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FINES, PENALTIES AND INFRINGEMENT NOTICES ENFORCEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 5 December 2002. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [11.26 am]:  This Bill is supported by the Opposition.  It is probably 
time for the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Act to be totally re-enacted.  The scheme 
was new when it was introduced in 1994.  Many changes have been made to it to finetune it to make it work.  It 
has certainly achieved its principal intent, which is to increase the recovery of fines from the public and to 
reduce the amount of imprisonment which people have as a substitute for paying fines, but it has not been 
without its technical problems.   

Some of the amendments were introduced by me.  I find that advisers in the Department of Justice always seem 
to want to hedge everything around with all sorts of qualifications about what might or might not happen.  It 
seems that it is always the provisions they put into a Bill, which they think should be in there and about which 
one has doubts about whether they are really necessary, which are the provisions that are amended and taken out 
next time.  I think that they have the worry that if they let anybody else, such as a magistrate or a judge, make a 
decision, because it is not within their control, the whole thing will get out of hand.  What they do is set up a 
very complicated process to keep control to themselves and not allow magistrates or judges to go too far.  They 
then find that it does not work, and of course it must be changed.   

Many of the alterations in the Bill are to pick up some of the difficulties that have occurred in respect of the Act.  
Like much of the legislation, many of the amendments seems to be vaguely familiar.  I do think it is time for a 
complete rewrite of the Act.  There is far too much procedure in it and far too much of lift the right hand, lift the 
left hand and send a paper over here.  There is a lack of flexibility with enforcement.  The enforcement of fines 
needs considerable flexibility. 

I do not know whether I am allowed to refer to evidence of a committee if it was held in public but has not yet 
been reported. 

The PRESIDENT:  If it was taken publicly, reference can be made because it is on the public record.  People are 
probably reading it on the Internet even now. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, that is true.   

I raised this because the Act came up during the course of the Legislation Committee’s discussion of the current 
sentencing Bills.  One of the most persistent submitters of suggestions to the Government and the committee is 
the Ngaanyatjarra community from the central desert.  It is clear that what works in Perth is almost guaranteed 
not to work anywhere else.  I introduced a Bill that was intended to give some flexibility in fines enforcement, 
and I revealed to the Parliament that the idea came from Warburton and the central desert area.  The Bill did not 
state that it was for the benefit of that area, but it shows that we must start looking at greater flexibility for 
legislation that acknowledges that what works in the metropolitan area does not necessarily work in other places.  
One piece of legislation that has that flexibility is the Bail Act.  It contains a provision about giving bail to a 
person charged with a second schedule offence while that person is already on bail for a second schedule 
offence.  It specifically states that in the metropolitan area and other proclaimed places, a justice of the peace or 
a police officer may not give bail.  Although police officers constantly complain about the revolving door nature 
of justice, the revolving door is actually at police stations.  Police officers were giving bail.  It was thought that 
the only way to enforce the provision was to take the discretion from police officers and justices of the peace and 
give it to magistrates.  It was hoped that people charged with second schedule offences while on bail for second 
schedule offences would not get bail.  It specifically refers to the metropolitan area.  It might be practical to stop 
that abuse by police in Perth because a person could be kept in custody overnight and taken before a magistrate 
the next day.  If a person were remanded he would go straight to Hakea Prison.  It is not all that practical in more 
remote parts of Western Australia.  In fact, it is not all that practical in country Western Australia.  In provincial 
towns such as Albany, Bunbury, Geraldton, Carnarvon, Kununurra and Karratha it could be done but, if there is 
no resident magistrate, it is not all that practical.  If the resident magistrate is on circuit - 

