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CHILDREN AND COMMUNITY SERVICES BILL 2003 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Parliamentary Secretary) 
in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 206:  General restrictions on grant of licence - 
Progress was reported after Hon Barbara Scott had moved the following amendment - 

Page 128, line 25 - To insert after “purpose” - 

and meets Australian Standards for physical requirements indoors and outdoors 

The CHAIRMAN:  A new amendment to clause 206 has been circulated.  However, in the first instance we are 
dealing with amendment 45/206.  We will move to the new amendment in due course. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I move - 

Page 129, after line 3 - To insert - 

(f) if the application relates to the provision of a long day care service the minimum 
physical requirements for indoors and outdoors are met. 

This amendment replaces the one that has just been negatived.  I want to share with the committee my concern 
that there is no requirement in the Bill to make sure that an applicant for a childcare licence meets the minimum 
standards for indoor and outdoor areas.  The chief executive officer must not grant a licence unless he is satisfied 
on a number of points, which are listed in paragraphs (a) to (e).  For example, paragraph (b) refers to whether the 
place at which the childcare service is to be provided is suitable for that purpose.  I express my concern that the 
Bill contains no provisions stipulating the physical environment of a childcare centre providing long day care, 
even though children may be at the centre for up to eight hours a day for five years of their lives.  However, there 
is a reference to it for family day care service.  I have discussed with the committee staff the reference to family 
day care and the usual occupant, which I will be talking about.  However, I understand there is no ability to 
include in the Bill a requirement relating to long day care.  That is of major concern to me.   

The State is experiencing a burgeoning of eastern states operators buying up or opening centres in Western 
Australia.  Peppercorn Management and another company have moved into the State and I understand have 
purchased up to 60 new centres.  Peppercorn owns approximately 40 centres.  There is a growing interest in the 
development of childcare centres.  Some of the centres have a minimum placement of 60 children, and maybe up 
to 150 children, in an environment that is meant to be conducive to the very best practice in child care.  As we 
know, children under six years of age learn most through play, either indoors or outdoors.  That part of their 
experience, learning and development is extremely important.  They need to be able to explore their environment 
and have space in which run around and whatever.   

