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STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 31 March 2005.  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.03 am]:  The opposition will support the passage of the 
Statute Law Revision Bill 2005.  This is an omnibus-style bill intended to repeal redundant and obsolete 
legislation and make several necessary consequential amendments to other legislation.  Quite often such bills are 
described in colloquial terms as tidying up the statutes of Western Australia.  This bill can fairly be viewed as 
one that meets that definition.   
This bill was referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review which, 
coincidentally, I happen to chair.  The statutes review function is a new one for this committee.  Its predecessor 
committee in the last Parliament did not have this function.  When bills of this nature did arrive, they fell largely 
to the Legislation Committee for consideration.  It is a new function of the committee to deal with uniform 
legislation, and it is an interesting exercise.   

Report 8 of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review relates to this bill and that 
report is there to assist and guide members.  The report not only discusses the bill, but also provides some 
background and discussion on omnibus bills.  Members may wish to examine the committee’s comments and 
also have regard for a 2003 Premier’s circular that relates to the sort of material that should be included in an 
omnibus bill like this.  In referring to the committee’s report, I draw attention to some aspects of that Premier’s 
circular, which, for members who are following this debate closely, can be found at page 3 of the committee’s 
report.  The committee reports that a former omnibus bill, the Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) 
Bill 2001 was examined by the Legislation Committee in 2002.  That bill was referred back to that committee in 
March 2003 and the purpose for the second referral was for the committee to consider further proposed 
amendments contained in a supplementary notice paper.  In due course, the Legislation Committee reported and 
noted that the supplementary notice paper appeared to contain amendments that were more than minor 
amendments.  Hon Giz Watson was a member of that committee at the time.   

The committee also commented on the proper legislative process for statute repeals and minor amendments.  
Partly as a result of that report, Premier’s circular 15 of 2003 was issued.  That circular emphasises that omnibus 
bills must contain only amendments and repeals; for example, the repeal of obsolete legislation, the correction of 
typographical and other minor drafting errors and amendments that make legislation more accurate by reflecting 
changes in names, titles, entities, designations, etc.  The current committee with responsibility for this sort of bill 
had that very much in mind when it examined the bill now before the house.  The committee found that this bill 
will repeal more than 80 pieces of legislation identified from several sources as being either obsolete, no longer 
applied in practice or unproclaimed.  The report gives a description of the structure of the bill.   

I will come to the bill and its provisions in just a moment.  While I am dealing with the matter of referral of 
omnibus bills to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, I make the following 
observations.  The process of trawling through the statute book to discover and eliminate obsolete, unproclaimed 
and redundant legislation is one that seems to be pushed to the bottom of the priority list for governments.  It is 
understandable that the issues of the day tend to capture the attention of the government of the day rather than 
matters that are irrelevant, lost in the mists of time and no longer applicable.   
The second issue is that whenever an omnibus bill to clean up the statute book is contemplated, a lot of work is 
done by officers of the public sector.  As I have already noted, more than 80 pieces of legislation will be repealed 
by this instrument.  I invite members to imagine the amount of work that is involved when departments and 
agencies identify potential candidates for an omnibus bill, and examine and consult and do all other things that 
are necessary to correctly identify candidate statutes for expungement.  It must be a very difficult job, because 
one has to take a statute, which may be decades old - in some cases, it may be over a century old - and examine 
all the possible threads and implications that could be triggered by the untimely or unwise repeal of the parent 
legislation.  In other words, I am talking about unforeseen consequences.  A lot of consultation and research 
work must be done and recommendations must be made.  Officers in various agencies are given the task of 
deciding what acts can be done away with, and they perform that job duly well.  The Albany Freezing Works 
Agreement Act 1945 and the Fremantle Electricity Undertaking (Purchase Moneys) Agreements Act 1952 have 
reached that stage and are included in the bill.  I am sure that members are familiar with the provisions of the 
Income Tax Assessment Act 1937, although they may need to refresh their memories if we are consider them in 
more detail today.  The Inquiries into Wrecks Ordinance 1864 Extension Act 1876 is also included in the bill.  
What implications had to be considered before recommending that that act be abolished?  I have made the point 
that a lot of work goes into producing such a voluminous bill.  Although it is convenient for such a bill to be 
described as tidying up the statute books and ridding ourselves of obsolete, almost detritus, law, the fact of the 
matter is that these laws were passed by Parliament - and, in most cases, enforced - and a great deal of work has 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 4 May 2006] 

 p2135b-2140a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Kim Chance; President 

