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SENTENCE ADMINISTRATION (INTERSTATE TRANSFER OF COMMUNITY BASED 
SENTENCES) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 8 April. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan � Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.06 pm]: The Labor 
opposition is pleased to be able to support the Sentence Administration (Interstate Transfer of Community Based 
Sentences) Bill 2009. I understand that in 2003 the Australian Capital Territory passed legislation of a similar 
nature and that New South Wales followed suit. The model for this type of legislation was trialled in New South 
Wales and the ACT. This bill will allow Western Australia to participate in the formal transfer and enforcement 
of community-based orders across jurisdictions. I understand that it will impact on only a very small group of 
people. I believe that the figures that were quoted in the other place were fewer than 40 people coming into 
Western Australia and fewer than 20 going out of Western Australia. 

I understand that in 2007, at a ministerial council meeting of corrective services ministers, it was decided that 
legislation would be passed in each state and that it would be up to each state to progress it as it could. This has 
taken some time. I note that the previous Labor government brought similar legislation into this chamber in April 
2008, and it was referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. At that time, 
the committee was chaired by Hon Simon O�Brien. I must say that the committee�s report is yet another fine 
example of a very well-written report. It is not a lengthy report, but it is one that is written in fairly plain English. 
For someone who picked it up only tonight, it has explained the situation very clearly. Therefore, I extend my 
congratulations to the committee again on its outstanding work. 

The bill was introduced, but obviously, because of the occurrence of the election, it lapsed. Therefore, this new 
government has reintroduced the legislation. I understand that it is virtually the same as the previous bill, apart 
from a couple of typographical changes to it. When it was reintroduced, it was not referred for another inquiry on 
the basis that it would result in the same outcome. 

It is worthwhile looking at the report because it explains quite clearly what this legislation is about. I understand 
that the bill will apply only to adults in this state. It will apply to people who have committed minor offences and 
who may be working out community-based orders. It is quite an important bill, because it will enable those 
people who, for a number of reasons, may need to move to other states to do so, and it will enable people who 
may need to come to Western Australia to do so, whereas under the current circumstances they may not be able 
to do that. If people want to move to another state for family reasons, to be closer to the appropriate community 
support, to participate in study, or to find employment, this legislation will enable them to do that and serve out 
the remainder of their order in that state. That will enable those individuals to move forward in their lives and be 
surrounded by the support that they need. That will be very positive, because people who have made a mistake in 
their life and are serving out a community-based order should not be penalised when it comes to access to 
family, employment, study and support.  

I understand that the bill provides some discretion in that people will not be able to access these provisions if 
they have demonstrated a history of non-compliance with orders that might cause an administrative burden to be 
placed on the receiving state. Participation in this program will not be an automatic right. People will need to 
meet the criteria set out in the bill before approval will be given. The person and the sentence will also need to be 
registered. I understand that this legislation will not preclude people from appealing or seeking a review of their 
sentence. 

I do not have anything else to say on this bill. It appears to be fairly straightforward. Based on the fact that this 
legislation is virtually the same as the legislation that was proposed by the former Labor government, and that 
we were obviously in support of that bill, I will conclude my comments by saying that I congratulate the 
government on introducing this bill, and I look forward to its swift passage through this place.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.13 pm]: The Sentence Administration (Interstate Transfer of 
Community Based Sentences) Bill 2009 provides for certain kinds of community-based sentences to be served 
and enforced interstate. This is currently occurring administratively without any legislative backing. However, 
the problem is that if an offender breaches the order, it still needs to be enforced in the sending jurisdiction and 
cannot be dealt with in the receiving jurisdiction. In order to deal with this problem, the Australian Capital 
Territory drafted some model legislation that was then trialled in the ACT and New South Wales and evaluated. 
Having ironed out any problems, the intention of the Corrective Services Ministers� Conference is that similar 
legislation now be enacted in each state and territory. The ACT and New South Wales have already enacted that 
legislation. The Victorian Premier intends to introduce similar legislation in 2009. I am not aware of any other 
jurisdictions that have enacted this legislation.  
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This bill is identical to the Sentence Administration (Interstate Transfer of Community Based Sentences) Bill 
2007, which was introduced by the previous government and which lapsed as a result of last year�s prorogation 
of Parliament. The 2007 version of the bill was supported by the then opposition and the National Party in the 
other place, and it progressed to this place, where it was referred to the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. That committee found in its report dated 27 May 2008�report 29�
that the bill was consistent with the agreement that had been reached at the Corrective Services Ministers� 
Conference. This bill, as the successor to that bill, has been supported in the other place, and given its history has 
proceeded to debate in this place without the necessity for it first to be referred to the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. That is obviously because we have the May 2008 report from the 
identical bill. 

