation have sufficient regard to the rights and liberties of individuals?  

I do not quite see how that relates to the sovereignty of the state Parliament. It is interesting that somebody 
should look at that. Maybe it is the Standing Committee on Legislation’s job to do those sorts of things; not 
necessarily the job of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. 

Hon Adele Farina: It is the role of the committee that is required to scrutinise legislation and those scrutiny 
principles were developed in conjunction with other jurisdictions in Australia.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: They might well have arrived at them in tablet form on Mt Ararat or somewhere; I 
do not know. The point I am trying to make is that because in my view the sort of issues raised in this legislative 
scrutiny principle do not much relate to sovereignty issues, it may well be the sort of scrutiny principles that the 
Standing Committee on Legislation might decide to adopt as the sort of things that a committee of the house that 
scrutinises a bill takes into account.  

Hon Adele Farina: That is what the uniform legislation committee does once a bill —  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is not what the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review was established for.  

Hon Adele Farina: I am sorry, but if you look at schedule 1 on page 149 of the standing orders —  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Can I finish? We are going to run out of time. Hon Adele Farina can have another go 
because she moved the motion and can tell me where I am wrong when she returns to the question. The points on 
this list refer to rights, freedoms, obligations and so on, consistent with the principles of natural justice. They 
read — 

9. Does the Bill provide for compulsory acquisition of property with fair compensation?  

10. Does the Bill have sufficient regard to Aboriginal tradition and Island custom?  

11. Is the Bill unambiguous and drafted in a sufficiently clear and precise way? 

These are the sorts of things this committee has taken on as part of its duties in the scrutiny of legislation. The 
second part asks — 
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Does the Bill have sufficient regard to the institution of Parliament?  

That is where it is heading in the right direction in the sense that it is looking at sovereignty issues but, without 
going through the 16 points it goes a bit beyond that as well. I am making this point, without passing judgement, 
only to say that if the committee is adopting these scrutiny principles for every bill, I can understand why it takes 
it a long time to deal with each bill. All these issues are significant. However, in my view, that is not necessarily 
what this committee’s job is. If the committee were to stick to the sovereignty question, it would have a lot less 
work to do, in my humble judgement. But this is a matter for the house to consider and decide on. I can only say 
to members that I do not know when those scrutiny principles were agreed to by the house. I do not know 
whether the committee simply decided to adopt and use them, because I cannot remember. I may well be wrong, 
and I am happy to be corrected. I do not remember this house agreeing to those principles, because when I first 
read them only recently, I was a bit surprised. 

The government does not have a problem at all with the recommendations that the committee has put forward 
and agrees to the motion before the house with a slight exception, obviously, because I am not about to agree to 
60 days, having just recently agreed to 45 days. Therefore, I want to move an amendment that simply says — 

To insert after “agreed to” — 

, subject to the following amendment to recommendation 2 in each report — 

To delete “60 days” and insert — 

45 days 

We have had the argument about this. The house has made a decision in recent times to go to 45 days, and I 
think that decision should stand. This is another attempt to up the ante a bit more on this occasion, when in fact 
we have already made an interim decision. I am not saying that we will not need 60 days ultimately, but, as we 
discussed when we made this decision recently, it is an interim arrangement until such time as the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges can report on the standing orders. That is getting close to happening, I 
have to say. We actually got to the last page today, and we are now going back through the hard bits that we 
could not decide on before. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Do you need some more resources, minister, so you can finally get it done? It’s only 
taken two years. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Not at all. I would say that the resources available to this committee are 
extraordinarily good and more than adequate. Indeed, the morning tea is vastly better than anything I get with 
any government committee that I am involved in. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Maybe you should share it with all the committees if it’s so good. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I think that is what happens. I cannot imagine—I will not go down that path. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I think we get the presidential morning tea. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is what we get, is it? I have to say that it is not bad. It is certainly better than 
anything in my office. I do not even have biscuits in my ministerial office, so it is a big improvement. 

Hon Ken Travers: There’s presidential morning tea, there’s Legislative Assembly morning tea, and then there’s 
general committee morning tea, which is on a par with what’s in your office, I suspect, minister. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: If it is, it is a wonder that members have not all resigned! 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s because we’re committed. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We do not even get any hard biscuits, and we bring our own cup of tea. 