We should be able to place in the Bill a provision for long day care to ensure that the minimum requirements for 
indoor and outdoor spaces are met.  I know that this will be taken up in regulations, but it is not included in the 
Bill at this stage for long day care.  That is why I have moved the amendment.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I add that other legislation has passed through this House with a promise that certain 
things would be implemented under regulation, but that did not happen.  I can well understand Hon Barbara 
Scott’s concern in wanting the detail tied up.  The previous legislation to which I referred caused a tremendous 
amount of anxiety through a lot of rural Western Australia.  The qualification of the practitioner should be part 
of the legislation also because a natural emphasis is placed on profit as matters become more corporatised.  That 
is understandable as shareholders need profit.  However, as things become more corporatised, particularly in this 
area of child care, more safeguards are needed.  On that basis, I ask members to support Hon Barbara Scott’s 
amendment.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Government will oppose this amendment.  The key reason is that a definition 
of childcare services in clause 198 covers the full range of childcare services.  It includes family day care, 
creches, outside school hours care, long day care and occasional care.  Each service will have requirements 
imposed in addition to the core requirements to be applied through the regulation-making clause 232(a) and (b).  
The best legal advice from parliamentary counsel is that regulation is the best way to respond to the individual 
requirements of each service.  The Government is very much guided by that legal advice and expertise.  I know 
the member has a special passion about long day care.  However, a full range of day care options is involved, 
with short day care, long day care and probably medium day care.  For some reasons, the honourable member 
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wants to include that which should be part of regulations in the body of the Bill against the best advice of 
parliamentary counsel.  On this occasion, the Government will stick with the legal advice of parliamentary 
counsel.  The Government believes that such matters are best left to regulation.  Regarding the threat that 
regulation will not be made, as a result of this debate and work carried out on this Bill, very extensive 
regulations exist.  This Bill cannot be enacted without regulations.  Hon Barbara Scott is on the Joint Standing 
Committee on Delegated Legislation, and she will have considerable input into the regulations. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The parliamentary secretary will speak to the Chair for the benefit of Hansard.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Certainly, Mr Chairman.  The regulations will cover a range of matters.  The 
regulations already exist.  The regulations of 1998 cover licences and permits, staffing and the buildings and 
physical environment, which relates to the inside and outside facilities question that Hon Barbara Scott wants 
included in the Bill.  These matters are already covered by subsidiary legislation.  Thank goodness I was on the 
Delegated Legislation Committee, as I might have actually learned something in that time!  Regulations cover 
health and safety, administration and childcare programs and equipment, and provision will be made for review 
on these matters.  I am terrible sorry: even though the member is guided by good intent, the Government will 
take on board the advice of parliamentary counsel and not include the words proposed in the amendment in the 
Bill.  The issue of provision of long day care service, and the minimum physical requirements for indoors and 
outdoors, will be left to regulation.  Those matters are already covered in regulation.  Changes may be made to 
the regulations.  It is the Government’s preference to leave such matters in regulation.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  With all due respect to parliamentary counsel’s advice, I ask the parliamentary 
secretary to explain the matter.  As I heard it, she said that clause 198 nominated all the different childcare 
services.  I cannot see it in that clause.  If the parliamentary secretary is wedded to the advice of parliamentary 
counsel, why did the Government see it necessary to include in clause 206(2)(e) on page 129 a reference to 
family day care and “each usual occupant” of the house in which people are caring for a child?  Something is 
specified for family day care.  I have raised the issue not because I am passionate about long day care at all, but 
because I am passionate about the best interests of our children and those children in day care who will spend the 
majority of their waking hours for their first six years.  If the Government cannot prescribe into the Bill that an 
applicant for a licence must abide by minimum standards for an indoor and outdoor space, which is inherent in 
the entire program, in conjunction with good staff, I must question the advice of parliamentary counsel.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I never cease to be amazed by the capacity of this parliamentary secretary to 
confuse an issue.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Wait until we get to the issue you confused considerably.  We’ll wait; I am patient.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I do not mind the parliamentary secretary being confused.  However, I cannot 
overcome my amazement at this party opposite - the parliamentary secretary’s lot.  In answer to the amendment, 
the parliamentary secretary states that the requirement will be provided by regulation.  In that case, clause 206(2) 
should read - 

The CEO must not grant a licence unless the CEO is satisfied that the applicant meets the standards 
specified in regulations. 

Instead, the provision reads - 

The CEO must not grant a licence unless the CEO is satisfied that - 

(a) the applicant is capable of providing a child care service in accordance with the regulations 
and the terms and conditions of the licence; 

(b) the place at which the child care service is, or child care services are, to be provided is suitable 
for that purpose; 

Suitability, no doubt, will be specified in regulations.  The clause further reads - 

(c) a licence or equivalent authority granted or issued to the applicant . . .  

Again, that will no doubt be determined by way of regulation.  Further -  

(d) the applicant is of sound financial reputation . . .  

How sound financial reputation will be proved no doubt will be specified in regulation.  The purpose of 
subordinate legislation is to implement the principles contained in the law.  The argument is that the Government 
will not accept the statement of principle that Hon Barbara Scott wants to establish as a statement of law because 
it wants that statement of law in subordinate legislation.  Let us go to the principle outlined in clause 199(1)(v), 
which reads - 
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stimulates and develops the child’s creative, emotional, intellectual, physical, recreational and social 
potential.  

