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STATUTES (REPEALS AND MINOR AMENDMENTS) BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 3 June. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the Opposition) [9.14 pm]: When debate was 
interrupted last night by the effluxion of time, I was criticising the government’s response to the twenty-first 
report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review on the Statutes (Repeals and 
Minor Amendments) Bill 2006. I was going to say, however, that the government has responded properly to the 
bill and has put a number of amendments on the supplementary notice paper that are identical to those that are on 
the supplementary notice paper standing in my name. The government also has placed a number of other 
amendments on the supplementary notice paper that completely remove from the bill a number of other acts. The 
government has not only responded sensibly and properly to the committee’s report, but also has gone further 
than the recommendations of the report. I am unaware of the reasons why the government is seeking to remove 
some other acts from the bill but I look forward to hearing the Leader of the House provide that explanation. 

I do not propose to take up any more time other than to say in conclusion that if we are to have omnibus bills of 
this nature, it is important to recognise the sort of legislation that should be contained within an omnibus bill. We 
must overcome the issues that have been raised by the committee in its report. Chapter 1 of the report, 
“Reference and procedure”, describes how over time various leaders—including me and the Leader of the 
House—and the committee have identified the criteria for the inclusion of an act in an omnibus bill. We must 
reach an agreement about that so that we do not have situations similar to this bill whereby the standing 
committee has stated that it is inappropriate to include certain acts within this omnibus bill. I hope we can 
seriously take that on board. We must acknowledge the issues raised in the report under chapters 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 
1.10 and 1.11 and agree that the best way forward with these sorts of bills is to recognise that they should contain 
repeals of and amendments to acts that are non-contentious. They should not involve issues of policy or change 
people’s rights, but should be only fundamentally clerical alterations to acts or repeal acts that have become 
obsolete by the effluxion of time. There is a message for us all in that. We will wait to see whether the same 
problems arise in the 2008 omnibus bill. I hope they do not, but in due course we will find out what the Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review thinks about that when it reports to the house on the 
Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill 2008. 

With those comments, the opposition supports the bill, subject to the house agreeing to the amendments that 
have been recommended by the standing committee, albeit there are some variations suggested by the 
government. I look forward to hearing the Leader of the House’s explanation for those variations and I suspect 
we will be prepared to agree with them as well. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [9.18 pm]: I will make a contribution to the debate on this bill 
in light of the inquiry by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review that I had the 
privilege to chair, and the twenty-first report into this bill that is before the house. The great benefit of referring a 
bill to a committee is it can expedite the business of the consideration in detail stage. That is never more so than 
in the case of an omnibus bill such as this one. This bill makes a great number of amendments to the statute book 
by repealing a large number of acts and making numerous amendments. The Leader of the Opposition has 
indicated quite properly that because of the nature of some of the matters that have been drawn to the house’s 
attention by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review things will not be moving at 
as great a level of dispatch as they would in an ideal world. However, that does not mean to say that there has not 
been substantial benefit in sending the Statutes (Repeal and Minor Amendments) Bill 2006 to the Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. For example, at appendix 2 there are pages and pages 
of amendments that the committee endorses as suitable to proceed with without further comment or 
consideration in detail. The committee has drawn a number of matters to the house’s attention. The Leader of the 
Opposition has made mention of most of those matters. The problem with many of them is that they are the sort 
of amendments that should not fall within the ambit of an omnibus bill. I think the honourable Leader of the 
House is still to be convinced that that claim is the case, although as ever I am sure he is open to reason and 
reasoned argument.  

