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CONSUMER PROTECTION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 
As to Consideration in Detail 

On motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House), resolved — 
That the Council’s amendments be considered in detail forthwith. 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 
The amendments made by the Council were as follows — 
No 1 
 Clause 67, page 38, after line 28 — To insert — 

 (1A) Before section 47(1) insert: 
 (1A) In this section —  

 disability means a disability —  
(a) which is attributable to an intellectual, psychiatric, cognitive, neurological, 

sensory, or physical impairment or a combination of those impairments; and 
(b) which is permanent or likely to be permanent; and 

(c) which may or may not be of a chronic or episodic nature; and 

(d) which results in a substantially reduced capacity of the person for communication, 
social interaction, learning or mobility. 

No 2 

 Clause 67, page 39, line 8 — To delete “child,” and insert — 

 child or a person with a disability, 

No 3 

 Clause 67, page 39, line 26 to page 40, line 10 — To delete the lines and insert — 

(c) unless the lessor agrees otherwise in writing, the tenant must remove the item from the wall when 
the tenant vacates the premises and either —  

(i) restore the wall to its original condition; or 

(ii) compensate the lessor for any reasonable expenses incurred by the lessor in doing that 
restoration; 

and 

(d) the cost of affixing the item to the wall, removing it and restoring the wall to its original condition 
must be borne by the tenant; and 

(e) if the tenant causes damage to the premises when affixing or removing the item or restoring the 
wall to its original condition —  

(i) the tenant must notify the lessor in writing that damage has been caused to the premises; 
and 

(ii) the lessor may require the tenant to repair the damage and restore the premises to their 
original condition or compensate the lessor for the reasonable expenses incurred in 
doing the repair and restoration. 

No 4 

Clause 67, page 40, lines 13 to 18 — To delete the lines and insert — 

subsection (2A)(a) if, and only if — 

(a) the tenant has given the lessor a request, in a form approved by the Commissioner, 
seeking the lessor’s consent to affix the item to the wall; and 

(b) the lessor has not refused consent under subsection (2A)(b) within 14 days after the day 
on which the lessor receives the request. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 
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That amendment 1 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I thank the minister for moving the amendment. With the minister’s indulgence, 
I will make some global comments about all four amendments that are in the message, and then we will deal 
with each one specifically. I recognise at the outset that the minister is substituting for the minister responsible 
for the bill—the Minister for Commerce in this case. The history of the legislation before us is that we in the 
Legislative Assembly considered it quite some time ago. We passed the legislation, and we sent it to the 
Legislative Council, which has completed its deliberation and consideration and has sent it back with four agreed 
amendments. Correct me if I am wrong, but I believe that all the amendments were agreed to by the totality of the 
Legislative Council. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes, that is correct. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In my contribution to the second reading debate, I described the Consumer Protection 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 as a bit of an omnibus bill. It has 11 parts. It amends 10 different acts that fall 
into the realm of consumer protection or business licensing, and therefore fall into the purview of the Department 
of Commerce. We dealt with the bill and looked at all the various parts. The message that has come back to us 
today deals with four specific amendments to only part 9 of that bill, which deals with residential tenancies, and 
specifically with the amendments to the Residential Tenancies Act 1987. Speaking about all four amendments in 
totality, I say at the outset that these amendments improve the bill and add a series of protections that were not 
included in the original draft, and I believe that they will help the general public to deal with residential tenancies. 
As we get into each particular clause, I will explain why I think that is the case.  