Hon Paddy Embry:  The magistrate from Albany could be in Esperance. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  It is not very practical.  It could be done in Bunbury because it has two magistrates.  
There are not many places where it could be said to be practical.  There is no point in passing a law that will 
drive police in the country mad.  Some places do not have enough resources to start with.  We have to get real in 
our legislation and get real with police in the city.  They have to realise that legislation that applies to them may 
not necessarily apply to officers in the rest of the State.  That is the only recent example I know of in which 
legislation specifically acknowledges administration difficulties because Western Australia is large and diverse.  
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Fines, penalties and infringement notices enforcement is a similar area.  We have to set up a system that is 
flexible enough to work anywhere in Western Australia or create legislation that acknowledges problems in 
different parts of Western Australia.  It has to be one of the two.  It is not for me to suggest which is the answer.  
I would probably like a combination of the two; that is, a greater degree of flexibility in the Act and a greater 
acknowledgment of the differences throughout the State.  I will give an example of the sort of problem put to the 
committee.  The concept of the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Act was predicated on 
the basis that it was too easy not to pay a fine.  Even if a person had the money, he did not have to pay a fine.  He 
may have money, a house and a car, but elect to go to jail.  The State then had to pay to send the person to jail 
for a short period at huge expense because he did not feel like paying the fine.  The Act stated that it was not the 
person’s option; it was the State’s.  The Act stated that a person would go to jail only because the State decided.  
The idea was to apply some pressure on people to pay their fines.  The classic example is removing a person’s 
drivers licence.  It would be very inconvenient for a lot of people to lose their licence.   
I remember my first university vacation when I worked for a debt collector serving summonses.  There was no 
Privacy Act in those days and we used to ring the television hire-purchase companies to get people’s addresses.  
I was serving summonses in a dreadful debtor belt in which people had thousands of blueys.  We knew that 
people always paid their television hire-purchase bills.  The television hire-purchase companies would give us 
the addresses.  Whatever else people would not pay for, they were not willing to have their television sets 
repossessed.  One would not think that is the most important bill people should pay; many of the summonses I 
served were for outstanding doctors’ bills.  People did not pay their doctors’ bills but they paid their television 
hire-purchase accounts.  It was not difficult to find a debtor, provided he had a television and one knew where he 
was renting it from. 
For many people, a drivers licence has the same sort of effect.  People can afford to pay but if they are told they 
cannot drive, they will pay their fines.  It is as simple as that.  However, some people cannot pay.  Taking away 
their licence means only that they cannot earn money.  The way the Act was originally established meant that 
once a debt was referred to fines enforcement, it could not be suspended.  Debtors who cannot pay never ask for 
time to pay until it is too late.  They could have approached the Clerk of the Court earlier and asked for time to 
pay and the matter would not have gone to fines enforcement.  However, they never do.  It is not until a 
policeman pulls a person up and asks for his licence that the person admits he cannot pay and asks for time to 
pay.  It is too late then.  The problem is that the failure to pay bills is often tied in with the failure to act in time.  
The two things go strongly together.  We must recognise human nature in this.  The Act was amended so that 
after people were notified that their licence had been suspended, they could see the fines enforcement registrar 
and asked for the suspension to be lifted and enter into a time to pay arrangement.  We must also recognise that 
some people are not too good at that sort of thing.  People were told they could do it only once, on the basis that 
if they knew they could do it again and again they would not do what they were supposed to.  I went along with 
that although I did not think it was a brilliant idea.  If people abuse the system they should be told that they will 
not be given access to an alternative arrangement again.  If people are genuine they should be allowed one 
opportunity.  The way to control the situation is to give notice of a suspension of an arrangement.   

Then there is another situation altogether: the remote areas of Western Australia in which there is a significant 
problem with people driving without a licence, driving drunk, and driving without a licence and drunk.  Why?  
This came up very strongly during the course of the discussions about the new drivers licence provisions; that is, 
the national program, which I think is a very good one, under which there is a two-step process.  A person 
applies for his licence.  He gets the capacity to drive.  He then drives and keeps a logbook until he has logged so 
many kilometres and gained so much experience.  Then he gets a probationary licence.  It means that by the time 
a person has his probationary licence, he has had a reasonably broad range of experiences.  It is very sensible and 
should be implemented Australia-wide - Sydney, Melbourne, Adelaide and Perth, but not in the central desert, 
because in the central desert many Aboriginal people do not write and do not speak English.  Their native tongue 
is their own tongue, not English.  The concept of their driving for up to six months and keeping a log is 
nonsense.  In fact, generally speaking, they are called upon to drive even before they have reached the driving 
age.  That is one reason that so many people are without licences.  It is not uncommon for people in the desert to 
lose the ability to get a licence for life because they have been driving without a licence before they have even 
reached the age at which they can get a licence.  Therefore, the whole concept of people holding something 
valuable that they can lose is rather wasted on people who are already banned for life.  If the penalties for driving 
without a licence are not all that much different from those for driving drunk, why not drive drunk as well?  If no 
distinction between the two is made, and if the penalty will not be any worse, why bother?   