 [2] 

had to be done to recommend to Parliament that it is time that they be repealed.  Let us not treat this matter 
lightly.  A lot of work goes into an omnibus bill and we must proceed with a deal of caution when we repeal 
legislation that, presumably, had its own lengthy gestation period before it came to life all those years ago.  We 
must ensure that we do not invoke unforeseen and unwarranted consequences by repealing acts with the stroke of 
a pen.  Members should not view this as a minor matter.  Let us not have the sense that the repeal of legislation, 
be it one bill or 80 bills, is a minor matter, because it is a matter for due consideration.   

The second element of effort that tends to place these bills at the bottom of the government’s legislative program 
is not that there has been lack of work; rather, it is that other bills have greater priority.  The problem is that after 
the officers and agencies do all the work to which I alluded, an omnibus bill sits on the notice paper and is not 
progressed.  Those officers and agencies must wonder why they went to all that trouble when the bill is not dealt 
with and when, at the end of the Parliament, it falls off the notice paper and all that work goes down the drain.  
When it is decided to debate an omnibus bill a few years later, it is not necessarily just a matter of reintroducing 
the same bill, because other acts may have to be included.  Indeed, if a different government is in office, it may 
want to double-check that all the legislation that is earmarked for repeal has been appropriately identified.   

A sentiment that is recognised by members in the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review - Hon Giz Watson can advise me whether she agrees - is the same sentiment that was identified by the 
Standing Committee on Legislation; that is, if we are to do this job, we must do it properly.  It is an important 
function and it would be awful if we were to get it wrong.  Secondly, if we are going to do it, we must be dinkum 
about it and give it priority.  The Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review was pleased 
to receive and consider this bill, because it is falls under its terms of reference.  The bill was introduced in the 
Legislative Council in March last year; however, it was only referred to our committee on 15 November 2005.  
Looking at the history of omnibus bills, that is moving quite quickly.  It took an awful long time for the bill to be 
referred.  Now that the committee has considered it and released its eighth report, we can deal with the bill.  As I 
have said before, one of the advantages of a committee examining a bill is that it can truncate proceedings in this 
house.  Through experience thus learned and further exposure, the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and Statutes Review will no doubt further develop the way it goes about examining omnibus bills.  For now, we 
have completed our examination and reported, and the report is before the house for this debate.   

Turning to the provisions of the bill itself, a number of acts will be repealed.  The first that comes to my attention 
is the Imperial Acts (Masters and Apprentices) Adopting Act 1873.  I think I have said before that when I see a 
bill for an act to repeal an act from the century before last, it captures my attention and I want to look at its 
provisions.  It is not every day that a legislature that is 116 years old repeals a bill that is 130 years old.  That 
merits some examination.  I was most concerned about the repeal of this act, because I thought we might be 
doing away with worthy and traditional legislation that allows masters to beat their apprentices.  That is a 
provision that we should not do away with lightly!  However, upon examination it appears that we are too late to 
stop that because the Imperial Acts (Masters and Apprentices) Adopting Act 1873 has in effect already been 
superseded in all its elements, probably many times, by succeeding legislation.  The 1873 act to proclaim the law 
relating to masters and apprentices by adopting the laws of England as they existed on 1 January 1873 is now 
redundant.  However, there is an oddity about this provision because, along with the repeal of that imperial act, 
there is also a consequential amendment to the Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Act (No. 2) 1998, 
which at face value seems quite curious.  The advice provided to the house and to the committee on the repeal of 
section 11 of that act was that that section itself provided for the repeal of the Imperial Acts (Masters and 
Apprentices) Adopting Act 1873 on the commencement of section 61 of a further act, the Vocational Education 
and Training Act 1996.  It gets a bit complicated.  Part 7 of the Vocational Education Training Act, which 
contains section 61, has not been proclaimed, and some reasons for this are given in the explanatory 
memorandum for the bill before the house.  We are told that there is ongoing departmental consultation with 
industry about enhancements to apprenticeship arrangements that may result in legislative change being required 
before part 7 of the Vocational Education and Training Act is proclaimed.  I will get this right, because it is quite 
complicated.  Another section of another act that would repeal the 1873 act has not yet been proclaimed, and the 
government does not intend to proclaim that part of that act because matters are still being worked through that 
would make proclamation inappropriate at this time.  Nonetheless, a section in that part relates to the repeal of 
the 1873 masters and apprentices legislation, so it is necessary to excise that provision and deal with it 
separately.  The Imperial Acts (Masters and Apprentices) Adopting Act 1873 is to be repealed by the bill now 
before the house but, to do so, we need to amend a provision in yet another act that was intended to repeal this 
same 1873 act but has not yet itself been proclaimed. 

