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FINES, PENALTIES AND INFRINGEMENT NOTICES 
ENFORCEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2019 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [3.20 pm]: I will not speak much longer on the Fines, Penalties and Infringement 
Notices Enforcement Amendment Bill 2019. I was keen to get out a couple of points just before the debate was 
interrupted. I will continue on the topic of antisocial behaviour. I support the intent of this bill, which goes to 
another level and tries to dig a bit deeper. The reality is that if we have groups of people sitting around all day and 
into the evening with nothing to do and nothing to engage themselves, we will see antisocial behaviour. Bringing 
in fines is not going to deal with that or solve that problem at the root cause. As a number of members have described, 
the consequence can be that people end up in jail when they should not be there. 
I was intrigued a little bit by the debate on identifying key groups or particular groups, if you like, in the 
community. These days it seems to be a feature of public debate that everything is individualised to key groups. 
I hope that the outcome of this bill is not that it just means that white males go to jail for these things. We need to 
look at this based on principles and on a case-by-case basis and make sure that those principles are applied. We 
need meaningful consequence or a reasonable chance that the result of this legislation is that behaviours will 
change in the future. As I said before, along with all my colleagues on this side, I agree that we should minimise 
jail for non-payment of fines and that jail should be a last resort when dealing with law and order issues. 
MR D.R. MICHAEL (Balcatta) [3.22 pm]: While we await the Attorney General, who just took a quick walk out 
the back, I would like to say that I support the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment 
Bill 2019. We have heard many contributions. Maybe someone might like to take a quick walk out the back. 
Mr S.A. Millman: Member, reflecting on some of the contributions that you have heard today, what would your 
views be? 
Mr D.R. MICHAEL: I think, obviously, there is a cost to our community of having some of the fine defaulters 
in our custodial system from not only the financial point of view. Obviously, it costs the government a lot of money 
every day to have people engaged in jail and working off their fines, essentially. The Attorney General is back, 
which is great. Having these people in jail means that they get to meet people whom they probably should not be 
meeting. We have seen those awful stories about people in custody who have come to harm. I think that this bill 
is an incredibly good initiative by the McGowan government and I commend it to the house. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [3.23 pm] — in reply: I wish to preface my remarks by 
saying that I thank all the members for participating in the debate on the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices 
Enforcement Amendment Bill 2019. Officers of the department have been present during the debate and have 
prepared speech notes to respond to each point raised by the opposition. As a matter of courtesy, I have taken the 
speech notes to the opposition—the member for Hillarys is nodding his assent—and allowed the member for 
Hillarys and others to read the speech notes to make sure that every point that the opposition had raised is covered 
in the hope that I will cover them sufficiently to avoid the necessity of the consideration in detail stage, but that is 
up to the opposition.  
I turn firstly to the comments made by the member for Hillarys. We thank him for his indication of the opposition’s 
support for the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment Bill 2019. He has also provided 
his personal support, and we hope that that is reflected in the other place. In respect of warrants of commitment, 
the member expressed his view that the process of bringing a fine defaulter before the court to consider whether 
a warrant of commitment for imprisonment should be issued would probably be extraordinarily unlikely. Indeed, 
that is what we hope will be the case. We are retaining imprisonment as a true option of last resort, to be used in 
the most exceptional circumstances. It is important that it remain as a final sanction, as it is across Australia, and 
that it is used sparingly, with an eye to the statutory principles and a suite of other enforcement options and 
alternatives that we seek to introduce through this bill. The strict requirements that need to be met before a fine 
debtor can be sent to prison do not mean that in practice debtors will be able to thumb their nose at the authorities. 
I note that this issue concerns the member for Hillarys and the government has considered it in striking a balance 
between, on the one hand, retaining a deterrent and, on the other hand, ensuring that a fine debtor is not ultimately 
penalised beyond what the court and community would have expected at the time of the sentence. 
As the member would appreciate, these are difficult policies to reconcile, and I am of the view that this bill 
successfully achieves that reconciliation. In situations in which the debtor is genuinely unable to pay a fine or work 
off the debt, they ought not go to prison for that reason. In situations in which a debtor can discharge a fine in some 
way, there are mechanisms for ensuring that they do so, including new garnishee arrangements with imprisonment 
as an available option of very last resort. 
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The member for Hillarys asked whether the new fine expiation orders would create a situation in which someone 
could be seen as getting off scot-free, in that they would not have to pay their fine if they were in custody for 
something else. The fine expiation orders in this bill formalise the current practice under section 55D of the 
Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment Act 1994, through which fines are expiated 
while the debtor is in custody. A fine expiation order is not an entitlement and is approved by the registrar; it is 
not guaranteed. The registrar must be satisfied that the person does not have the means to pay or property to seize 