Hon Ken Travers: I think they throw one Monte Carlo out to see if there’s a fight over it! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Seriously, I think that this particular committee that I am a co-opted member of is in 
fact well resourced and doing a good job, but this inquiry is much harder than we ever imagined, because we are 
virtually looking at every standing order, which was not necessarily the original intention, but it has become a 
serious body of work. 

Amendment to Motion 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: Therefore, I move — 

To insert after “agreed to” — 

, subject to the following amendment to recommendation 2 in each report — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 13 April 2011] 

 p2849d-2862a 
Hon Adele Farina; Hon Liz Behjat; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Sue Ellery; Deputy 

President; Hon Michael Mischin 

 [10] 

To delete “60 days” and insert — 

45 days 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [3.43 pm]: I want to speak to the substantive motion and 
put my support for that motion. At the same time as I do that, I also want to acknowledge the work of not only 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, but also Hon Adele Farina. There is no 
doubt that the people who work with Hon Adele Farina are in awe of her forensic analysis of some of the most 
complex issues and complex legislation that come before this place. There is no doubt that many members come 
to rely on the work of the uniform legislation committee, and I am certainly one of them. In fact, the forty-ninth, 
fiftieth and fifty-first reports each dealt with the Credit (Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2010 and the Credit 
(Commonwealth Powers) (Transitional and Consequential Provisions) Bill 2010, and that is legislation that was 
under my portfolio responsibility, and I very much was awaiting the report of that committee. Unfortunately, I 
scored a blank, because the committee simply did not have the resources to be able to undertake the analysis that 
was required to present its findings in the report back to Parliament. I have to say that I felt that that was pretty 
poor. I felt that we were letting ourselves down, as a Parliament, and we were letting the people of the state 
down, because if that forensic analysis does not take place, we are all the poorer for it because our knowledge is 
not as fulsome as perhaps it should be and would have been had that work been done. 

I listened with some interest to Hon Norman Moore, and I accept that he made some valid points about the role 
of the Council of Australian Governments, the outcomes of COAG and the consequential impact on the states 
and territories. Certainly, it has some very important impacts on this state, and it has not escaped me that it seems 
a bit odd that perhaps the state that contributes the greatest to the national coffers often ends up having the least 
say in a range of areas that are under COAG consideration. It is not unusual, for example, for a WA minister to 
go over east for a COAG meeting, only to find that pretty much it is all stitched up and, of course, the eastern 
seaboard states have virtually all but stamped the decision. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I would agree with that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. I must admit that I think there are some serious issues. 

No doubt, though, the work of the uniform legislation committee is very good work. For that committee to not 
have the resources to be able to undertake and continue that very good work should be disturbing to all of us. 
Hon Adele Farina has to some extent taken the lead on the issue of resourcing committees. We all recognise the 
important role of committees and that this house is the house of review. We have a responsibility to undertake 
that review function to the best of our ability and capacity, and make sure that we end up with the best possible 
legislative outcomes. If we diminish the resources, we diminish the functionality of committees, and, in doing so, 
we diminish ourselves. 

There is an issue about the disparity between the resourcing of lower house committees and upper house 
committees. This is something that really needs to be looked at seriously. I cannot for the life of me understand 
why there should be any funding disparity between the committees of the two houses, particularly given that 
their work is very similar. They may deal with different areas or whatever, but the work that they undertake — 

Hon Liz Behjat: They shouldn’t have committees at all. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The Legislative Assembly probably should not have committees, but that is a 
different debate. The point I am making is that this is an issue that seriously needs to be looked at. I urge the 
Leader of the House to raise the issue with his cabinet colleagues and the Treasurer, and perhaps we might do 
better in the future in making sure that we have the resources that we require. 

Hon Norman Moore: I don’t believe you’re saying this. I just cannot believe a word you’re saying. I sat in this 
place for eight years while you gave them absolutely nothing. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: When the Leader of the House sat on this side of the chamber, he wanted us to 
fund them and give them bags of money and FTEs. 

Hon Norman Moore: You were absolutely mean and miserable. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The Leader of the House has to be kidding me! 