Sometimes we hear at budget time - which is now approaching - the expression “taxes on taxes”.  Here we have 
an example of repeals of repeals.  However, that is certainly within the spirit of an omnibus bill of this type.  As 
the Parliament has already agreed in 1998 to the repeal of the 1873 legislation, there is no objection, in practice, 
to again agreeing to it in 2006.  One hears at the turn of the century of senior citizens more than 100 years old 
who have lived in three centuries.  The progress of this legislation is also now entering its third century, and it 
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sets a new standard as it is purported to have been repealed by this Parliament in two different centuries.  It will 
certainly be well and truly dead and buried if this bill proceeds to its third reading. 
This bill also proposes to repeal the Trustees’ Powers Act 1931.  There is a consequential amendment to the 
Public Trustee Act 1941 deleting a reference to the 1931 act.  Again, this is the case of tidying up, and the 
opposition will support it. 
Part 2 of the bill contains a couple of other repeals.  The University Medical School Act 1955 is to be repealed.  
This is a good example of a piece of legislation that has passed its use-by date, in the sense that all of its 
provisions have been implemented, and there can be nothing further for the act to do.  The University Medical 
School Act 1955 allowed the University of Western Australia to use certain trust funds as security to borrow 
money to build a medical school, with the state to repay the cost over 15 years from 1957; that is, by 1972.  
Therefore, the act has no continuing operation.  A consequential amendment is required to the University of 
Western Australia Act 1911 to delete reference to the 1955 act, which will disappear into the ether.  This is 
another case of tidying up the principal act by deleting the reference to something that will no longer exist.  The 
opposition will agree with that. 
I now move to schedule 1, which is a list of acts to be repealed.  The schedule lists some 80 acts in addition to 
those I have just discussed.  The committee has appended to its report a summary of the acts that comprised 
schedule 1 and are proposed to be repealed by this act.  The appendix was provided by the government as a 
summary - basically, an explanatory memorandum - to give a succinct synopsis of what was contained in each 
act and why it was no longer required.  There are a couple of ways we could go about this.  There are 80 pieces 
of legislation listed in the schedule.  I can see that Hon Vincent Catania is very interested in this subject; he is 
listening closely.  I have unlimited time, so I could go through each of the 80 acts and discuss them or I could 
report to the house, with the benefit of having been involved in the inquiry, that the committee and its advisory 
staff have examined these acts and have found that the government’s reasonable explanations are consistent with 
the acts that are referred to.   
Accordingly, these 80 pieces of legislation meet the criteria which was referred to by the Standing Committee on 
Legislation in its 2003 report and which I referred to in my earlier remarks, and those same criteria are listed on 
page 3 of our eighth report.  Therefore, the choice is with the house as to what scrutiny it now gives to these 80 
bills.  Some of them are pretty interesting - the Naval and Military Absentees Relief Act 1915, the Local 
Government Water Supply Preservation Act 1892, the Kalgoorlie Road Board License Validation Act 1904 and 
so on.  I am sure we could spend a lot of time examining each of these if we had a mind to do so.  However, that 
is why we have a standing committee to consider each of these pieces of legislation and that is why the standing 
committee has reported in the way that it has.   
The committee has recommended that this bill be passed without amendment.  The opposition supports that view 
and supports the second reading of this bill.  Members may wish to comment on some particular acts that are 
referred to in the schedule; that is a matter for them.  I do not intend to do so at this stage. 
Schedule 2 deals with subsidiary legislation that is to be repealed.  Again, the opposition supports the repeal of 
those statutes and, therefore, the second reading of this bill. 
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [10.33 am]:  The Greens will support the bill.  I am pleased to see 
that this time this Statute Law Revision Bill does not contain any amendments to acts that it might be argued are 
either contentious or less than minor.  I want to agree with Hon Simon O’Brien on the history of the process we 
now use in the Legislative Council to review statute law revision because it has an interesting genesis through 
the Legislation Committee, which, until now, was the committee that dealt with statute repeal and minor 
amendments.  In my experience on the Legislation Committee over the past two Parliaments there has always 
been a bit of a tussle about whether all the components of these omnibus bills were actually minor or not 
contentious.  The other factor the Legislation Committee raised was the process to ensure that the review of 
statutes is done in an orderly and logical way so that not only the Parliament knows when they are coming up 
and has time to consider them, but also the various departments that are reviewing legislation have fixed time 
lines in which to meet those review requirements.  It is worth going back to the report of the Legislation 
Committee on the Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill 2001, which was tabled here in June 2003.  
On omnibus bills, the report states at page 2 - 