Key points in the bill are that it works as a registration process, managed by a central local authority�the chief 
executive officer of the department; with one exception, it will apply to adults only, which is dealt with in clause 
4; and it will not apply to parole or sentences involving fines or financial penalties or reparation. Decisions to 
grant or refuse the request made by the local authority will be based on the offender�s consent, and consent 
cannot be withdrawn after registration of the sentence interstate has occurred; a corresponding sentence existing 
in Western Australia; the ability to comply with the sentence in WA; and whether the sentence can be safely, 
efficiently and effectively administered in WA, which may involve preconditions�for example, proof that the 
offender is living WA or is complying with reporting requirements. If the request is granted, an appeal or review 
of the sentence must still happen in the sending jurisdiction. If successful, the amended sentence will be 
administered in WA as if it were a Western Australian sentence; that is dealt with in clause 24. Breaches will be 
dealt with as if the sentence were a WA sentence, save that the court may take into account the penalty that 
would have been incurred in the original jurisdiction. 

I want to raise a number of issues about the bill. The first is in relation to the justification for transfers. The bill 
formalises a process that has been occurring for some time and creates a more practical path for dealing with any 
breach. A transfer can be desirable for humanitarian reasons�for example, terminal illness of an offender or 
family member; the safety of the offender�for example, removal from family violence or feuding; assistance 
with rehabilitation�for example, increasing positive support from family and friends; weakening criminal ties; 
and increased opportunities for employment, education, housing or appropriate programs or services, as previous 
speakers have pointed out. We certainly support this objective in the bill. 

In terms of the impacts on WA services and the department�s ability to supervise more offenders, the report of 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review indicates that there were 32 arrivals and 
13 departures in 2006, and 32 arrivals and 19 departures in 2007. Although this is a net increase, it is of small 
impact because the department supervises thousands of offenders on community-based sentences. In any event, 
the bill at clause 20 permits a local authority to say no to receiving a transfer. I think that given the numbers we 
are talking about, we do not see this as having a major impact on the capacity to deliver services in WA. 

With one exception, the legislation applies to adults only. This seems appropriate. The second reading speech 
says that because there are separate sentencing regimes for adults and children, it would be too hard for a single 
piece of legislation to cover both. Also children, being minors, have people who are legally responsible for them 
pursuant to legislation or court orders. Any interstate transfer process for children would need to take family law 
considerations into account. I understand from a very helpful briefing that I received that should the relevant 
authorities in both jurisdictions and the child�s guardian think it appropriate, it is possible, albeit rare, for there to 
be a transfer of children administratively without the need for legislation. 

I want to talk about the exclusion of parole and sentences to the extent that they involve financial penalties or 
reparation, which is covered in clause 4. Parole transfer is covered in all jurisdictions by separate parole 
legislation�in WA the Parole Orders (Transfer) Act 1984 is the relevant legislation�and so it is appropriately 
excluded from this bill. The other exclusions are limited to any part of the sentence that involves fines, financial 
penalties or reparation, not the whole sentence. Therefore, if the offender pays the penalty or reparation, the 
exemption would no longer apply and the offender would be eligible for transfer in respect to the rest of his or 
her community-based sentence. I understand that the justification for this exemption boils down to the difficulty 
of enforcement by the state or other payee. On the face of it, the exclusions therefore seems appropriate. 
However, if the amount of monetary penalty or reparation imposed by the courts fails to sufficiently take into 
account the financial situation of individual offenders, the offenders who are poor will not be able to pay the 
penalty reparation and so will be ineligible for transfer, whereas offenders who are more wealthy will be able to 
pay the penalty or reparation and become eligible for transfer. This is a similar inequity to that which I discussed 
when debating the bill that we just dealt with in this place to do with whatever it was that we just dealt with. It 
was at least five minutes ago and I have forgotten what it was. That is shocking! 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): The Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement 
Amendment (Compensation) Bill 2008. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. You are ever vigilant! I knew that it had a long title. 