Why do we do those things?  The childcare place has to provide physical indoor and outdoor space to allow a 
child to play and develop physically.  As it is defined in clause 3, “wellbeing” includes the care, development, 
health and safety of a child - it refers to the development of a child.  We are talking about the physical, social, 
emotional and intellectual development of a child, and, as any thinking person would agree, those things depend 
on a child’s capacity for physical activity.  In early childhood, those things are largely influenced by physical 
activity, or, if members like, play.  All Hon Barbara Scott is saying is that an application must meet the 
minimum indoor and outdoor physical requirements.  They are not specified; however, like the other provisions 
of the Bill, they will be established by regulations.  The law states the conditions that must be met.  The 
subordinate legislation defines those conditions.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Government has included a reference to family day care service in the Bill 
for the reason that it is often the case that other people live in the home of a person who uses their home to 
provide family day care for children.  Therefore, it is very important that those other people be screened to 
ensure that they are people of good character.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  I do not have a problem with that.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Okay.  However, those people who work in long day, out-of-school or casual 
care - that is, care not provided in the home - are screened.  Hence the difference.  Obviously, people who 
operate a business from home must be screened.  We must strike a balance between how much detail is put into 
the Bill and how much detail is put into the regulations.   

With respect to a child’s physical environment, both inside and outside, clause 232 enables an extensive range of 
regulatory powers, covering the building and physical environment; activities and equipment appropriate to the 
needs and age of the children; child-staff ratios; staff qualifications; and the maintenance of records, such as 
signing in and out etc.  At the end of the day, the numbers will determine this one way or the other.  However, 
Mr Calcutt and his advisers have provided good advice on this occasion.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  We do not challenge his advice; we just disagree with it.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The member may disagree.  That is fine.  Members opposite are quite within 
their rights to disagree.  The Government is legislating in a way it thinks is in the best interests of children.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  No, we are legislating; you are simply presenting a proposition.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, we are presenting a proposition.  The simple fact is that the Government 
will not accept this amendment.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  To some extent, this is a technical argument about whether this provision should be 
included in the Bill or in the regulations.  I think we all agree about its intention.  Clause 206 states -  

The CEO must not grant a licence unless the CEO is satisfied that -  

It then lists a range of prescriptive conditions.  I have some sympathy for the amendment.  I do not know 
whether the amendment is at odds with parliamentary drafting advice.  I need to be persuaded by the 
Government that the amendment will have a major consequence if it is passed.  The regulations cover a lot of 
things and, yes, we get a chance to scrutinise those regulations.  However, Hon Barbara Scott and Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson have made a good point about enshrining the principles in the Bill.  I do not think a huge amount 
hangs on this amendment, but at the moment I am leaning towards supporting it.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  From a technical point of view, the Government cannot put this amendment 
forward.  Long day care services are not defined in the Bill because the Bill provides for the full range of 
childcare services.  Obviously, long day care will be a subset of that definition.  If the member wants to change 
the construct of the Bill, by all means, that is fine.  I do not have a problem with that.  She can come up with the 
amendments.  The simple fact is that she is trying to take something she is passionate about - that is 
commendable - and make it an exception in a very simplistic way.  However, it cannot be achieved in a 
simplistic way.  If I were Hon Barbara Scott and I really wanted to bring about the outcome that her amendment 
seeks to achieve, I would have sought the guidance of the Clerks or obtained legal advice about how to frame 
this amendment within the construct of the Bill.  The Government will not support the reconstruction of the Bill 
at this time to accommodate something that it firmly believes will be accommodated in the regulations.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I sought advice on my amendment and have altered it since yesterday to meet 
Western Australian standards.  It is important that the committee ensure that the Bill require that people who 
seek a licence for the long day care of children in centres of up to 150 children from eight in the morning to 
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seven at night meet the minimum standards for indoor and outdoor space, as set down in Western Australia.  I 
understand that long day care is not defined in the Bill.  I will seek information from legal counsel to determine 
how I can define long day in the Bill.  The Bill does include family day care and a specific prescription of family 
day care people.  I have just decided I will leave my amendment as it is.  I have sought help on this amendment 
and I stand by it.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If Hon Barbara Scott is addressing the Chair, I say this: if the amendment is carried, the 
Government, or another member, may decide to take it upon themselves to define the words “long day care 
service” - otherwise, as has been suggested, it may lack a definition.  That is a second step that the Government 
will have to consider if the amendment is carried. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Did the parliamentary secretary say “We will not be putting this up”?  If so, 
what did she mean by that?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I meant that we will not support this amendment.  If Hon Barbara Scott wants to 
move an amendment that refers to long day care, I will not define it.  We do not want this amendment; we do not 
see a need for it for the reasons that have been articulated.  It is not defined anywhere in the Bill.  It would have 
to be then defined in the Bill.  According to my advisers, if it were defined in the Bill, that would mean that the 
other range of services would then need to be defined.  