Hon Norman Moore: You actually closed down one committee and would not give it any money. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have to tell members how bad it is. I did not want to say this, but Hon Norman 
Moore is forcing me to say this. 

Hon Norman Moore: I know the history of your side. You’ve hated the Legislative Council ever since you’ve 
been in the place. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I was the shadow minister responsible for the Credit (Commonwealth Powers) 
(Transitional and Consequential Provisions) Bill 2010 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2010, 
and I waited and waited and waited for the committee to undertake its scrutiny of the Personal Property 
Securities (Commonwealth Laws) Bill 2011, and guess what? I opened that report to find that it basically says 
the same thing as the other reports; there is another blank. There was no funding and no resources and so the 
committee could not do the work. 

Hon Norman Moore: There was a time when members of the opposition read the legislation and tried to 
understand it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The Leader of the House never reads legislation. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order, members! Let us hear the honourable 
member, please. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think that was a cheap shot. I say that because it is physically impossible to 
read every piece of legislation page by page. I currently have seven bills on my desk, Hon Norman Moore. The 
Leader of the House would not have done that much work in the past 22 years! 

Hon Norman Moore: Let Hansard record the tears that are rolling down our cheeks! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That was a cheap shot. If that is what the Leader of the House thinks the 
committees are set up to do, he does not know what is going on. 

The point I want to make is that this funding issue is a serious issue. I am on the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations, which looked at the removal of senior school allocation funding for year 11 
and 12 courses at 21 district high schools. We sought funding to do that very important work, because the 
reduction of that funding has a very serious impact on students right across the state. It was a major policy 
decision. It was a major slap in the face for rural and regional communities. As far as I understand it, we were 
not allocated funding. We drove our cars to hearings; we car-pooled. 

Hon Norman Moore: Good grief! What did you expect to do? What did you want us to do—charter you a jet or 
something? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The government has managed to get itself one. 

Hon Norman Moore: You bought it, not us. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There is an issue with funding. I am not so sure that the Leader of the House 
should be laughing about this, because it is a serious issue. 

Hon Norman Moore: Do you reckon that driving your car is hard work? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is a serious issue. 

Hon Norman Moore: Rubbish! Everybody has driven their motor car to an inquiry—many times. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If the government is not prepared to fund committees, I cannot understand — 

Hon Norman Moore: You’ve just got an extra heap of money. I don’t know what you’re talking about. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We got an additional officer. The point is that given that this is the house of 
review, our committees should be allocated the same funding as is allocated to those in the Legislative 
Assembly. 

Hon Norman Moore: Why didn’t you do that when you were in government? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am asking that the Leader of the House address that issue with the Treasurer. 
Now that the Liberal Party is in government, it does not want committees to be effective. It does not want 
committees to do the work because it does not want the scrutiny. 

Hon Norman Moore: Don’t worry; the money might just dry up after this. This is just ridiculous. We have just 
agreed with the mover of the motion in that she is saying thank you to the government for extra money for the 
committee system. 

Point of Order 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I cannot hear a thing because there is a constant stream of interjection. The member on her 
feet is not shy and she will take interjections, but I cannot hear because there is a running commentary from the 
Leader of the House. 

Hon Norman Moore: You’ll just have to get used to it. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order, members! The Leader of the Opposition 
makes a very salient point. I am certainly finding it difficult. It is not necessarily one particular interjection; there 
are interjections all around the chamber. We have only 10 minutes remaining on this motion. I would appreciate 
it if members on their feet direct their comments to the Chair and try as best as possible to avoid accepting 
interjections. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has the call. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I conclude my remarks by saying that this is not an issue to be taken lightly. 
The Leader of the House might think that it is a bit too much for me to raise the issue of having to drive for four 
hours to get to a public hearing, and then participate in that public hearing for up to six or seven hours and then 
drive back. We also take staff with us, and there is a duty of care issue associated with that. Quite frankly, the 
Leader of the House can roll his eyes as much as he likes, but at the end of the day there is a duty of care. I am 
saying to the Leader of the House that he needs to accept it as a serious issue. He needs to fund the committees 
so that they can get on with the job they were set up to do. The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations in particular works very hard, but it, too, needs additional resources. I can guarantee that every other 
committee of the Legislative Council needs additional resources. Given the Leader of the House’s role in the 
Legislative Council, he should be working to support that request. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In a minute. The Leader of the House should primarily want the Legislative 
Council to operate as best it can. We all want that. 