To cite the most obvious example, in 2007, the very serious problems caused to Aboriginal or Torres Strait 
Islander offenders by the imposition of fines led the then Minister for Corrective Services and the member for 
Victoria Park to investigate. While WA�s system for imposing fines and financial penalties remains unreformed, 
the fines and financial penalty exclusion in this bill will indirectly impose yet another disadvantage upon these 
people and upon other people who are experiencing poverty. 

In the earlier debate, in March 2006, the Greens (WA) called for an income-based fines system and we renewed 
that call again when we debated the Fines Legislation Amendment Bill 2006 in November 2007. Income-based 
fine systems are used in Germany, Finland and Sweden. They recognise that a fine of $300 affects a household 
with an income of $17 000 much more severely than it affects a household with an income of $60 000. 

Alternatively, a sentencing advisory council could be used to monitor and review sentencing law and practice, 
for example, for fines. Victoria and New South Wales each has a sentencing advisory council but WA does not. 
In the context of this bill, I recommend that we look again at the need for an income-based fines system and/or a 
sentencing advisory council to monitor and review sentencing law and practice, as this matter is raised regularly. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: Really what we talking about here is a bill that relates to community-based sentences 
rather than fines. I am just wondering whether it is worth proceeding with a debate on fines in the context of this 
debate. I offer that observation constructively. It seems to me that perhaps this is not the right time to have that 
debate. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Perhaps the minister did not hear my previous comments, which I will revisit. Exclusions 
are limited to any part of the sentence that involves fines, financial penalties or reparations, but not the whole 
sentence. Therefore, if an offender pays the penalty or reparation, the exemption would no longer apply and the 
offender would be eligible for transfer with respect to the rest of his or her community-based sentence. I 
understand that someone who has the capacity to pay has an easier route to being eligible for a transfer. That is 
why it relates to this matter, even though we are dealing with community sentences. It is the matter that is dealt 
with under clause 4. Perhaps we could deal with this in the committee stage and I can seek some clarification on 
that. 

The next matter concerns clause 16(2)(g), which requires an interstate authority, when a sentence is sought to be 
registered in WA, to provide a statement that it has explained certain matters to the offender in a language likely 
to be readily understood by the offender. As the context of the bill is national, I understand that interstate 
legislation will impose a similar requirement for applications by the Western Australian authority. WA does not 
have a statewide interpreter service for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. In the absence of available 
qualified interpreters, corrective services staff have no choice but to fall back on unsatisfactory alternative 
strategies such as simple English and be reliant on community project officers and family members. I have 
drawn members� attention to this issue previously through questions on notice. The lack of interpreter services is 
also referred to in recommendations 99, 100 and 249 in the report of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal 
Deaths in Custody. I drew members� attention to this report when I recently moved an urgency motion. This 
practical issue of a lack of access to interpreter services is not isolated to Western Australia. In March 2009, the 
commonwealth Ombudsman released a report criticising the inadequacy of interpreter services provided to 
clients of four commonwealth government agencies. Again, I use this opportunity during this debate to call for 
improved interpreter services, particularly in respect of Aboriginal languages, including Aboriginal English. 
Whereas I appreciate�I am sure that they do�that the officers involved in these matters make every attempt to 
explain things in as simple terms as possible, simple English is no substitute for an individual�s first language, 
which, often for Aboriginal people, is clearly not English. This is a matter that could do with further attention 
from the government to ensure that those interpreting services are available across the state. This legislation 
might well increase the call on interpreter services.  

The next issue concerns clause 20 �Decision on request� and clause 21 �Preconditions for registration�. These 
two clauses raise issues of transparency. Clause 20(3)(a) permits the local authority to decide not to register the 
interstate sentence even if satisfied that the registration criteria are met. Given the registration criteria in clause 
19 include that the sentence is able to be safely, efficiently and effectively administered in this jurisdiction, why 
is this the case? At the briefing I was unable to come up with a likely scenario that would fall outside the reasons 
already provided in the bill. However, this clause should be deleted or, if a satisfactory explanation is provided, 
the clause should be amended to specify in exactly what circumstances the refusal can occur despite the criteria 
being met. Otherwise, local authorities will have carte blanche to refuse otherwise valid applications. In my 
view, this would defeat the purpose of providing clarity in the bill. Perhaps when we deal with the bill in 
committee we will be given an explanation that will clarify clauses 20 and 21.  
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Clause 20(4) permits the local authority to make its decision on the information required to be provided and any 
other information or documents available to the authority without hearing the offender. At the briefing, I was 
concerned that the contents of the document relied on may have been created without the offender having had an 
opportunity to be heard. However, I now understand that the practice in WA is for the local authority to involve 
the offender in the preparation of the application. Again, I will ask for confirmation of this on the record by way 
of response from the minister or perhaps during committee.  