At paragraph 1.8 of its report the committee notes that a distinguished former Leader of the House said when 
introducing an earlier omnibus bill — 

Its aim is to make Parliament more efficient by reducing the number of amendment Bills dealing with 
relatively minor legislative amendments and repeals. Amendments and repeals included in the Bill are 
required to be short and noncontroversial. In addition, they must not impose or increase any 
obligations or adversely affect any existing rights.  
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That gives the capacity to not have to deal with 183 or however many amending bills to make minor changes. 
Agreement between both sides of the political spectrum under successive governments has meant that the 
omnibus bill has been a useful device as long as it has not exceeded those particular parameters. I note at 
paragraph 1.7 that the committee reminds the house that the second reading speech of the bill, which was 
delivered by the Leader of the House on behalf of the government, reads —  

An omnibus bill is an avenue for making general housekeeping amendments to legislation. It is 
designed to make only relatively minor, non-controversial amendments to various acts and to repeal 
acts that are no longer required. Omnibus bills assist in expediting the government’s legislative 
program and parliamentary business by reducing the number of separate amendment bills that deal 
with relatively minor amendments and repeals. They also help to weed out spent or redundant 
legislation from the statute book. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet has overseen the 
preparation of the bill to try to ensure that amendments about which there is some contention or 
complexity, or that make some substantive change to the law, are not included.  

We are all in agreement. This is not the first omnibus bill that the house has dealt with; indeed, we have dealt 
with a number of them. A 2008 omnibus bill is currently before the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and Statutes Review. The general rules agreed to by all concerned are reproduced at “Appendix 1, Premier’s 
Circular 2003/15” which was signed by Premier Gallop. It is headed “Statutes (Appeals and Minor 
Amendments) Bill”. The then Premier sets out a clear instruction to all concerned that this sort of a bill — 

. . . is a vehicle for introducing a range of minor, non-controversial legislative amendments and repeals 
across government.  

Matters that will be considered of a minor nature and suitable for inclusion in an Omnibus Bill will 
include, for instance:  

•  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. 

Okay; all that is consistent with the arguments raised by the Leader of the Opposition, what has been said by 
successive leaders of the government in this place and what is reflected in the Premier’s circular. The committee 
reported the several occasions on which quite inappropriate matter was included in this bill—it must be borne in 
mind that we heard from witnesses and all who were concerned about it—such as, for example, provisions to 
make changes to the length of prison sentences and provisions relating to seizure or forfeiture of property in 
criminal cases. They are not minor amendments to change those sorts of rules, and we have drawn that to the 
attention of the house in the report. We will come to that in due course, because there are amendments on the 
supplementary notice paper. Recommendation 10 in the committee’s report states — 

The Committee recommends that Premier’s Circular 2003/15, Statutes (Repeals and Minor 
Amendments) Bill, issued by the Department of Premier and Cabinet, Western Australia, 24 
November 2003 be amended and re-issued to make clear to departments that omnibus statutes 
review Bills are not appropriate vehicles for amendments whose sole or principal function is: “to 
better implement the object or intent of legislation” or are otherwise justified primarily on the 
grounds of legislative policy. 

That is a very fair and appropriate comment to support the integrity of future omnibus bills when they come 
before the house to facilitate the process of statutes review. 

We were disappointed, as a committee, to receive this response to that recommendation — 

The Government does not agree to recommendation 10, as the effect of which would unduly restrict the 
operation of the Bill. The Government is of the view that the Bill, and other such omnibus legislation, 
should not be restricted to merely technical matters concerning corrections of a typographical nature, 
which would be the outcome if this recommendation is accepted. Furthermore, the Bill and other such 
omnibus legislation should not, in order to be effective, be so limited that the Bill is only to apply to 
correct clerical mistakes, accidental slips and omissions that are of little consequence. 

That is a disgraceful response. I do not know who drafted it. I would be interested to know who drafted it and 
plonked it in front of Premier Carpenter, who signed the covering letter, because that should be an 
embarrassment to the Premier. The response that has been written is quite at odds with the issues. The bill is not 
about accidental slips and typos. We are talking about the repeal, at a stroke, of large numbers of acts, and the 
amendment, in an extremely efficient way, of perhaps hundreds of acts in just one go, without this house having 
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to spend its time reviewing each of those acts because we have a standing committee to do it. Whoever drafted 
this response does not understand what an omnibus bill is all about. Whoever drafted this response and put it in 
front of the Premier has done the Premier and this house a disservice by their snide remarks, by their immature 
phrasing and by their lack of understanding of what an omnibus bill is all about. I can tell the house, on behalf of 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, that it is also a poke in the eye to the 
committee and to the very professional staff who assisted in preparing this report and others over the years.  