Hon Norman Moore:  It is terrible being a legislator!   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I now have some sympathy with Hon Norman Moore.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I have sat there and worked through legislation.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Perhaps he can conclude that what comes around goes around. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Mr Chairman, you said earlier that if this amendment were passed, the Government 
would then have to address that in the legislation.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I said that if the amendment were carried, before we completed this Bill, the Government 
would have to consider whether it wants the words “long daycare service” defined.  That would be up to the 
Government or any other member who might want to define the words.  I do not want to enter the debate but the 
fact that there is no definition in the Bill is not fatal to the Bill or the amendment; it means those words will be 
open to interpretation.  We should be in the business of trying to get some certainty.  I hope that explains the 
situation.  The onus is not on the Government but it will have to consider it and make its own decision.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I appreciate that additional advice from the Government because it has more merit than the 
previous argument.  On the basis of that, I have some sympathy with the fact that this is a late amendment that 
has other consequences for the Bill.  If the appropriate regulation does not adequately deal with physical 
requirements and space, I will move to disallow it.  I am sure Hon Barbara Scott will do the same if she happens 
to be in this place.  We need to move on.  I oppose the amendment.  

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Where in the legislation is “family daycare service” defined?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is on page 197.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (12) 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 26 August 2004] 

 p5661b-5668a 
Chairman; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Derrick Tomlinson; Hon Giz 

Watson; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:; Deputy Chairman; Deputy President 

 [5] 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon George Cash Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

Noes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Jim Scott Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Louise Pratt Hon Tom Stephens  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Frank Hough Hon Kate Doust 
 Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Graham Giffard 
 Hon Murray Criddle Hon Nick Griffiths 
 Hon John Fischer Hon Ken Travers 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 207 put and passed.  

Clause 208:  Restrictions on grant of licence:  corporate applicant -   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It was explained to me that my purpose for seeking this amendment was addressed by 
the amendments to clause 204.  

Clauses 209 to 211 put and passed.  

Clause 212:  Condition as to supervision and control -    
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I move -  

Page 131, line 5 - To delete “the supervising” and insert instead “an appropriately trained”. 

An amendment was made earlier to provide that the supervising officer in a childcare centre must be 
appropriately trained.  However, we have not provided for a situation in which the supervising officer is away 
from the centre on leave or for some reason.  I draw the analogy with the principal of a school.  If the principal is 
on leave, the deputy principal or another person is appointed to carry out those responsibilities.  This clause 
leaves it open for the supervising officer, or a person who is equally as qualified as the supervising officer, to not 
be present.  If this matter is covered by clause 204, I am satisfied.  I want to be assured that in the case of a long 
day care centre, for example, which may care for children from eight o’clock in the morning to six o’clock at 
night, if the supervising officer is away for an hour or two hours, or is on leave, an appropriately trained person 
will be appointed in that person’s place.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This matter will be picked up by the regulations.  Special provision is made for 
this matter in clause 232(g), which states -  

provide for and in relation to the appointment of supervising officers and persons to act in their place; 

I believe that adequately covers the situation raised by Hon Barbara Scott.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I therefore seek leave to withdraw my amendment. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.   
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I move -  

Page 131, line 5 - To insert after “officer” - 

or a person equally as qualified 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  For the same reasons that I outlined earlier, the Government will not be accepting 
this amendment.  Clause 232(g) provides for the making of regulations in relation to the appointment of 
supervising officers and persons to act in their place.  This will require consultation with the sector, and that will 
include consideration of matters such as qualifications, appointment of duty supervising officers to act in place 
of supervising officers, the periods of time for which supervising officer may be replaced, etc.   
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Amendment put and negatived.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 213 to 224 put and passed.   