The common name for bills of this nature is “omnibus bills”.  The policy behind such bills is to provide 
a regular opportunity for necessary legislative amendments of a non-contentious and minor nature to 
pass through Parliament without having to wait in line behind contentious political matters and major 
legislation.  Omnibus bills are also cost and time effective for the Parliament. 

As the name partly suggests, the only thing that the amendments have in common is their nature rather 
than their subject matter.  In preparing omnibus bills, amendments that are likely to be contentious or 
which make a substantial change in the law are not accepted. 
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The Committee considers that a satisfactory process for omnibus bills would be for them to be 
introduced into the Parliament twice a year at the beginning of each of the Spring and Autumn sessions. 

In this way, Government departments would know the deadline they have to meet and would also know 
that if they missed the deadline there would only be six months to wait for the next omnibus bill.  This 
would be a simple and relatively inexpensive process for providing necessary legislative attention to 
current Acts. 

Introducing the omnibus bill early in the session would allow it to be dealt with in a reasonably routine 
and efficient manner and ensure that it is unlikely to be unnecessarily derailed. 

Once introduced, no further amendment to the omnibus bill should be foreshadowed in the House, as 
this would be more likely to delay rather than assist its progress.  The only exception to this should be 
minor drafting alterations noticed after introduction.  Hopefully, if there is a known, regular process 
followed, these minor drafting alterations would become unnecessary because Government departments 
would know that they need not be excessively hasty in submitting their legislation because another 
omnibus bill will shortly follow. 

The Committee proposes that in the future it would recommend against proposed amendments that are 
any more substantial than this. 

The standing committee was commenting there on the timeliness of dealing with legislation, and also, in relation 
to omnibus bills that that committee dealt with, that it had found that the bills were a bit of a target because the 
department would tell the committee that while it was dealing with this omnibus bill, it also wanted to add an 
additional component.  

I think the process that we have now with the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review 
dealing with this legislation is good.  As a former member of the Legislation Committee, I do not miss having to 
deal with this legislation.  It was interesting looking at the statutes that were being repealed or amended and to be 
given a bit of a history lesson on some of the legislation that has been in operation in the state.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The history of it is absolutely fascinating. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Exactly.  I remember repealing the nuisance cattle legislation, or something like that.  It 
was one of my favourites!  It involved not allowing cattle to be driven down a main street.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is good because I think that level of cooperation is beneficial not only to the 
Parliament, but also for good legislation in the state.  I would be interested to know whether the committee is 
also considering this recommendation of the six-monthly approach. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It will report in due course. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Okay.   