The benefit of the report is still here, and it will vastly facilitate the passage of this bill. However, unless the 
government is prepared to revisit its response to recommendation 10, that will severely undermine the 
confidence that this house should have in future omnibus bills. That would be a very poor outcome for statutes 
review in Western Australia.  

Now that I have made that point—which I think is a point that everyone recognises had to be made at this time—
I look forward to the rapid progress of this bill through its necessary remaining stages. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.29 pm]: I want to make some short comments on the Statutes 
(Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill 2006. The Greens will support the bill. The bill has 159 clauses and 
amends a large number of acts and other legislative instruments. We note the report of the Standing Committee 
on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. That report found that the overwhelming majority of the repeals 
and amendments in this bill are appropriate for inclusion in an omnibus statutes review bill. Other members have 
spoken about a number of clauses in this bill that should be subject to further debate, and a number of clauses 
that should not appropriately appear in an omnibus bill such as this. In the time that I have been a member of this 
place, omnibus bills seem to have raised controversy fairly regularly. From memory, every omnibus bill that I 
have dealt with in this place has contained one or two amendments that have not been minor and non-
contentious. I find it extraordinary, when we are dealing with an omnibus bill from 2006, and when the next 
omnibus bill is about to come through, that we cannot deal with bills such as this more efficiently. I think this is 
a classic case in which the management committee of this house should be able to come to an agreement, if any 
of the clauses in an omnibus bill are not minor and non-contentious, that those clauses be deleted from the bill.  

With those comments, we are happy to agree to the passage of this bill. I will save the remainder of my 
comments for the committee stage, when I will be seeking some clarification. The clarification that I am seeking 
is probably not dissimilar to the clarification that has been sought by the Leader of the Opposition and the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. We agree with the comments that have been made by the standing committee. 
We add our voice in asking the government to please try to not include in these types of bills matters that are 
more substantial. I say that because it seems to me that we are wasting the time of this Parliament if we need to 
have this discussion every time an omnibus bill is presented to the house. Omnibus bills should be bills that we 
can all agree to quite quickly.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural — Leader of the House) [9.32 pm] — in reply: I thank all those members 
who have made a contribution to the debate on the Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill 2006. Last 
night, the Leader of the Opposition invited me to address the issues that members have raised in either my 
closing remarks before the second reading vote, or during the committee stage. It would be much more 
convenient if I take the latter of those two options and deal with each issue at the committee stage. I say that 
because there is actually a different answer to each of the very different questions that have been asked by 
members. Therefore, it will be more convenient to deal with those matters at the committee stage. However, can 
I just say by way of summary that I do not think there is any great dispute here. The government is firmly of the 
view that the great value of omnibus bills is that they allow us to undertake a tidying-up operation. It is essential 
in that process for everyone to have confidence that the matters that we are addressing in the bill are not matters 
of policy but are matters that fit that tidying up-type operation. I believe all parties have essentially the same 
view and it will become very clear that the government, the opposition and the committee are generally not at 
odds with one another. The government’s amendments will reflect that and it will become clear during the 
assessment of those amendments in committee. 

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) in charge 
of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 17 put and passed. 

Clause 18: Adoption Act 1994 amended — 
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The CHAIRMAN: Clause 18 deals with the Adoption Act 1994 amended. The question is that the clause do 
stand as printed. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The committee recommended a number of amendments to clause 18 that stand in 
my name. I move — 

Page 10, lines 1 to 5 — To delete the lines and insert instead —  

(3) Section 52(1) is amended as follows: 

(a) in paragraph (a) by deleting subparagraphs (iii) to (iiie) and the “or” after 
subparagraph (iiid) and inserting instead —  

“   

(iii) satisfies the age differential requirement set out in 
subsection (3); 

”; 

(b) after each of paragraphs (a) to (c), paragraph (a)(i) to (va) and paragraph 
(c)(i) by inserting —  

“  and  ”. 

I notice that the government has an identical amendment under 10/18—I presume that means that the 
government agrees with the committee, so I recommend that the house agree with the committee’s findings on 
clause 18.  