Clause 225:  Review by State Administrative Tribunal -  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 136, line 13 - To delete “who is”. 

The purpose of this amendment is to correct a drafting error.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 226 to 228 put and passed 

Clause 229:  Power to exempt -  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 138, line 6 - To delete “(2)” and insert instead “(3)”. 

The purpose of this amendment is to correct a drafting error.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Clauses 230 and 231 put and passed. 

Clause 232:  Regulations - 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I seek clarification from the parliamentary secretary of clause 232(e), which refers to 
prescribing the documents, including a criminal record check.  In the Government’s proposed plan for a police 
check, will the criminal record check include charges relating to abuse of children, in addition to convictions? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, the new legislation will include previous charges. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 233 to 251 put and passed. 

Postponed clause 18 put and passed. 

Postponed clause 28:  When child is in need of protection - 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We had a problem with two categories of harm; that is, sexual harm as opposed 
to other forms of harm.  There was a view that there should be one definition of harm.  The representatives of the 
respective parties have met, and we have come to an agreement that the new definition of harm should be 
inserted.  Therefore, I move - 

Page 24, after line 4 - To insert - 

“harm”, in relation to a child, means any detrimental effect of a significant nature on the 
child’s wellbeing; 

As a result of the insertion of that definition of “harm”, there will be a number of consequential amendments.  I 
do not really want to go into each of those, unless members specifically want me to do so. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  As the parliamentary secretary indicated, there were discussions behind the 
Chair.  We reached an agreement.  I was satisfied with the explanation that was given by the parliamentary 
secretary and her advisers that there is a need to distinguish between the act, which is the abuse, and the outcome 
of the act, which is the harm.  The definition of “harm” and the subsequent amendments to be moved by the 
parliamentary secretary satisfy all of the concerns that I had.  Therefore, I will support those amendments and 
will not proceed with my own. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The Greens (WA) will also support the parliamentary secretary’s amendments.  I note that 
we appreciated the opportunity to discuss this in more detail, and we are pleased that an agreement was reached 
that was accepted by all parties involved.  I detect an outbreak of consensus. 

Amendment put and passed. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 24, lines 22 to 25 - To delete the lines. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 24, line 26 - To delete “significant”. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 24, after line 28 - To insert - 

(ii) sexual abuse; 

Amendment put and passed. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Jon Ford):  I assume that Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s amendment No 21/28 will 
not be moved. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I will confess, before the parliamentary secretary accuses me of it, to 
foolishness.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Can we have that in big print? 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Would the parliamentary secretary like that in a big voice?  All I can do is a big 
voice! 

Hon George Cash:  I have to tell Hon Derrick Tomlinson that he doesn’t hold the record for this week.  There 
have been plenty of other members. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  At least I am honest.  While some members in this Chamber keep on trying to 
conceal their foolishness and deny it, at least I am honest about it.  On sober reflection, I saw the error of my 
ways.  I was concerned about the difference between capability and capacity.  There was a time in the history of 
child welfare when children would be taken into care on the grounds that they were destitute.  They were 
declared neglected children and taken into care on the grounds of destitution.  I would have thought that in this 
time, even though some children live in poverty, they would not be destitute.  That would be a case in which 
other social services would come in to support the child.  On the other question I had about capability, when I 
looked in a more sober mood at “unable to provide”, I thought that that was really about capability.  If, for 
example, the parents or the parent suffer some affliction or are perhaps addicted to a substance and are therefore 
incapable of looking after the child and so on, I can see those sorts of cases applying.  