Clause 26 requires the local authority to give written notice of a refusal of a request. But there is no requirement 
for reasons to be given. Clauses 21(3) and (4) are in similar terms regarding preconditions and variation of 
preconditions respectively. Also, no review process is set out in the bill. Again, during the briefing I was 
concerned that these factors would make it virtually impossible to monitor or review decisions. However, I now 
understand that the practice in WA is that reasons are routinely provided on the form that records the decision, 
and that if an error is found to have been made, the matter is reconsidered. Perhaps in committee we might be 
given some confirmation of these understandings.  

The next matter relates to the penalty for breach, which is dealt with in clause 24(1)(h), and it also relates to the 
regulations. The effect of registration is to convert the sentence from a sentence of the original jurisdiction to that 
of the receiving jurisdiction, and so the local law will apply in respect of any breaches. However, clause 24(1)(h) 
provides that changes to this may be prescribed by the regulations. I gather from the explanatory memorandum 
at page 15 and the second reading speech at page 3 that one change will be that the court may take into account 
the penalty for breach under the law of the original jurisdiction so as to not avoid the sentencing intentions of the 
original jurisdiction, albeit that the explanatory memorandum points out that actual offence matching or penalty 
matching between jurisdictions is not a realistic option. Clause 16(g) envisages that the impact of this on the 
offender will be explained to the offender in a language that he or she readily understands before the offender�s 
consent to the transfer is given. 

In practice, for courts to take into account the penalty of a different jurisdiction, there will need to be a way for 
the courts, prosecution and defence to become knowledgeable of interstate penalties and ranges. I presume this 
will be taken into consideration. I will be seeking some clarification on this matter at the committee stage. With 
those comments, the Greens will support the bill. 

HON SIMON O�BRIEN (South Metropolitan � Minister for Transport) [9.33 pm] � in reply: I thank 
members for indicating their support for the second reading. I will not attempt to respond now to the many 
questions that have been raised by the last speaker. I know that she wants to pursue a number of matters during 
the committee stage. I would like us to get onto that stage forthwith, so as there seems to be a general agreement 
to the bill, let us now proceed to the second reading vote and we will look at the matters of detail during the 
committee stage. 

Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Simon O�Brien (Minister for Transport) in 
charge of the Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 19 put and passed. 

Clause 20: Decision on request � 
Hon GIZ WATSON: I reiterate my comments in my second reading contribution. Clause 20(3)(a) permits a 
local authority to decide not to register an interstate sentence even if it is satisfied that the registration criteria are 
met. Given that the registration criteria in clause 19 include that the sentence is able to be safely, efficiently and 
effectively administered in this jurisdiction, why is this the case? I would like some sort of explanation of how 
that can be.  