The minister has moved that we agree to amendment 1, so at the outset I request the minister to put on the record 
an explanation of why amendment 1 is necessary and what it does. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for Hillarys for his comment and request. I am happy to do so. The 
government accepts this message in its totality. Amendment 1 inserts a new definition of “disability”. It relates to 
amendment 2, and the two are effectively intended to be read together. This amendment expands the entitlement 
for a tenant to affix furniture for the purposes of child safety to also capture persons with a disability. The definition 
of “disability” for this section has been taken from section 3 of the Western Australian Disability Services Act 1993 
and reflects subsections (a) to (d) and (i) of that definition. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Subsection (d)(i)? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Sorry, paragraphs (a) to (d)(i) of that definition. Section 3(d)(ii) of the Disability Services 
Act 1993 of Western Australia was not incorporated into proposed section 47(1A) as it was considered not relevant 
for the purposes of clause 67. As per usual drafting conventions, the definition is placed at the beginning of the 
relevant section. In the Legislative Council, members raised concerns that as the drafting of the bill referred to only 
a child, it would not capture all persons who may benefit from affixing furniture for the purposes of safety. Initially, 
the types of persons were extended to “child or other vulnerable person” to capture persons with a disability or 
who may be elderly and/or frail. However, this amendment raised further concerns, as members were of the view 
that any tenant could make the argument that it was necessary to affix furniture for the safety of a vulnerable 
occupant who may either reside at or frequently visit the premises. A further amendment was then proposed. This 
was to refer to the definition of “disability” in section 3 of the commonwealth Disability Discrimination Act 1992. 
This proposal raised further concerns as it removed the ability of the state Parliament to set the definition for our 
jurisdiction, and was subsequently replaced with the one before us now. Amendment 1 reflects the intent of the 
government and the requirement by the Council to adequately define the persons to whom the entitlement to affix 
furniture will apply. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I thank the minister for that explanation. This highlights the benefits of having 
a bicameral Parliament. The legislation went through this place and, really, the intention was very good. There 
was total bipartisan support in this chamber for enabling tenants to affix fixtures to walls so that children will not 
be endangered. The horrific story of the child who was crushed to death by a television set that fell off a chest of 
drawers or other piece of furniture is still in the recent memory of most Western Australians. That was horrific for 
the parents, obviously for the child, and for everyone else involved. We do not want to see that happening. There 
was a gap in our tenancy legislation as a result of which tenants may not have had the right to affix pieces of 
furniture to walls, leading to risks for children. There were similar risks for other vulnerable groups, including 
disabled people. We know that some pieces of furniture can be very large and we also know that disabled adults 
with an intellectual, psychiatric or some other type of disability can sometimes get into situations in which they 
move very heavy pieces of furniture, destabilising them, with the result that they collapse upon them. In my own 
electorate office, I recently dealt with a circumstance involving a disabled young adult—a beautiful person—with 
a tragic case of Tourette’s syndrome. There are things associated with the episodic nature of that syndrome, with the 
result that that individual can completely involuntarily place himself and other people, including family members, 
neighbours and carers, at risk. Outside those episodic events, he is a wonderful human being and a beautiful person, 
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but he has to deal with this issue and it affects him in many ways, and during episodes there is serious danger of 
harm to either himself or others.  

That is replicated across the board in many instances. Over time we have got better at dealing with people with 
disabilities. We now provide household aids, ramps, bars and other things for people, and it is a further step to 
provide in rented premises an additional level of protection for people with disabilities, including adults and 
children, so that they can be better protected in circumstances in which they or other people are vulnerable as 
a result of their actions. I think this is a sensible amendment. I believe it was moved initially by Hon Rick Mazza 
of the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party in the other place—a person who I have previously said has 
considerable experience in consumer protection laws, particularly with regard to residential premises, as a result 
of his background in real estate. He understands the nature of these circumstances perhaps better than most, from 
his experience. 

I accept the minister’s explanation for why the state-based definition has been used rather than the commonwealth 
definition. It is not the fifth limb of the legislation; it is paragraphs (a), (b), (c), then (d)(i) and (e), and it is 
paragraph (d)(ii) that has been left out. I accept the explanation for that. I think this is an improvement to the 
legislation. It is certainly something that the Liberal Party supports, and we think inclusion of this amendment will 
provide better protection for the public of Western Australia in these unfortunate and, I would like to think, relatively 
rare circumstances for both children, which was included in the original bill, and now for disabled persons. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I thank the member for Hillarys. I think he has given a good overview of and appropriate 
clarity to the importance of the refinement of the definition through this amendment. The government is 
appreciative of the Liberal Party’s support of this amendment. The new definition appropriately captures the spirit 
of what we are seeking to do. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Just to clarify, the first amendment actually adds the definition to this particular part 
of the Residential Tenancies Act that is being amended to give effect to the protection that is being extended to 
persons with disabilities. The amendment the opposition is supporting now is just the definition part of what 
disability is covered by this part of the Residential Tenancies Act that is being amended. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, the member is correct; I can confirm that that is accurate. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 