I hope I have presumed correctly, on sober reflection, that the inability distinguishes between the incapacity, 
which is the destitution problem.  I accept that there will be some circumstances in which it will be absolutely 
essential to take a child into care, not on a question of financial capacity but on that combined with other 
inabilities of the parent.  Therefore, I will not proceed with this amendment.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 25, line 5 - To delete “significant”. 

That word has now been picked up in the new global definition of “harm”.   

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Again, this is a moment of accustomed foolishness.  There are circumstances in 
which it is necessary for a child to be taken into care immediately after birth, such as the sorts of cases I have 
just alluded to; that is, the mother is heavily dependent on or has an addiction to a drug, is an alcoholic or lacks 
the intellectual capability of looking after a child.  For allied reasons, it becomes necessary in those 
circumstances to consider the interest of the child immediately after birth and to impose a care and protection 
order.  I was guided by the Queensland report in proposing the amendment, which drew attention to the fact that 
children who are at risk immediately after birth are in fact at risk before birth and perhaps there is some need for 
intervention.  Clearly there can be no intervention on a child before birth because the child does not exist until 
birth; at law, it is not a child until that time.  In many respects my amendment was o’er hasty and misguided and 
for that reason I will not move it.  However, I make the point that the circumstances in which the appropriate 
authorities are of the opinion that the child must be taken into care immediately after birth arise from the 
circumstances brought to their attention while the child is embryonic.  Although it is not necessarily the domain 
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of the Department for Community Development, I hope that those community development programs that are or 
might be in existence will take account of the need to nurture the embryo, and not merely the need to nurture the 
child.   

Postponed clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Postponed clause 101:  Failing to protect child from significant harm - 

The clause was postponed on 24 August after it had been partly considered. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 64, line 24 - To delete “significant”. 

This is a consequential amendment given the new definition of “harm”.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 64, after line 26 - To insert - 

(ii) sexual abuse; 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 65, lines 5 to 10 - To delete the lines. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 65, line 11 - To delete “this section” and insert instead “subsection (1)”. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 65, after line 14 - To insert - 

“harm” has the same meaning given to that term in section 28(1). 

I seek leave to alter the amendment by deleting the word “same”.   

Amendment, by leave, altered. 

Amendment, as altered, put and passed. 

Postponed clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Schedule 1 put and passed.   

Schedule 2:  Amendments to other Acts -  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 174, after line 5 - To delete “and (2)”. 

This amendment is also consequential on the change made to the definition of “harm”.   

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move -  

Page 174, after line 5 - To delete “significant”. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Schedule, as amended, put and passed.   

Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, with amendments. 
Recommittal 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I move - 
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That the Bill be recommitted for the purpose of further consideration of clause 204.  

Clause 204 deals with the issue of further information relevant to an application and grant of a childcare services 
licence.  It is necessary to make the amendments so that the intended amendment to the clause can be better 
achieved.  The amendment has been agreed behind the Chair, but we did not get the wording right yesterday.  
We have tidied up the wording.  The recommittal will enable us to finalise the matter. 

Question put and passed. 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon Jon Ford) in the Chair; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Parliamentary Secretary) in 
charge of the Bill. 

Clause 204:  Further information relevant to application - 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I move - 

Line 10 - To insert after “service” - 

“    the CEO    ”. 

Line 11 - To delete “the CEO”. 

Line 16 - To delete “the CEO”. 

Line 19 - To delete “the CEO”. 

Lines 21 and 23 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

(d) must ask the applicant or nominated supervising officer to provide evidence that the 
person holds the qualifications prescribed in relation to the type of child care service 
to which the application relates. 

As a simple explanation, the amendment covers the CEO when asking an applicant for additional information.  
The amendment alters the intent of the Bill from the fact that the CEO “may” ask an applicant certain things to 
“must”. 

Amendments put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Bill again reported, with further amendments.  
Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 
Report of the Committee adopted. 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Parliamentary Secretary), and returned to the 
Assembly with amendments. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  The Bill will not go to the Assembly today because of the extent of the 
amendments.  However, in due course we will save a week by having it read a third time today. 
 