The reality of the matter is that driving is probably far more important in those areas than in many other areas.  
In the metropolitan area, we have public transport and all sorts of ways of - 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Taxis. 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  Taxis, yes.  Out in the desert, what can people do?  They cannot hail a taxi or take a bus or a 
train.  If they cannot drive, they stay where they are.  The reality of the matter is that we need some process for 
getting a licence that might apply only in the remote areas of Western Australia under which people will have 
something like a licence, so that they will have something to value and something to lose.  The whole process 
under which we operate currently is inapplicable to most of those people, because for those who do have a 
licence, it causes them to lose it.  We need a process to make certain that we go to something else. 
We did introduce a process whereby if a person had already lost his licence and had no chance of paying a fine, 
he could go straight to a work and development order.  We must also recognise the difference in the impact of 
removing a licence from someone in the desert area and removing it from someone elsewhere.  I believe the 
appropriate thing for people in the former area is a work and development order.  Even though, strictly speaking, 
that is a more serious penalty than a fine, the reality of the matter is that, notwithstanding the Sentencing Act, 
which states that first there is a fine, then a community service order and so forth, for a person in the desert a fine 
equals jail, whereas a community service order is something he could actually handle.  The hierarchy of 
sentencing in some areas of our State should be recognised as being different.  The problem with the Fines, 
Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Act is that it does not make that distinction.  It applies the same 
penalties, irrespective of where the people are and irrespective of the circumstances.  That is a significant 
problem with the Act.  It is a good Act - it is capable of being improved - but it needs to take that into account. 

One big advantage came from the change.  The number of people who were jailed each year for non-payment of 
fines was about 6 000.  It was a significant number that was twice the maximum population.  In other words, 
they were obviously there for a fairly short time. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  You don’t want two laws; you want two different sets of penalties? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  As I said earlier, I think we need a law that is flexible, so that the enforcers have the 
capacity to select the appropriate method of enforcement, which may be to suspend a licence, or it may not be.  It 
may be to convert the penalty directly to a WDO - that is already partly in the Bill.  Otherwise, we need the 
capacity to say that the law will apply in one way in one part of the State and apply differently in another part of 
the State.  For instance, I believe that depriving people of a licence in remote areas of Western Australia is not a 
low-range penalty; it is a high-range penalty. 

Hon John Fischer:  It is also futile, because they do not - 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is the point I made.  If people do not have a licence, there is not much point taking it 
off them.  Let us get real and pick the appropriate method of enforcement - one that will be fair and have some 
chance of success.  It should not belt around the head somebody who will never be able to pay, or let off 
somebody who could easily pay.  If a person earns several hundred thousand dollars a year and drives a 
Mercedes, he could easily pay a $50 fine.  I see no reason that he should not have his licence suspended if he 
does not pay the fine.  If he is that bloody-minded, why should he not lose his licence?  On the other hand, an 
Aboriginal in the central desert may have just managed to get a licence, despite the new hoops that he must jump 
through because of the national licensing scheme.  For him to lose his licence because he has similarly received a 
$50 fine and he does not earn $50 and has no way of paying it seems unreasonable.  It is one thing to say that a 
person who lives in Perth, is educated and has lots of money should have made arrangements to pay the fine 
prior to his licence being suspended.  It is another thing altogether to say to somebody who does not speak 
English and who lives in the desert and did not get the notice anyway that he should have paid the fine.  In fact, I 
would even go further and say that such a person should not be fined in the first place; he should get a CSO 
instead of a fine.  Even though the Sentencing Act refers to the order of penalties and states that people must not 
move on to the next one until they have passed the first one, and even though it states that a CSO is further up 
the ladder than is a fine, I happen to think that in some places and for some people a fine is a more onerous 
penalty than a CSO. 