That amendment 2 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: This amendment flows on from amendment 1—same principle, same concept. This 
is actually the amendment that gives rise to the extension of the right of tenants to affix items to the walls of 
premises beyond just for the purposes of ensuring the safety of the child, because it adds after the word “child” the 
words “or a person with a disability”. Amendment 1 included the definition of “disability”, and this amendment 
gives rise to the actual protection that is being included in the legislation. For all the reasons I outlined in discussing 
amendment 1, the Liberal Party supports amendment 2 and its speedy passage. We think it seriously improves the 
changes and protections that we are trying to bring in for the benefit of all Western Australians, especially 
vulnerable people. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I again thank the member for Hillarys and also acknowledge the Legislative Council for 
bringing the specifics of this amendment to our attention. I will make a few very brief comments. This amendment 
captures the intent and the concerns of the Legislative Council to extend these protections to persons at risk other 
than children, where that may apply. As discussed in the explanation for amendment 1, arriving at this point took 
some work and there were several variations on the ultimate amendment. It is important to remember that these 
amendments became necessary after the tragic death of a young child, Reef Kite, when a chest of drawers fell on him 
in his family’s rented accommodation. It was indeed a great tragedy. So as to not lose sight of the purpose of these 
amendments, the categories of persons to whom this will apply did not become bigger than the bill itself. I again 
thank the member for Hillarys for the opposition’s support for this amendment from the Legislative Council.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 

That amendment 3 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: At the outset, could the minister put on the record what this amendment will do and 
the history and genesis of it? The government obviously supported the amendment in the other place, so I would 
like to know why it considers it is necessary to include it. I will make some comments after that. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy to do that. I thank the member for Hillarys. The government accepts this 
amendment, which was moved by Hon Rick Mazza, MLC. We note that it is consistent with a request from the 
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Real Estate Institute of Western Australia and, of course, the wishes of the Legislative Council. We acknowledge 
that this amendment contains a few departures from the bill that was passed by this chamber. I will refer to the bill 
as drafted and then to the amendment, which I think will clarify for the member for Hillarys the reasons we have 
arrived at our support for the amendment and, indeed, for accepting this amendment. 

Clause 67(1) of the bill will amend the Residential Tenancies Act 1987 by including proposed sections 47(2A)(c) 
to (e), which provide that the tenant must do the following: remove the item from the wall when they vacate the 
premises; bear the cost of affixing the item to the wall and its removal; and, be liable for any damage to the premises 
through either affixing or removing the item from the wall and for compensating the lessor for the cost of repairing 
the damage. The amendment contained in this message will replace proposed subsections (2A)(c) to (e) and will 
make the following additions: the lessor may agree in writing for the tenant to leave the item as affixed; the tenant 
is liable for restoration of the premises to their original condition for any damage arising from affixing an item; 
and the tenant is required to notify the lessor in writing of any damage incurred. 

The government was not supportive of that amendment in the Legislative Council because the obligation on the tenant 
to restore the premises to their original condition presents a number of concerns, and I will highlight those concerns. 
They include that a tenant, unless they move into a brand-new property, will never be able to restore the premises to 
their original condition; the standard of original condition departs from the ordinary standard of liability applicable 
to tenants at the conclusion of a tenancy—namely, that a tenant is liable for damage, save for wear and tear—and the 
reference to premises may be interpreted to mean the entire property and not be limited to where the item has been 
affixed. Also, this requirement to restore may appear onerous and deter tenants from affixing furniture for the 
purposes of the safety of a child or person with a disability and, ultimately, defeat the purposes of these amendments. 