or sell to otherwise satisfy their debts. We know that people leaving prison face a lot of obstacles to their re-entry 
to society, and those obstacles can and do include debts that are difficult to address. A fine expiation order could 
be a factor in mitigating the risk of further offending, which is in the interests of the community as a whole. We 
want to ensure that people in custody for other reasons have the opportunity to apply for expiation. 
The member for Hillarys also talked about the proposed restriction on licence suspension orders for debtors whose 
last known address is in a remote area. As the member acknowledged, this is to address the flow-on effects that 
a licence suspension can have on the likelihood of a subsequent contravention of road traffic laws. With regard to 
licence suspension orders in remote areas, I think it is important that we have some flexibility in the definition of 
“remote area”, which is why we have chosen to exclude the metropolitan region from the legislation and to allow 
the prescription of particular remote areas of the state in the regulations. We have committed to consulting with 
key stakeholders across government, including the Department of the Premier and Cabinet’s Aboriginal policy 
unit, the Department of Transport, and the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage. In the development of 
those regulations, we will also speak with non-key government stakeholders such as the Aboriginal Legal Service 
and the community service sector. However, I am keen to share with the house today my current thinking on what 
remote areas would look like. We will look at the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ five-tiered remoteness structure, 
which breaks down suburbs into five categories of remoteness, ranging from “major city” to “very remote”, 
determined by distance from services. The ABS remoteness structure is already used in the WA statute book, in 
the Education and Care Services National Regulations 2012 and the Medicines and Poisons Regulations 2016. 
This is in the context of prescribing remote childcare services and remote medical clinics. For the benefit of the 
house, I have with me an extract from that remoteness structure, sorted by remoteness level, and I am happy to 
table that document and do so now. 
[See paper 3030.]  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: As I said, the government will be consulting on the finer detail of the remote area regulations, 
but at this stage I am considering that anywhere deemed outer regional, remote or very remote would be prescribed 
as a remote area. I stress to the member for Hillarys that that is my current thinking and has to be developed. The 
member has the list to see how it could be developed. Consultation will also involve consideration of the approach 
regarding inner regional areas, looking particularly at access to public transport in those areas. In his contribution, 
the member asked about specific suburbs. Using the Australian Bureau of Statistics remoteness structure model, 
Bunbury is inner regional, Geraldton is outer regional, Kalgoorlie is outer regional, Mandurah is a major city, 
Collie is inner regional, and Australind is inner regional. 
I now move to the issue of licence suspension orders and last known addresses, which was raised by the member 
for Hillarys. The member for Hillarys also spoke of the concept of last known address as an indicator of whether 
someone is in a remote area. Indeed, it is not a perfect science. Many people fail to update their details with various 
government agencies that may hold their records—for example, the Department of Transport. We recognise that this 
is a genuine issue for people, and I point members to the amendments this bill makes to sections 20 and 44, which 
deal with infringements and fines respectively. These amendments contemplate the exact scenario put forward by the 
member—that the registrar suspends a licence of a debtor based on their last known address only to discover that 
their current address is in a remote area. In those circumstances, the debtor will be able to present documentation 
or evidence of their current remote address to the registrar and the registrar must cancel the licence suspension. 
I refer to garnishee provisions. The member for Hillarys also spoke about the new garnishee order provisions, which 
will allow the sheriff to compulsorily take money from a debtor’s salary or bank account. We are very conscious 
that for those without steady employment and a salary to garnishee and who are reliant upon benefits, there is a real 
risk of causing further disadvantage through a garnishee order. This is why we will have a statutory safeguard of 
a protected amount that the bank account balance or salary cannot dip below. Additionally, we have built in the 
ability for the sheriff to return the garnisheed funds to a debtor on request. I also think it is worth pointing out that 
it is always the first preference of the registry to enter into a consensual payment arrangement with a debtor before 
resorting to enforcement action. We know that Centrepay, for example, is a widely used service that takes money 
from Centrelink benefit payments on a regular basis to address outstanding debt. Garnishee orders are an enforcement 
option, but are just one of a whole bucket of options. Any enforcement action will be carefully considered, 
including through conducting a means test and giving debtors numerous opportunities to engage with the registry 
and the Sheriff’s Office to proactively address their debts. The member spoke of his scepticism that anything will 
come out of the federal government’s offer to garnishee payments on behalf of the state. I believe that he referred 
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to Canberra as being forced to act as debt collectors for a state or territory government. The commonwealth is 
considering progressing a project that would allow deductions of certain amounts for state fines from commonwealth 
benefit payments. Should that come to fruition, and I stress should, we will be ready. This bill includes enhanced 
information-sharing provisions at proposed part 7A, which will facilitate arrangements with the commonwealth 
should they come to pass. However, we are not reliant upon or waiting for the commonwealth to act in this area. 