There is another practical problem about this.  The progress through the Fines, Penalties and Infringement 
Notices Enforcement Act is, first of all, suspension.  Then there is execution.  Execution can be by sending out 
the sheriff and following the normal process of debt collecting.  I believe that is a good method.  It means that 
people who have the means but are not prepared to pay can be forced to pay.  Why should the State pay extra 
money when those people have the capacity to pay the fine but are just not prepared to pay it?  The Act then 
deals with work and development orders, and if people do not cooperate with a work and development order, 
they go to jail.  It is only if people totally refuse to cooperate with a work and development order that they end 
up in jail.  However, here is another problem: women.  Many women have responsibility for children.  How can 
they do a work and development order if they are looking after children?  They cannot.  The whole Sentencing 
Act, to me, is geared towards men. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  As is everything. 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  True - only because men are the main people it impinges on.  The number of men who get 
into trouble with the law, the number of men who go to court and the number of men who go to jail is 
considerably greater than the number of women.  However, the law generally speaking does not acknowledge 
that women are in the system at all.  The big problem with this scheme is that many women inevitably go to 
prison because they do not have the capacity to comply with a work and development order.  Therefore, we need 
some flexibility and the capacity to say that a particular person is not practicably able to take advantage of this 
alternative.  Why do we always need strict rules?  The bureaucrats seem to love strict rules.  I remember that 
when I was Minister for Justice, I took out some of the strict rules in the amendments brought to me because I 
said that if we put in all those strict rules people would spend their whole time following the statute word for 
word.  We need some flexibility.  I still think the problem with the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices 
Enforcement Act is that it has too little flexibility.  If we cannot put more flexibility into the Act to give greater 
discretion to the Fines Enforcement Registrar then we should at least provide some sort of regulation-making 
power to allow the provisions of this Bill to be extended to certain classes of people or certain places in the State, 
or whatever.  If Parliament is not prepared to trust the Fines Enforcement Registrar to exercise a degree of 
discretion, then it should at least allow that discretion to be exercised by regulation.  We need one or the other, 
because this scheme is a good scheme for a large number of people but it is a totally hopeless scheme for a small 
number of people.  It is like all things that partly work and partly do not work: the major amount of trouble 
comes from a small number of people and the major success comes from the majority of people.   

The next problem is how can we arrange for people in the central desert to comply with work and development 
orders.  For some time that has been extremely difficult.  We had managed to get two very competent justice 
officers to set up a reasonably good scheme.  The idea was that when the justice of the peace or a magistrate 
converted a fine instantly to a work and development order, the person would walk out of the court, hop onto a 
truck and go off for the day’s work.  The person would spend half the day working on the community 
development employment program and the other half of the day working to pay off his fine, so he would still get 
some money but only half as much as he would have got had he not been given a fine.  That worked reasonably 
well.  An arrangement was organised whereby we paid the shire to administer and run the WDOs at the same 
time as it was running the CDEP.  However, unfortunately the two officers who were running the scheme were 
prosecuted because they had been fiddling with government funds, and we lost them.  Therein lies another 
problem.  I happen to think that the new system placed temptation in people’s way.  We used to reimburse 
people for their travel expenses on a fixed per diem basis.  That allowed them to make a good profit, because 
they would take the full amount of their per diem costs and make sure their travel was very economic.  However, 
when we changed that to reimbursement of actual costs and people lost that source of income from being paid on 
a per diem basis, they would supplement that by writing their own receipts and having those receipts redeemed 
by the department.  Of course that is called forgery or fraud.  I am in no way excusing their behaviour, but it is a 
bit of a shame that the system was changed, because it is not a good idea to set up a system that will allow people 
to fall in the way of temptation, particularly when the change to the system leads to a real drop in income for 
those people.  That was no excuse for their behaviour, but it gave them a bit of a reason.  The whole thing fell in 
a hole and the capacity to organise it vanished.   

That points to another difficulty with the Act; namely, that it is very much dependent on getting competent 
people in the right place who are able to get things done.  I do not criticise the people who are doing the job, but 
just not enough people are willing to go to those areas and do these jobs.  We pass this legislation in the 
Parliament in Perth, where we have many people to help us and we can wave our hands and somebody will bring 
us a glass of water or a piece of paper.  However, in the remote areas of Western Australia there are no people to 
do even the most basic things.  Therefore, the laws that we pass in Perth are often inapplicable to those remote 
areas.  That says nothing about the character of this law and its capacity to operate in Perth.  I am just pointing 
out that running Western Australia is not a simple job but is a bit like running five totally different foreign 
countries.  So many different considerations need to be taken into account and so many different underlying 
assumptions of life that the laws that we pass in Perth all too often are inapplicable to the remote areas of this 
State.   