In accepting these amendments, though, I would like to take the opportunity to place on the record these remarks 
on their interpretation and intent. Firstly, a tenant is liable to ensure premises are maintained and remediated to the 
standard as specified in their residential tenancy agreement. Secondly, the agreement as prescribed in the 
Residential Tenancies Regulations 1989 form 1AA provides that a tenant is to make good any damage and leave 
the premises as closely as possible in the same condition, fair wear and tear excepted, as at the start of the tenancy. 
Consistent with the court’s application of the remainder of the act and the advice provided by the department to 
lessors and tenants, this standard is subject to fair wear and tear. This standard to restore is still borne by the tenant 
but should always be interpreted as subject to fair wear and tear. The reference to “premises” in this provision is 
a reference only to the surface upon which the furniture is affixed. I hope that that gives some clarification on the 
intent of this amendment and the government’s reasoning for its acceptance. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I welcome the explanation. I, too, would have preferred consistent language and 
consistent understanding throughout the act that is being amended. I think in the ordinary course of events, first of 
all, original condition ought to be considered as the condition in which the tenant found the place, save for fair 
wear and tear. I hope that any court or tribunal interpreting this legislation would interpret it in that way. We can 
get caught up in the semantics of the words, but I think that the intent ought not be any different from the intent 
inherent in the rest of the residential tenancies legislation. I agree with that. 

I think that this amendment again improves the provision that passed this place in the first place. Thinking back 
now, I am pretty sure—I have not reread my second reading contribution to this bill—that I raised the issue of 
what if, in whatever context changes are made by a tenant, the landlord actually wants those changes to stay at the 
end of the tenancy. That was not envisaged in the original clause. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It may enhance the property. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It may enhance the property, but it sometimes just makes good sense because we do 
not know what it is. I think I also made another point that in the ordinary course of events, in the vast majority of 
tenancies, there is not an “us and them” in this situation; it is a landlord and a tenant. In many cases, particularly 
in direct tenancies, landlords and tenants strike up very, very good friendships and good rapport, particularly 
long-term tenants and their landlords. We do not want a prescriptive provision that says at the end of the tenancy, 
“Take that away and patch it all up at your expense.” The landlord may simply tell the tenant to just leave it there. 
That will be allowed for here unless the lessor agrees otherwise in writing. I think that it is a good provision. It 
gives flexibility to tenants and landlords to get together to say, “The tenancy is over. Do you want me to fix that 
up? Do you want me to move this fixture that I have added, or the bracket I have put in?”—whatever the case may 
be. It may be that a television bracket has been put in a really good spot where a new tenant would want to hang 
up their television set anyway. It might cost the tenant more to remove the bracket and to get someone in to patch 
up the wall, to fill the holes and to paint over it than it would to buy a new bracket. It would make good sense in 
those circumstances for the landlord and tenant to get together to make a decision to just leave it as it is—no 
restoration, nothing required. Thank you very much. I think that is a good thing. 

The other provisions are based around either getting the tenant to restore the wall that was disturbed to affix furniture 
in one way or other, or giving them an option to compensate the lessor for any reasonable expenses incurred by 
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the lessor to do the restoration. Again, that will work particularly in the case of property management. If tenants 
need to do something with a property, they would ring the property manager and ask for someone to be sent to fix 
it. Rather than forcing a tenant who has to depart, sometimes hastily, to do the repairs themselves, it allows for 
flexibility. They either do the repairs or compensate the landlord’s reasonable expenses. They are not going to get 
over the odds, if you like. If the Attorney General, the Minister for Commerce, were here, he would be using those 
rather florid terms. I think that that will work. Again, the other amendment really tidies up the existing provision 
around the tenant causing any damage to a premises when affixing or removing an item. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like to hear more from the member for Hillarys. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Thank you for that. 

In the removal process, if the tenant causes any damage to the premises, they have to let the lessor know in writing. 
I think that is pretty fair. “I tried to take this bracket off the wall. I caused damage.” The lessor may require the tenant 
to repair the damage and restore the premises to its original condition or compensate the lessor for the reasonable 
expenses incurred in doing the repair and restoration. It is a “may” on the lessor’s part because the lessor does not 
have to do that. It might make good sense. If we think about how this might work in practice, perhaps the tenant has 
damaged some of the paintwork or perhaps there needs to be more filling than the tenant otherwise thought when 
they removed a bracket, and they let the lessor know and the lessor says, “Look, I was going to come in and paint as 
soon as you left, so don’t worry about it.” Alternatively, the lessor looks at it and says, “Just pay me for the extra filler 
that I’m going to need. It’ll be a couple of dollars to buy some Polyfilla down the street. I was going to come in on the 
weekend and refresh the paintwork anyway and perhaps even change the colour.” Therefore, why does the tenant need 
to go to the expense of painting over the hole in the wall, when the lessor was going to paint the property anyway? 