I refer to work and development permits. The member also spoke of the new work and development permit 
scheme. As I interjected on Tuesday, the permits will not replace work and development orders; they will sit 
alongside them and be offered in parallel to a different cohort of debtors. Although there are surface similarities 
between the two regimes, such as the availability of unpaid work and other activities to work down a debt, 
philosophically, they are quite different. Work and development orders are mandatory orders made by a court 
at the time of sentencing, or by a community corrections officer. Work and development permits will be arrangements 
between debtors and approved sponsors to complete activities with a more therapeutic bent, such as medical or 
mental health treatment, financial counselling and the like, to address the issues that may have brought a person to 
the criminal justice system in the first place. The member raised the issue of funding organisations that deliver 
those services. The member for Kalgoorlie was also interested in this point. It is also important to note that in the 
last two years, the McGowan government has provided an additional $130 million in funding for the community 
services section. 

I refer to the member for Hillarys’ comment that the government is working in silos. I assure members that we 
are already having conversations with the Departments of Health and Communities about opportunities to 
sponsor debtors across the state. To assist in that, we are working closely with the Legal Aid Commission of 
Western Australia and the Aboriginal Legal Service of Western Australia, which will be working together across 
the state throughout the regions to act as matchmaker between debtors and sponsors. Legal Aid and ALS already 
have their boots on the ground and relationships with organisations and debtors across Western Australia and will 
be absolutely taking advantage of that. 

Evaluation of the work and development permit scheme and its outcomes was another focal point for the member 
for Hillarys in his contribution. I assure members that we are very committed to ensuring that this scheme works 
in the way that we want it to and we will be looking closely at the evaluation of similar schemes in New South Wales, 
Victoria and Queensland to ensure that we check for outcomes similar to those in other states. These include, for 
example, completion rates for people doing WDPs and whether they find themselves back in the justice system 
and the uptake of WDPs and the workload this places on approved sponsors. We have structured this bill to allow 
the WDP scheme to commence later than the other amendments to give us enough time to fully plan and develop 
the scheme in consultation with the sector. We have also included a separate statutory review provision just for 
WDPs so that we can take a laser-focused look at how they are operating. 

I was asked by the member for Hillarys rhetorically whether there had been any instructions to slow down warrants 
of commitment, which I understood to be instructions by me as the Attorney to the registrar or other people 
within Justice. The member asked about the current practice and whether the government has issued any kind of 
slow-down order to the registry or the sheriff to avoid issuing warrants of commitment or by taking enforcement 
actions in anticipation of this bill coming into operation. The registrar and sheriff are independent officers of the 
court who cannot be directed to take a particular action—not by me and not by anybody else. I also point out that 
issuing a warrant of commitment is a non-delegable duty of the registrar and that decisions to issue warrants are 
not made lightly. Although they have been fully engaged and involved in the development of this bill—the 
planning work on how it will operate in practice is already underway—those officers have responsibility to 
administer the legislation that is currently in front of them. 

I understand that the member is keen for some data on how many people have been in prison for fine default alone. 
I will now provide a number of prisoner receptions for fine default only by financial year beginning 2010–11. In 
2010–11, there were 1 480; in 2011–12, there were 1 082; in 2012–13, there were 1 304; in 2013–14, there were 
1 127; in 2014–15, there was a dramatic drop to 604; in 2015–16, there were 630; in 2016–17, it jumps again and 
sits at 1 043; in 2017-18, it is down to 813; and in 2018–19, it was 430. I stress once again that I have issued no 
instructions to the registrar in these regards. 

The member for Hillarys referred to a missed opportunity for broad change. He specifically referred to the potential 
to integrate fines enforcement and repayment arrangements at the time of sentencing. This already occurs under 
the Sentencing Act 1995, and I point the member to part 8 of the act, which deals with a court’s consideration 
when imposing fines. Courts are already required to consider a person’s capacity to pay as far as practicable when 
imposing a fine. They also have the ability to issue work and development orders on the spot, which cuts out the 
middleman of the registry, if you like, and sets the ball rolling immediately.  