Following that twentieth standing committee report, a circular was issued by the Premier.  Page 3 of the eighth 
report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review into this bill states - 

. . . Premier’s Circular Number 15 of 2003 was issued.  The circular emphasises that omnibus bills 
must only contain amendments and repeals such as: 

•  the repeal of obsolete legislation; 

•  the correction of typographical and other minor drafting errors; and 

•  amendments that made legislation more accurate by reflecting changes in names, 
titles, entities, designations etc. 

I think it is good if we have an agreement that the government of the day will not try to sneak through, as it were, 
in an omnibus bill matters that a member of the Parliament considers less than minor or perhaps even 
contentious.  I think we have ironed that out now, because as members know, with omnibus bills, either the 
whole bill is passed or it is not passed.  The possibility of amendments are different with an omnibus bill.   

This bill seeks to repeal 83 acts of Parliament and 10 items of subsidiary legislation regulations and by-laws on 
the grounds that they are obsolete.  The explanatory memorandum explains why each of these pieces of 
legislation is obsolete and I note that the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review has 
considered this bill in detail and recommends that it be passed without amendment. 

Having looked at the explanatory memorandum and the committee report, I am comfortable that this bill is 
uncontentious and should have the support of the Greens (WA).  There was only one item in the bill that I 
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investigated a little further, which was the repeal of the Local Government Water Supply Preservation Act 1892.  
Indeed, I sought further confirmation from the Western Australian Local Government Association about whether 
it had any concerns about the repeal.  It did not get back to me, so I assume it was not something that was of 
concern to it. 
There is nothing else to comment on, other than to say that when dealing with this type of bill, which contains 
many small components any of which might have significant issues, it is appropriate that a standing committee 
review the bill on behalf of the Parliament.  It is also a step in the right direction for the parties in the Legislative 
Council to work cooperatively to identify uncontentious bills and deal with them relatively expeditiously.  The 
Greens have been arguing for that for quite a long time.  I acknowledge that the Leader of the House has initiated 
that sort of process and that this bill was one that was suggested could be passed relatively quickly and without 
extended debate.  I knowledge that that is an initiative the Greens support.  We would like to see it come into 
more formal operation so we can deal with uncontentious bills without using valuable debating time. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.42 am]:  I thank members for their informed 
contribution to the debate.  In doing so I particularly recognise the role of the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review, both in the work that it did leading to the production of the report and the 
advice on the report that we have received today, particularly from its Chairman, the acting Leader of the 
Opposition.   
The process of reviewing existing statutes is, as the acting Leader of the Opposition pointed out, very important 
to the parliamentary process.  I agree with him that, regrettably, it is a role that is rarely accorded its proper 
status.  I can recall being advised very early in my career in this place that we should judge our performance not 
by the amount of legislation that we introduce but by the amount of legislation we repeal.  I do keep count! 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You have let yourself down badly! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  It cannot be said that I am a minister who burdens this place with legislation.  I have 
been responsible for the repeal of a few pieces of legislation. 

I am pleased therefore, that in its eighth report, the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review has moved so effectively to work its way through a bill that repeals no fewer than 80 pieces of 
legislation.  Hon Simon O’Brien has noted the scale of the work that has been done within government agencies 
to bring forward the bill.  I thank him for the recognition of their endeavours.  I join him in that recognition.  I 
thank Hon Simon O’Brien and the committee members, Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm, Hon Sheila Mills and 
Hon Donna Faragher, as well as the staff, who have worked to bring the eighth report forward.  I thank them for 
their diligence in overseeing and scrutinising the very wide ramifications of the bill. 

In my speech on the referral motion, I observed that the early stage referral to the committee is necessary 
because members need to be assured that in keeping with the conventions of omnibus bills - which I referred to 
in debate yesterday concerning another matter - there is no contentious material contained within the bill.  That is 
a matter that Hon Giz Watson has also raised.  If ever governments abuse the process of omnibus bills by 
perhaps inadvertently or, even worse, surreptitiously slipping in the odd bit of contentious material, the 
confidence of members in dealing with omnibus legislation would be shattered.  Indeed, the valuable purpose 
that omnibus bills can serve, such as we have seen here today, would be impeded.   