It allows flexibility. It allows tenants and lessors to get together and have a discussion at the end of the tenancy, 
rather than have these prescriptive rules that say, “You must do this” and the tenant incurs a cost. That does not 
need to happen if the lessor was going to do something else. It allows for tenants and lessors, in circumstances in 
which they are communicating and have a relationship, to deal with these things in their own way. It also allows 
for a framework, when there is an issue, to articulate the rights and responsibilities of the tenant and the lessor, 
and I think that is good. It improves the legislation. The principle behind the legislation is a good one. Bouncing 
around the two chambers, we have added some additional provisions that have strengthened the protections for 
both tenants and landlords, and in the case of the first two amendments, strengthened the protections for vulnerable 
people, such as people with a disability. Again, the Liberal Party supports this and we welcome the fact that the 
government has accepted the amendment from the other place and we are getting through it today. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will be brief. Thank you, member for Hillarys, for your comments. I think he gave 
a good summary of the intent of the acceptance of this amendment. I also want to acknowledge the contribution in 
the other place by Hon Rick Mazza, who, as the member highlighted, has extensive experience. He comes from 
my part of the world—Mandurah. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Our part of the world. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Our part of the world, in the Mandurah area, where, of course, he has extensive 
experience in real estate. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Is he in your seat? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, he is in yours. The member should know that. The member is forensic with his 
assessment of the role, but he is obviously not forensic with that one! 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will not go into that. No, he did not. I noted that he did not sign the member’s last one, 
which was to abolish the upper house, but we will not go into that. 

I will just say thank you to the member for Hillarys. I think this creates greater clarity on the obligations of a tenant 
in restoring a premises’ condition, and the wording in the amendment assists in that. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 

That amendment 4 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I have a number of questions about this amendment. Perhaps, right at the outset, if 
the minister could explain what this does, the departure from the original bill and the reasons that the changes are 
being made, and then we will go from there. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Hillarys may recall that during the debate on this bill, particularly 
during the consideration in detail stage, the Attorney General moved an amendment to provide that consent is 
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deemed if the lessor has not refused for the reasons contained in proposed section 47(2A)(b) within seven days 
after the day the tenant sought the lessor’s consent. The Attorney General moved this amendment to provide 
tenants with a certainty that their request would not be refused or not accepted due to the passage of time. The 
Legislative Council opposition members were concerned that seven days was not sufficient time to enable a lessor 
to consider a request from a tenant, and that a tenant may not be specific enough in their request to affix furniture 
to allow the lessor to provide consent with certainty as to where the item would go. This amendment went through 
several variations. Obviously, there was a lot of interest and excitement and, ultimately, the amendment was pared 
back to the simple version before us in the message. 

The government has addressed these two concerns, so the amendment before us provides two key things. The first 
key thing is that the tenant is required to submit the request in a form approved by the commissioner; and the 
second key thing is that the lessor is deemed to have not refused consent within 14 days after the date on which 
the lessor receives the request. The approved form will be developed in consultation with the key stakeholders and 
will be made available on the department’s website. The use of approved forms for communications between 
landlords and tenants is, as members will be aware, a standard practice under the Western Australian Residential 
Tenancies Act 1987. Although the development of this form is yet to occur, it is likely that it will include details of 
the reason for the request, which is for the purposes of ensuring the safety of a child or persons with a disability—
it will make specific reference to that—a description of the furniture the tenant is seeking to attach and the wall or 
other surface to which the tenant is seeking to attach the furniture. 

Turning to the issue of a sufficient amount of time for the lessor to consider the request, this amendment will be 
consistent with the service provisions that are contained in section 85 of the act, and all documents by way of post 
will be in accordance with the ordinary course of post, allowing for regional and interstate postage to be properly 
accounted for. All requests by email, fax or other forms of electronic communication will be in accordance with 
the provisions of the Electronic Transactions Act 2011, division 3. 