I take on board the member’s comments that work and development orders do not always work as well as we 
might like. Of course, sometimes that is because the person simply refuses to do the work or turn up in accordance 
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with their order. The member for Kalgoorlie touched upon this as well. In this bill, we are making some tweaks to 
the work and development order provisions of the Sentencing Act, which we hope will make them easier to get. 
I also note that fines are already taken to be registered at the time they are imposed by the court, following 
amendments to the Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Act made in 2012. A fine debtor can 
go straight to the courthouse counter before they leave and negotiate a payment arrangement immediately before 
enforcement action starts and fees rack up. Again, I thank the member for his contribution, I sincerely do, and 
I now turn to other members. 

I thank the member for Dawesville for his contribution about the over-representation of Aboriginal people in prison. 
I know addressing over-representation is of keen interest to him and I thank him for his comments, particularly 
about the difficulties people face in obtaining and keeping a licence. Although it is not directly within the scope 
of the bill before us, I will take the opportunity to refer members to the Department of Justice’s latest annual report, 
and the information on Aboriginal justice program open days. Staff across government from justice; transport; 
Centrelink; and births, deaths and marriages come together for a day to deliver a range of services to regional and 
remote communities. This includes assisting them in getting identity paperwork, driver’s licence applications, driver 
education training and the like. At those open days people are encouraged to enter into financial arrangements or 
WDOs to address their fines. 
I interpolate my prepared speech to respond to what the member for Dawesville was saying. Identity papers are 
a problem, especially for a lot of Indigenous people living close to the border. They might be born in the 
Northern Territory and then migrate across the border to the Kimberley, go to get a licence and have no proof of 
their age or who they are. That is why we have these open days, as I said, involving justice; transport; Centrelink; 
births, deaths and marriages; and all these people who come together for an open day to help these people get 
a lawful licence. For members’ interest and especially for the interest of the member for Dawesville who has got 
a keen and sincere interest in this matter, I would now like to table a report on the open days held from 2014–15 
through to 2018–19. It reports the number of open days and the sorts of assistance that were given. 
[See paper 3031.] 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Again, this is slightly off topic from the bill, but I want to recognise the work done to address 
these issues historically, and I thank the member for Warnbro for raising them. 
I have already dealt with the member for Kalgoorlie’s query about work and development permits. The member 
queried the government’s budget for writing off fines that are unlikely to be recovered. We do not set aside a budget 
amount for writing off fines. All write-offs are progressed in accordance with the Financial Management Act 2006 
and are considered on a case-by-case basis. Money collected from fines is received into a consolidated account. 
The government always monitors resourcing requirements and any resourcing for the Fines Enforcement Registry 
and Sheriff’s Office as a result of this bill will be considered within the budget process. The member for Kalgoorlie 
also asked how the state will balance the loss of fine collection during the increase in expedition activities, 
particularly WDPs. Firstly, I emphasise that we are introducing garnishee orders in this bill. These orders have 
proven incredibly effective in other jurisdictions and will generate revenue for the state. Secondly, these reforms 
will see a significant reduction in, if not a stop to, imprisonment for fine default and the significant cost associated 
with that. These savings include an estimated $3 612 for each reception into prison as well as a marginal saving 
of $240 a day. It is important to note that WDPs, for the most part, will apply to people who do not have the 
financial means to pay a fine anyway, and often the state is not successful in collecting from this cohort. In any 
event, I must also emphasise the significant social benefit in supporting people to undertake these programs.  
Can I interpolate into my written speech the following comment. A person could be fined $1 500 in the Karratha 
court, which is six days in default at $250 a day. After the death of Ms Dhu, the police will not hold people in a cell 
to serve out their time; we know that. That would require a fine defaulter to be transferred across the Kimberley 
by plane, with two custodial officers. I know that the member for Cottesloe has a bent for business. The directors 
of a company would be fired if they entered into a program in which they had to spend about five or six grand to 
recover $1 500. The cost of a ticket to fly from Kununurra to Broome is about $600. That cost is unseen by the 
community. It is madness. That is why we are embarking on this. We do not believe there will be a big loss in the 
amount of fines recovered, and there will certainly be a saving for the state. 
I particularly appreciate the comments of the member for Cottesloe about the need for an alternative approach. The 
bill introduces a number of different ways to enforce fines. He also spoke about behavioural change by debtors. We 
have to change our approach in order to see a change in behaviour. This bill is part of trying to effect that change. 
I also thank the member for Geraldton, who was the lead speaker for the National Party on this important bill, for 
his valuable contribution and his indication that the Nationals in this chamber will support the bill. The member 
for Geraldton of course has a key interest in this bill and brings a regional perspective. The member for Geraldton 
and a number of other members made reference to the tragic passing of Ms Dhu, which was the catalyst for this 
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bill. I note that two recommendations from the coronial inquiry are coming to fruition, very close to each other—
this bill, and the implementation of the custody notification service, which went live at the beginning of October. 
If I can interpolate again, I have just had a report from the Aboriginal Legal Service that the custody notification 
service in its first month of operation responded to 517 calls by police to put Indigenous arrestees in contact with 
the service. The reforms proposed by this bill and the establishment of the CNS will go a long way towards 
ensuring that a tragedy like the one that befell Ms Dhu will not happen again. Had the custody notification service 
been in operation at that time, it would have inquired into not only why she had been taken into custody, but also 
her general health. We know now that she had been the victim of a very vicious domestic violence attack that had 
broken a rib, and that pierced her lung, and septicaemia had set in. Her ill health could have been explained to the 
custody notification service. 