Reviewing arcane legislation can also be fun not only because some of the earlier legislative provisions when 
placed in a contemporary context can seem so absurd, but also because we can be reminded sometimes that the 
more things change, the more they remain the same.  I can recall Hon Nick Griffiths referring consistently to the 
Imperial Acts (Masters and Apprentices) Adopting Act 1873 during the debate on the third wave industrial 
relations legislation some years ago when we sat on the other side of the house.   

Hon George Cash:  That was because he was around when it was first introduced! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but he was very junior at the time! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Nick Griffiths saw the provisions of that ancient act as being entirely relevant to the 
new legislation.  I can also recall reading an article some years ago about a process that the House of Commons 
was going through in reviewing its arcane legislation.  When a government is of a parliamentary system 
belonging to a country as old as Great Britain that has a recorded history of statutes that goes back as far as Great 
Britain’s, it has the great advantage of being able to draw on that history.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We have repealed legislation that, from my recollection, went back as far as the reign of 
Charles II. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed.  They came from the imperial acts.   
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  I think it was the Sunday Observance Act 1677.  We can learn from the process and from 
that example. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed.  I can already see Hon Bruce Donaldson getting excited behind the member. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I think it was August 1677! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Behave yourselves! 

One of the athletic pursuits that I became quite attached to as a younger person was the sport of shot-put.  I even 
had the distinction of breaking a shot-put record that had been held since 1953 by a person who later became an 
Olympian in that sport.  I must add that my record lasted only five minutes!  It was broken by Ray Boyanich, 
who later became Richmond’s fairest and best for three years running.  He was a Kalamunda boy - from the East 
Metropolitan Region.  I think that Boyanich is still a well-known name in the area. 

The sport of shot-put was outlawed in Scotland.  Anybody who knows anything about the Scots and who might 
be able to claim some Scottish heritage will know that the Scots might not be famous for many athletic pursuits 
but when it comes to throwing things they are very, very good.  It does not matter whether it is discus, hammer, 
shot or javelin, the Scots are among the very best.  They are the Australian swimmers of the throwing-things 
sporting world! 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Do they not also throw the caber? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  Do not forget the caber - the most important of them all!  It came as a bit of a shock 
to me to discover that within the British statute was a law that proscribed the sport of shot-put, so I decided to 
inquire why that was the case.  From the research that I was able to do, I found that it was not a very old law at 
all.  In fact, it was a Scottish ordinance that was put in place during the reign of Mary Queen of Scots.  Mary 
Queen of Scots had become concerned that the popularity of the sport of shot-putting among her fellow Scots 
had reached such an extent that it was beginning to challenge archery as Scotland’s major sport; and of course if 
archery was challenged as a sport in those days it diminished the capacity to recruit yeoman archers into the 
military service.  Therefore, the sport of shot-put was deemed to be illegal.  I suspect that was one of the many 
laws that was probably observed more in the breach than the adherence. 

Hon Ed Dermer:  Edward III had a similar concern about cricket, as I understand it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I see!  I did not know that, but I can understand that when it comes to cricket! 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  English cricket was ruined as a result of that! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes!   

One of the repealed acts that also attracted my interest was the act that is numbered 77 in schedule 1, the Wheat 
Products (Prices Fixation) Act 1938.  That act had the effect of regulating wheat product prices, and ensuring 
that wheat growers received a payable price for their product.  That act preceded the commonwealth Wheat 
Marketing Act by nine years.  The commonwealth Wheat Marketing Act was enacted in 1947 following the 
wartime compulsory acquisition arrangements that terminated in 1946.  What the act did in effect was also pre-
empt the Australian Wheat Board by nine years.  In light of current events concerning the AWB, we may well 
need to revisit that legislation in the future.  As I have said, the more things change, the more they stay the same.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), and transmitted to the Assembly. 
 