The current amendments are supported.  I believe they will assist in the proper administration of the Act.  Having 
said that, I return to my first point, which is that it is time the Act was totally revised and rewritten.  That should 
be in consultation with not only the Department of Justice in Perth, because that is where all the instructions 
have been coming from to date, but also the enforcement officers throughout the State.  It should also be in 
consultation with communities such as the Ngaanyatjarra community, which has pointed out the total failure of 
the penal system to give it the capacity to enforce the law.  That is a fairly broad statement for me to make, but it 
is true.  It may be that the police can enforce the law for the more serious offences such as murder, grievous 
bodily harm and sexual assault; however, its ability as a local community to enforce its laws, whether they be 
community laws or local laws under the Local Government Act, has to a large degree been totally lacking until 
now because it cannot impose a form of punishment that is a real punishment in that it leads to an immediate 
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detriment to the offender that causes a meaningful change in his or her behaviour.  I say that because I believe 
we have been struggling for too long to solve this problem.  When we in this Parliament make laws, we need to 
appreciate what the impact will be on regional and remote areas.  If we do not do that, particularly in the area of 
the criminal law, we are likely to have serious imbalances between the practicalities and the theory of the law.   

I want to speak in particular about the amendment to section 47A.   Section 47A is about the capacity of the 
registrar to lift a suspension that has already been imposed.  That is a very important provision because of what I 
said earlier about people who do not pay their fines and tend to leave it too late to make an alternative 
arrangement.  This amendment recognises that by adjusting the current provision.  It is made clear in the 
proposed amendment to section 47A, as follows -  

(4) If a licence suspension order is cancelled under subsection (3), the Registrar must advise the 
Director General forthwith. 

(5) For the purposes of the Road Traffic Act 1974, the cancellation of a licence suspension order 
takes effect when the order is cancelled. 

Generally speaking, it is a good measure, although it should not be seen as other than patching up legislation 
that, in the light of experience, needs a total revamp.  The Opposition supports the Bill. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.01 pm]:  The Greens (WA) support the Bill.  We acknowledge 
that the Bill improves the principal Act, but it probably does not address the issue fully.  It is a good debate to 
hold to consider how we require people who have offended to fulfil their obligations with fines and penalties in a 
way, as Hon Peter Foss said, that is realistic and achieves the outcomes we want.  Interestingly, in his second 
reading speech, Hon Nick Griffiths indicated that 29 500 warrants of execution are currently subject to time-to-
pay arrangements, constituting approximately $12.6 million in unpaid fines.  He also indicated that there is a 
good prospect of recovery of many of the unpaid fines.  That is good, but it is important to note that the scale of 
unpaid fines is not insignificant. 

The Greens have some fundamental objections, queries or dissatisfactions with the current arrangement.  If there 
is non-payment of fines, a suspension of a drivers licence or motor vehicles licence can occur.  That is a 
substantial penalty in Western Australia because we are a car dependent community - this penalty is worse in the 
country, and worse again in remote Aboriginal communities.  To put in place a system by which non-payment of 
fines can result in the suspension of a motor vehicle or drivers licence is a big stick because we have a poor 
public transport system.  I am well aware of examples in which people have had licences suspended and the 
temptation for them to drive is enormous; that may be to travel to work or to meet family requirements, to carry 
out day-to-day business, or even to put food on the table.  Some people require a car or must rely on other people 
to drive them around. 

A substantial increase in the prison population has resulted from people who have been charged and convicted of 
driving without a licence that was suspended through non-payment of fines - this was the beginning of the chain.  
A vicious circle can form with people who get in trouble with the law.  It often starts with fairly minor matters, 
but it reaches the point that they owe so much money with fines that their drivers licences are suspended.  The 
ability for people to work their way out of that cycle is difficult in a community that is car dependent.  This cycle 
has resulted in a significantly increased prison population. 

I acknowledge that the Bill is a step forward because the current arrangements do not allow an extension of time 
to pay a fine if a warrant for a sheriff to seize goods from a fine defaulter is in place.  The second reading speech 
outlined - 

The Bill will authorise the Sheriff, and his agents, to enter into time-to-pay arrangements subsequent to 
the issue of a warrant of execution.  The Bill also validates any agreements or arrangements to pay 
entered into by the Sheriff or his agent that were entered into before this Bill commences. 

Therefore, it contains a retrospective aspect as well.  The second reading speech further claims - 

The proposed amendments complement previous amendments to the Act that increase opportunities for 
time to pay options for fine defaulters.  Also, the proposed amendments are consistent with the State 
Government’s justice system initiatives that include both improving access to justice and reducing the 
rate of imprisonment. 