Hon SIMON O�BRIEN: In order to address this matter, we must have recourse back to clause 19, which we 
have just agreed to, but it will educate us about what we are talking about. Clause 19(1) sets out the registration 
criteria for the purposes of clause 20. It sets out a number of criteria that we can all read. Turning to clause 20, to 
go directly to the honourable member�s question now, and specifically to clause 20(3)(a), this provision 
contemplates a situation in which someone satisfies the registration criteria, but there is some other reason for 
deciding not to register the interstate sentence. At face value, that seems a bit unusual. If we have established 
criteria, why are there further hurdles? The sort of further hurdle that the local authority might wish to impose, in 
the interests of the local community, might result, for example, if the offender was not living at the stated home 
address. A community corrections officer might conduct a home visit to the proposed address and find that the 
offender was not known to the occupants. That is the sort of information that would legitimately create a view in 
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the mind of the local authority that it would not be in the interests of those that it serves to register that interstate 
sentence, in this case because of the unreliability or lack of truthfulness of the subject to be supervised, if we 
cannot even find out where he lives. Another reason for a decision not to register, which in effect is to decline a 
transfer, might be that the offender has a past history of threats and/or is a management risk�it might be 
because the offender is a serial paedophile or something�as well as dealing with the community-based order 
that is currently at hand. There might be some action pending on a previous breach of an interstate order, for 
example. I could understand a local authority declining to agree to another interstate order until that matter had 
been satisfactorily resolved�if, in fact, the offender was the sort of person who would respect an interstate 
order. Again, that is a legitimate thing to consider before accepting or declining. Those are the sorts of things, 
and there are probably plenty of others, that might provide reasons why a local authority might decide not to 
register the interstate sentence even if the official registration criteria as defined in clause 19 had been met.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is interesting because it would seem to me, on reading the registration criteria at 
clause 19(1)(d), which are quite comprehensive, that the matters that the minister has raised regarding legitimate 
reasons to be concerned about or perhaps even for rejecting an application for transfer, would be covered by the 
criterion of whether the sentence can be safely administered in the jurisdiction. All those matters seem to go to 
the matter of community safety; therefore, I thought that they would have been covered. I am saying in effect 
that the registration criteria would not be met because there would be questions about safety. I remain 
unconvinced that there is a need for a catch-all that says that the local authority may decide to reject the 
application even if it is satisfied that the registration criteria have been met. I am not going to die in a ditch over 
it, but the concern is that if the sentence cannot be safely administered in this jurisdiction, the criteria will not be 
met and therefore the transfer will not be countenanced.  

Hon SIMON O�BRIEN: I think the member is inviting me to respond. I would say that I do not intend to make 
this too protracted. If we get to a stage at which we have to agree to disagree, we will have to let the chamber 
decide.  

Hon Giz Watson: It has happened before! 

Hon SIMON O�BRIEN: The tyranny of numbers. I understand what Hon Giz Watson is saying. Again we come 
down to the initial question of interpretation and what might, at first blush, appear to be a contradiction. One 
could easily contemplate cases in which the offender might meet the registration criteria but there were quite 
legitimate reasons why a local authority might decline to register the interstate sentence. The first reason I used 
as an example was that it might be discovered that the offender had given the wrong address and the authorities 
will not be able to track down where that offender is proposing to live. Hon Giz Watson might choose to say that 
that would mean that under clause 19(1)(d) the sentence could not be effectively administered in this 
jurisdiction; therefore, why should that be an exception? Depending on how it is interpreted or the nuances that 
might apply to an individual case, I believe it can be read in the way that I have outlined. I think we can 
discretely apply clause 19(1)(d) to the community-based order alone. The sentence we are talking about is the 
community-based order. An offender might well meet the criterion that the community-based order can be 
safely, efficiently and effectively administered in that jurisdiction. We might have all the facilities in the world�
armies of people from the child protection department all out supervising everyone and ensuring that things go 
well�but there could be other things that are not to do with that sentence. One example is a history of particular 
types of violence or other offensive behaviour that might render it desirable to decline to register the interstate 
sentence, even though it is not directly to do with the sentence that is the subject of the community-based order. 
Therefore, I think there are ways that it can be read in the way that I have outlined. More to the point, I put it to 
the honourable member that it is necessary to have clause 20(3) to take account of legitimate reasons that a 
request should be declined in the community interest. I would prefer, the government would prefer and I think 
the opposition would prefer that the local authority retains that discretion for those situations that we might 
hypothesise about now, but nonetheless do turn up in real life, in which we want to say, �No, we�re not having 
you here in our state at your pleasure, and we�re not going to facilitate your interstate transfer because you�re not 
the sort of person that we want to have here in our community.� I think that is legitimate. If we have to agree to 
disagree on that, so be it. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: We will probably have to agree to disagree. I think it is simply the principle that the bill 
goes into some detail of bothering to describe the criteria and then basically says that the local authority can have 
a right of veto and that is � 

Hon Simon O�Brien: No, it does not say that at all, with respect. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Clause 20(3)(a) states � 

may decide not to register the interstate sentence even if satisfied the registration criteria are met � 
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The minister qualified that in his comments, but no explanation is required; no reason. It simply means that the 
local authority can say no. That is the way I read that. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: Yes. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, so it is a veto. I do not see how else we could describe it. It is not qualified by 
anything; the local authority does not have to say why it decided it does not want to accept somebody. 