I hope that gives the member some overview of this amendment, the reasons for the government accepting it and, 
of course, the background and detail of the discussion that took place in the other place to reach this final wording 
and the final form in which this amendment is presented. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I note that there was a bit of argy-bargy in the other place. Again, the parties got together 
and came up with this form of words. As the minister outlined, we are dealing with a request to affix furniture, in 
one way or another, to a wall to protect either a child or a person with a disability in a tenancy situation. The 
amendment has added a requirement that the request from the tenant to the lessor needs to be in an approved 
form. It sounds a bit bureaucratic, but in these cases it is a good idea. As the minister explained, nearly everything 
that is done under the residential tenancies legislation is done by approved forms, and people do not want be in 
a circumstance later on of arguing: “Did you? Didn’t you?”, and the like. Having a form makes it very easy. 
Tenants know exactly where to go to find it. It is on the website, and they can fill it out. They can move it around 
either by post, by hand or electronically, as the minister pointed out, bearing in mind the legislative provisions that 
relate to notice periods for each. I think that will make it easier for tenants rather than more difficult. I do not think 
it will add any particular layer of red tape; it will just provide a very easy framework to comply with the legislative 
requirements that are being put in place. That is a really good thing. 
The extension of the period of time for refusal from seven days to 14 days fits in with some of the other time 
frames in the act. I will note a couple of things, though. First of all, the bill is silent on whether the tenant can affix 
the item prior to the 14 days elapsing, so I imagine that in that particular case, the rules around patching it up 
afterwards would apply. There is also no positive requirement for the lessor to communicate consent, which gives 
rise to the fear that a tenant may be waiting for 14 days, wondering whether they will be refused. The way I see it 
is that there is no deemed consent during that interim 14-day period, but I can see it at the end of the 14 days. 
I seek clarification from the minister. Is there an ability for the tenant to affix the furniture to the wall anyway 
during that 14-day period or will they have to wait until the 14 days expires because there is no provision for the 
landlord to communicate consent? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: For the sake of clarification about consent, I refer the member to proposed section 47(2B), 
which states — 

The lessor is taken to have consented to affixing the furniture or thing to the wall of the premises under 
subsection (2A)(a) if — 

(a) the tenant has sought the lessor’s consent to affix the item to the wall; and 
(b) the lessor has not refused consent under subsection (2A)(b) within 7 days after the day the tenant 

sought the lessor’s consent. 
But that will now read “14 days after the day on which the lessor receives the request”. I think that clarifies the 
member’s query. 
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Mr P.A. Katsambanis: No, it doesn’t. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It does not? I will try again. Let us get this right. I thought I was doing pretty well. Let 
us say that the tenant makes a request, which essentially commences the 14-day period. At any time during that 
14-day period, the lessor can either give consent or not give consent. At the end of the 14-day period, that is then 
deemed as the consent period having been complied with. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: That is exactly as I understood it, which gives rise to the fact that when there is no 
communication from the landlord to the tenant, the tenant has to sit out the 14 days before they know that they have 
been deemed to have consent under the legislation. That would obviously be explained to them in the approved 
form. I do not want to complicate matters, but given that an approved form will be created for the tenant—perhaps 
this can be taken on in the design of the form—I would have thought it would be just as simple for the approved 
form to have two boxes at the bottom to be signed by the lessor saying, “Yes, I approve” or “No, I do not 
approve” and for it to be communicated to the tenant. Although it is not specified in the legislation, I hope that in 
drafting the approved form and in the consultation that will take place with all the stakeholders, we get something 
like that so that it can be a really simple exercise. Normally, a caring and concerned lessor who gets a request to 
affix furniture to a wall from a tenant with young children or a disabled child would say, “You bet; I approve that” 
and tick the form and send it back and the tenant would be right to go. That is what I hope will happen in practice. 
Even though the approved form is only for the tenant, I hope that in practice it ends up being a two-way form. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have sought advice and I assure the member that the new form will have a step-by-step 
process that will make it very clear for someone to navigate the requirements and understand exactly what their 
obligations are in that process. I have been advised that, in the discussions and consultation with stakeholders, that 
will be a very important consideration in the formulation of the form. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In closing, I, too, would like to add to the minister’s comments about the contribution 
made by Hon Rick Mazza in the other place in assisting to improve this legislation. I indicate again that, as with 
the other three amendments, the Liberal Party supports the fourth amendment. I also thank the minister for his 
valiant efforts in substituting for the Minister for Commerce at short notice. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
The Council acquainted accordingly. 
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