I acknowledge it will have some impact in that regard.  The Greens suggest another option that the Government 
and the Attorney General might consider; namely, that the payment of fines be by way of units, rather than in 
absolute monetary terms, to be determined by a means test.  Hon Peter Foss suggested that someone driving a 
Mercedes can afford to pay fines.  An attitude is found with many in the community that if they ignore a fine, it 
will not eventually catch up with them.  The advantage of a fine unit system is that it recognises the ability to 
pay, and it would mean that a fine be proportionate to the means to pay.  That would be a much fairer way to 
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impose a fine than to make it in absolute terms.  As I said before, people get into incredibly vicious cycles 
because they cannot afford to pay fines; therefore, they want a part-time job to pay the fine, but the drivers 
licence is suspended and they cannot get to that job.  So the cycle goes until people find they are eventually 
imprisoned for driving without a licence.  If we are trying to achieve retribution and fine payment - which we all 
accept to be fair and reasonable - it should apply proportionately to the means to pay.  The Greens (WA) strongly 
advocate that approach.  This mechanism is in operation in other jurisdictions - I do not know about within 
Australia - and is functioning quite well.  I believe it can be found in the United Kingdom. 

We acknowledge the Bill represents a slight improvement in tackling the problem of non-payment of fines.  It 
will provide flexibility, as Hon Peter Foss also indicated.  Flexibility should be available in trying to recoup 
these outstanding fines, which is a benefit for the community, and the system should also encourage people to 
make arrangements to pay those fines over time in the same way as a person may pay off overdue rent within 
that person’s capacity to pay. 

I reinforce the comments of Hon Peter Foss about Aboriginal communities.  It is a matter of great urgency that a 
system of justice is developed in those communities that deals with the use of vehicles.  The present system is 
clearly not working.  In some indigenous communities, the majority of the community members are driving 
without licences, because of various circumstances.  Often this cycle of fines for relatively minor offences leads 
to an individual losing his or her licence.  It is virtually impossible to live in those communities for people who 
are unable to use motor vehicles.  There is an interesting consensus on reaching a more realistic and workable 
system of justice for remote communities.  The communities themselves would like these problems resolved.  

The Greens (WA) will support this Bill, and we look forward to more changes in this area of justice.  I agree 
with Hon Peter Foss that a complete rewrite is necessary in this area, which might solve the inequities that lead 
to such a high rate of outstanding fines and an unacceptable level of imprisonment.  It is obviously an offence to 
drive without a licence, but the circumstances that lead to people driving without licences are often a 
consequence of these fine enforcement provisions.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [12.12 pm]:  I will not make members suffer with me bursting into song, 
but this really does remind me of a line from the Gilbert and Sullivan show The Mikado about the punishment 
fitting the crime.  Driving without a licence is a serious offence punishable by a fine.  The non-payment of a fine 
is nowhere near as serious a crime as the unlicensed driving, but we send people to jail for it.  I does not seem 
like a punishment that fits the crime.   

On a related subject, the Government needs to look at the lack of insurance cover for people hurt as a result of 
the actions of an unlicensed driver.  

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing and Works) [12.13 pm]:  This Bill is 
being handled for the Government by my absent ministerial colleague who is at a ministerial council meeting.  
Comments made by members have been of particular interest to me for a whole range of reasons.  I give a 
personal undertaking to make sure that those comments are drawn to the attention not only of the Attorney 
General but also of the head of his department.  The comments made by members deserve to be worked through 
the system, so that the Government can find ways of responding.  It has been interesting to listen to comments 
about outstanding finance, because I am reading briefing notes on a question associated with outstanding debts 
of public housing tenants, and how to tackle those issues.  These are not easy issues for people who sometimes 
have very small cash resources.  Sometimes administrators and law makers need the wisdom of Solomon to 
work through these issues.  

Hon Peter Foss:  They also have few skills in budget management, which is another problem.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Thought has been put into budget management, and counselling and advice has been 
made available, but we are still left with great challenges for people trying to tackle their legal obligations to 
discharge their debts to the State, whether they be fines or rents.  The support of the House for this Bill has been 
expressed, and I welcome the expressions of that support.  It is my intention following the second reading debate 
to seek the leave of the House to proceed through to the third reading.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages without debate, and passed. 
 