Hon SIMON O�BRIEN: The view that we might have to agree to disagree is one that we might ultimately 
arrive at, but I am more concerned to tease this out and ensure that justice is seen to be done in the eyes of 
legislators in this place. Therefore, I will persist. I think we should see the registration criteria as the hurdles that 
must be crossed or negotiated successfully before we can get into any of this. That is how the bill is constructed 
and I think that is fair enough. Certain tests must be passed before people can be considered for an interstate 
transfer of their community-based sentence. I think it is generally agreed that those hurdles should exist. 
However, we also need some protections because there can be situations whereby people might prima facie clear 
those hurdles and meet those criteria but despite that there are still some pretty good reasons that we, represented 
by the local authority, do not want to host them to complete their sentence in our state. That is all it says. In the 
interests of fairness, and I think this is what the honourable member contends, it should not be that the local 
authority can make that decision to decline registration on some grounds that are based on prejudicial, 
capricious, vindictive, pointless or invalid reasons. I believe there is sufficient content in clause 20 that mitigates 
against that to the extent that Western Australia would like. Members should, of course, bear in mind that the 
local authority is the chief executive officer of the relevant department. We are not talking about the bloke at the 
footy, the bus stop or outside Hoyts cinema deciding whether people can complete their sentences here. A range 
of protocols will be drawn up. More than that, there will also be scrutiny. Subclause (6) states � 

If the local authority decides not to register the interstate sentence, the authority must give written 
notice of the decision to the offender and the interstate authority.  

They cannot avoid decisions; they have to make decisions. I will seek advice on whether the decision may be 
subject to review by some other tribunal.  

I wanted to confirm with my advisers that there is no power of review for this. Ultimately, decisions have to be 
made on these matters. This is the model that government puts forward. An important point to remember is that 
this is a national system. All jurisdictions have signed up to this wording. It was trialled some years ago between 
New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory to identify, with a view to ironing them out, the glitches 
that might appear. There is a confidence around the country that this is an appropriate provision and that is the 
view that the government will persist with.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: To complete my comments on this clause, I will seek some clarity. The Greens would 
prefer that the circumstances under which the refusal can occur are specified in the legislation. That is my point. 
The bill goes into a lot of detail about the registration criteria, which, as the minister said, creates the first hurdle. 
I understand the argument that the receiving authority wants to have the final say because this is a national 
scheme. I hear the minister�s comments that it has been trialled, but for procedural fairness, the bill would be 
better constructed if it specified exactly under what circumstances refusal can occur.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I understand where Hon Giz Watson is coming from. It is a fairly new bill to me and I 
have had a quick look through the report. I imagine that with community-based orders the offenders would be at 
the lower scale of the pecking order. We are talking about a relatively small number of people coming in and out 
of the state. I do not anticipate that a transfer would be considered if there was any suggestion that it would cause 
any difficulty with community safety.  

I was looking through the transcript of the initial inquiry and the commentary, which is valid, on the 
circumstances that would lead to somebody being denied the opportunity to transfer. It might be that there was a 
suggestion that they could re-offend. The example that I used in my brief second reading contribution I picked 
up from the minister�s second reading speech; that is, having gone through the criteria, a person might be denied 
the opportunity to transfer if they had demonstrated a history of not complying with the order. If that person was 
given a certain number of hours of community service, let us say 100 hours, but time and again he or she did not 
turn up to do the work required or to carry out the task required and it imposed some sort of burden on the 
department to follow up that person all the time, that type of information may be provided to the jurisdiction that 
that person wants to move to. That authority may decide that it is really too cumbersome and a burden on the 
administration to follow up that person to ensure that he or she completes his or her community service. That 
authority may decide that that is sufficient enough reason and an appropriate use of its resources to say, �We 
don�t think it�s good enough to have you come here if you�re not prepared to complete your community service 
as you�re required to do. We don�t have the resources to constantly try to track you down, so you can stay where 
you are until you�ve done it.� Those might be two examples of why a local authority might choose to deny that 
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individual the opportunity to transfer across states. I thought that by providing a couple of examples, it might 
assist in clearing that up. That can be found in both the report and the minister�s second reading speech.  

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