Hon Norman Moore: I will ask Treasury to give you the increase you gave when you were in government. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I cannot deal with the Leader of the House because he is so childish. I have put 
on the public record what I think should happen. I fully support the recommendations before us. 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.58 pm]: I rise to make a 
couple of comments on this motion. I have been moved to do so by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It took an awful long time on that one bill. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Bring them on! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That bill was a fascinating excursion. There have been quite a number of contrasts 
in the work of the Standing Committee on Legislation since I had the privilege of becoming a member of it. Its 
first bill was about three inches thick and took about a month to report on, and the report was about 10 pages. Its 
second bill was about two or three pages long and took about 11 months to report on, and the report was about as 
thick as the Standardisation of Formatting Bill.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, that is pretty good. We did a thorough job of them.  

I have been moved to rise in response to some of the comments. I should say at the outset that I support not only 
the amendment, but also the motion. In my view it is important that these committees are adequately resourced. I 
am encouraged by the attitude of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich because, as I understand it, the Labor Party is a better 
government while it is in opposition than it was when it was in government in providing resources to everything 
that seems to be critical. The Labor Party has this mood of generosity and now sees the importance of everything 
that it neglected during its seven and a half years in government.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Whereas you in government are just plain mean!  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The Leader of the Opposition wounds me.  

Two things need to be stated about the operations of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review, one of which has been raised by the Leader of the House—that is, the committee’s terms of 
reference. I note the argument about whether the reference of the bill, once the content of the bill triggers 
standing order 230A, requires the committee to review the whole bill or simply focus on one aspect of it. From 
reading standing order 230A, and given that a threshold automatically triggers the reference of the bill to the 
committee, I would have thought that the focus should be in respect of that trigger mechanism; that is, the 
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committee ought to be looking at the stuff that has caused the bill to be referred to the committee. I say that for a 
number of reasons. One is based on principles of statutory interpretation. The other is that, as I understand it, it is 
unusual for bills to be automatically referred to a committee except in this case. Normally, it takes a vote of the 
house to refer a bill for consideration in its entirety and the terms upon which a bill is referred to a committee 
can be either limited to the nature of the bill or extended to its policy and the like. Therefore, it seems unusual 
that in these particular cases in which bills meet the threshold under standing order 230A(1)(a) and (b), bills are 
referred not only for that purpose, but also to be examined at large. If the committee has taken that view of a 
broader field of responsibility in respect of these bills, of which there is an increasing number, of course the 
committee has made a rod for its own back and will necessarily require more and more resources. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I note the remarks of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, but she seems to think that being the 
chairman of the committee means that the chairman has responsibility for all the committee’s work. I remind the 
member, in case she has forgotten or has gone into one of her fugue-like states, that five members are on the 
committee and a committee is simply an accumulation of the efforts of all.  

Hon Liz Behjat: On which committee are there five members? There are only four.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Of several people.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: But you are supposed to exercise stewardship! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If the member wants to give me the dictatorial powers to be able to direct 
members of the committee to come to a particular conclusion and give me the responsibility of writing the 
report, that is fine. I am happy to entertain that.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It was a disaster. Just acknowledge it! It was all a disaster. You are ashamed of it and 
you should be! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is an outrageous comment.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: If you want to give it, you’ve got to be able to take it! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Stay relevant. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to raise a motion complaining about the Standing 
Committee on Legislation and my stewardship of it, I am happy to debate that at any time. I remind the member 
that that committee is made up of several members, including at least one from her side of the floor, who 
exercise an independent appraisal and assessment of the legislation that comes before them. Anyone reading that 
report would realise the complex and involved issues that caused the delays in that case.  

Getting back to the point, if the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review is going to 
take a particular interpretation of its role, it will find itself endlessly hungry and thirsting for resources. 

Noting the time, I might have to continue on another occasion, but the second thing I want to raise is the way the 
committee uses its resources and addresses some of the matters. I have in mind in this particular case not one of 
the three bills that are the subject of the reports in this instance, but a more recent bill that the committee 
returned ahead of its due date and claimed that it did not have enough time to deal with.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


