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STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 9 May. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [12.19 pm]:  It gives me great pleasure to address the Statute Law Revision Bill 
2005, which encompasses an area of some interest to me.  Obviously, if the member for Hillarys were here, he 
would have leapt up before me to participate in this debate.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that is right.  The member for Hillarys would have been very good and loquacious on 
this issue.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We will call him in directly because there is no doubt that he will want to expound on all 
the things that I am saying today. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And your speech has no greater depth than you have. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is very cruel of the minister.  Given my full and expansive knowledge of this topic, I 
will sit down and let somebody with even more knowledge of it take the stand.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [12.20 pm]:  I am glad that I am of value to someone in the Parliament.  I note 
that the Attorney General’s speech on the Statute Law Revision Bill 2005 was very short, as were his speeches 
when he was shadow Attorney General.  This bill will assist the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office.  Anything I can 
do to assist the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office will be a pleasure because I know what a fantastic office it is, 
having done part of my articles there.   

There are currently many pieces of legislation, mostly old and obscure, that are no longer in force.  Those 
technically still in force no longer apply or are practised.  This is really a cleaning-up process of old statute laws.  
The bill will repeal about 100 pieces of legislation.  It is of particular importance to the Parliamentary Counsel’s 
Office, according to the explanatory memorandum, because it is currently engaged in a project to convert the 
state’s electronic database of legislation to XML, a standard mark-up language format, and provide a system to 
facilitate the drafting of legislation and maintenance of consolidated legislation and related information in a way 
that is consistent with that format.  The explanatory memorandum outlines the benefits of this bill as follows: 
robust legislative documents leading to a more accurate database and better data retrieval facilities; the ability to 
output legislative data from a single source through a number of different media, including hard copy, Internet 
and CD-ROM; improvements in the overall Internet delivery and publication of legislation and related 
information; more efficient drafting tools in the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office; more effective legislative data 
exchange with other states and the commonwealth, resulting in the consolidation of maintenance and support 
requirements as a result of having a single unified system covering all stages from drafting to publication; and 
reduced reliance on any single proprietary systems. 
There is no need to go into a long consideration in detail, but I would not mind a general overview of the main 
acts in consideration in detail. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [12.22 pm]:  I thank the member for Nedlands for an 
indication of support for the Statute Law Revision Bill 2005 on behalf of the opposition.  This piece of 
legislation has been the subject of detailed consideration by the Legislative Council’s Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review.  Its report of April this year goes through each of the clauses in this 
bill.  For instance, it deals with the repeals that have no consequential amendments and the Imperial Acts 
(Masters and Apprentices) Adopting Act 1873, which perhaps gives an indication of the flavour of these 
particular laws.  There are further amendments to the Trustees’ Powers Act 1931 and the University Medical 
School Act 1955.  There are truly redundant provisions in each of the many acts that are either repealed or 
amended.  For instance, the Flinders Bay-Margaret River Railway Act 1913.  As someone who spends a bit of 
time in Flinders Bay - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  What act was that? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Flinders Bay-Margaret River Railway Act 1913.  It has obviously well and truly 
reached its use-by date.  Similarly, the Hide and Leather Industries Act 1948 and so on. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are not referring to the member for Perth there? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not think so in this particular case.  A total of 80 substantive pieces of legislation and 
a further 10 pieces of subsidiary legislation are affected by this bill.  There is nothing controversial in this 
legislation, with one exception that I will come to in a few moments.  It simply clears up the statute books by 
removing redundant pieces of legislation. 
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One issue has been drawn to my attention by the Public Transport Authority.  It seeks an amendment to this bill 
in relation to a railway.  I will deal with that in consideration in detail.  We had proposed a repeal of two acts.  
The Public Transport Authority has requested that they not be repealed at this time.  They will be dealt with in a 
more comprehensive piece of legislation emanating from the Public Transport Authority. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  What act was that?  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Kwinana-Mundijong-Jarrahdale Railway Act 1961 and the Kwinana-Mundijong-
Jarrahdale Railway Extension Act 1967.  There is provision made in schedule 1 of the bill before the house for 
the repeal of those two acts.  Initially, when this bill was drafted, the Public Transport Authority and WestNet 
Rail, the operator of the rail freight corridor, identified these acts as suitable for repeal.  The Public Transport 
Authority requested that these acts should not be repealed after the introduction of this bill into the Parliament.  
The Public Transport Authority and WestNet Rail have requested that these bills not be repealed at this time.  
This is because the authority proposes to draft separate discontinuance legislation that relates only to the 
Mundijong-Jarrahdale section of the railway line.  It is therefore proposed that I move an amendment in 
consideration in detail to remove these two acts from schedule 1 of the bill.  In due course, it is expected that 
separate railway discontinuance legislation will be brought before the Parliament that deals with this section of 
the railway line.  It is simply an administrative issue for now, with the intention that those two bills be dealt with 
in a more comprehensive way by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure in a later bill.  With that one 
exception, I think that the entirety of this legislation has been scrutinised by the Parliament through the 
Legislative Council’s Standing Committee on Legislation.  I am happy that the committee identified nothing that 
would warrant consideration by the Parliament.  In my view, all of these matters are uncontroversial. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  We have to go into consideration in detail to move your amendment?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  I again thank members opposite for their support.  I regret that I do need to bring 
forward this amendment, but I will do so for the reasons I have indicated. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.   

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 9 put and passed.   

Schedule 1:  Acts Repealed -   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The first act to be repealed in schedule 1 is the Acts Amendment (Mental Health) Act 
1981.  This gives me a good opportunity to ask a question of the Attorney General, because I am being lobbied 
about changes to the Mental Health Act.  How does this repeal fit with what is happening at the moment about 
reviewing the Mental Health Act? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is unrelated.  The act that we are repealing by schedule 1 was to make amendments 
consequential upon the enactment of the Mental Health Act 1981, some 25 years ago.  That act was repealed, 
without ever coming into operation, by the Mental Health (Consequential Provisions) Act 1996.  Therefore, the 
Acts Amendment (Mental Health) Act 1981 has no possible operation.  That is the historical aspect to that.  To 
answer the question that the member has posed about the new Mental Health Act, the drafting of the legislation 
is significantly advanced.  As the member knows, Professor D’Arcy Holman conducted a review entitled “The 
Way Forward”.  We have tabled in the Parliament both Professor D’Arcy Holman’s review of the Mental Health 
Act and the government’s response to it.  I expect that we will introduce into Parliament in the second half of 
this year, when we return after the winter recess, new mental health legislation for Western Australia based on 
the Holman review.  I was distracted by the member for Alfred Cove.  I move -  

Page 6, lines 7 and 8 - To delete the lines. 

I gave the reasons for this amendment in my second reading response. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Schedule, as amended, put and passed. 

Schedule 2 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Attorney General), and returned to the Council with an 
amendment. 
 