Amendment put and passed. 
The CHAIRMAN: The question is that clause 18 as amended be agreed to.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I presume that means that 10/18 now does not proceed. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is right; that has been dealt with.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There is a further amendment to clause 18 recommended by the committee. The 
government has an identical amendment to the one I have on the supplementary notice paper. On the basis that 
the government has agreed with the committee’s report—as does the opposition—I move — 

Page 10, after line 7 — To insert —  

(5) After section 52(2) the following subsection is inserted —  

“ 

(3) For the purposes of subsection (1)(a)(iii) the age differential requirement is 
that the prospective adoptive parent —  

(a) is not more than 45 years older than the child in the case where the 
prospective adoptive parent is the younger of prospective joint 
adoptive parents who, as a couple, have not adopted a child before; 
or 

(b) is not more than 50 years older than the child in the case where the 
prospective adoptive parent is the older of prospective joint 
adoptive parents who, as a couple, have not adopted a child before; 
or 

(c) is not more than 50 years older than the child in the case where the 
prospective adoptive parent is the younger of prospective joint 
adoptive parents who, as a couple, have adopted a child before; or 

(d) is not more than 55 years older than the child in the case where the 
prospective adoptive parent is the older of prospective joint 
adoptive parents who, as a couple, have adopted a child before; or 

(e) is not more than 45 years older than the child in the case where the 
prospective adoptive parent is a prospective sole adoptive parent 
and has not adopted a child before (whether as a joint or sole 
adoptive parent); or 
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(f) is not more than 50 years older than the child in the case where the 
prospective adoptive parent is a prospective sole adoptive parent 
and has adopted a child before (whether as a joint or sole adoptive 
parent). 

”. 

Amendment put and passed.  

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 19: Aerial Spraying Control Act 1966 amended —  

Hon KIM CHANCE: I move — 

Page 10, lines 8 to 15 — To oppose the clause. 

This clause relates to the Aerial Spraying Control Act, which will be repealed by the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management Act 2007. It is now redundant. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the House has indicated he opposes the clause and obviously he will be 
voting no to the proposition that clause 19 do stand as printed. 

Clause put and negatived. 

Clauses 20 to 31 put and passed. 

Clause 32: Children and Community Services Act 2004 amended — 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I move — 

Page 15, line 17, Table row 5 — To delete — 

s.231(4) 

Clause 32 deals with the Children and Community Services Act 2004. I propose to delete reference to section 
231(4) in the table because this section has been repealed by the Child Care Services Act 2007. The section has 
been repealed by another act; it has become redundant. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 33 to 40 put and passed. 

Clause 41: Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 amended — 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: I move — 

Page 19, line 8 — To delete “27(1)(a)” and insert instead —  

27A(1)(a) 

This is an amendment recommended by the standing committee and, I presume, supported by the government 
because it has an identical amendment at 14/41. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: I move — 

Page 19, line 11 — To delete “27(1)(b)” and insert instead —  

27A(1)(b) 

This proposed amendment again reflects the view of the standing committee’s report. There is an identical 
amendment under 15/41 from the government, so I presume the government accepts the standing committee’s 
report as well.  

Amendment put and passed.  
The CHAIRMAN: I give the call to the Leader of the Opposition on amendment 5/41. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I regret that this might take a few minutes. Amendment 5/41 standing in my name 
on the supplementary notice paper reflects a recommendation in the standing committee’s report. The minister 
has a slightly different amendment to the same clause and I will need an explanation from him, if I can have it, to 
indicate what we should do. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I will leave the chair at quarter to nine, but if the Leader of the Opposition moves his 
amendment — 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I want to hear the Leader of the House’s explanation. 

Hon Kim Chance: Yes; it is best left until tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN: In that case, we are dealing with clause 41, as amended. We are at amendment 5/41 in the 
name of the Leader of the Opposition on the supplementary notice paper. He has not moved it yet, but he will 
hear from the Leader of the House when we next return to the bill in respect of amendment 16/41 in the Leader’s 
name on the supplementary notice paper. 

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