The member for Geraldton also raised the issue of garnishee orders, as did the member for Hillarys, particularly 
when a person’s only income is benefit payments. I again stress that garnishee orders are but one enforcement 
action, and that the registry’s first preference is always to encourage a consensual payment arrangement. This may 
include through Centrepay, as I mentioned earlier. In relation to other commonwealth benefits, the commonwealth 
has not yet come on board. The commonwealth Attorney-General, Hon Christian Porter, mentioned some time ago 
that the commonwealth is amenable to considering this, and that he thought it was a good idea. Therefore, although 
we do not yet have any movement from the commonwealth, the bill makes preparation for that data transfer, and 
that will happen if the commonwealth makes the call. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I fear what Sir Humphrey might have told the commonwealth Attorney-General when it 
went back to the department. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right. That comment is very apposite to another matter, which is the splitting of 
de facto superannuation. There was general agreement about that between the commonwealth Attorney-General 
and me, and I think also his predecessor, but, when it got back to the department, it tried to put a stopper on it. 
Fortunately, Hon Christian Porter has prevailed, and it is through cabinet, but we just have to wait for the outcome 
and get on with the process there. 

The member for Geraldton also raised a number of questions on the issue of work and development permits, and 
I will try to answer those questions as best I can now. Will a debtor be compensated for travelling to complete 
activities under a work and development order? No, it is not the intention that they will receive any compensation 
for travel. It must be remembered that they are paying off fines; we are not paying them. The range of activities 
available is deliberately broad, and we expect that the Legal Aid Commission of Western Australia and the 
Aboriginal Legal Service will play a key role, particularly in the regions, in assisting debtors to find the right 
sponsor. That would include consideration of what activities are available locally. 

The member queried the definitions of financial hardship and homelessness that will be used to determine 
eligibility for a WDP. Neither of those terms are defined in the statute book, and I do not want to inadvertently 
constrict their usage by defining them in this bill. When I say “the statute book”, I am not talking about this bill. 
Hardship and homelessness are not defined in the statute book generally, and we do not attempt to define them in 
this bill. We will take the approach of Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria in developing comprehensive 
guidelines for WDPs, including how to assess eligibility criteria. 

For the assistance of the house, I will point members to some of my current thinking in this regard. In the context 
of determining what constitutes homelessness for the purpose of assessing eligibility to complete a WDP, guidelines 
will be developed as contemplated by proposed section 46L. The Australian Bureau of Statistics statistical definition 
of homelessness, set out in its 2012 information paper, is: when a person does not have a suitable accommodation 
alternative, they are considered homeless if their current living arrangement is a dwelling that is inadequate, the 
person has no tenure or their initial tenure is short or not extendable, and does not allow them to have control of or 
access to space for social relations. Consideration was given to this and other definitions, such as the 1992 Chamberlain 
and MacKenzie model favoured by the Salvation Army, in the development of guidelines to support the WDP 
scheme. The government will also consider section 4 of the Supported Accommodation Assistance Act 1994—
a commonwealth act—in the development of guidelines for establishing homelessness, and look to the guidelines 
in place in other jurisdictions to inform the definition of homelessness in the context of WDP eligibility, so we 
will have the same even approach as Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria as far as possible. 

As with homelessness, guidelines developed under proposed section 46L will provide guidance on what might 
constitute financial hardship. This could include consideration of whether an offender receives commonwealth 
benefits or some other forms of assistance. The guidelines were developed in close consultation with the community 
services sector and the key government stakeholders, such as the Department of Communities, the Legal Aid 
Commission of Western Australia and the Aboriginal Legal Service. 
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The member for Geraldton also asked about fine expiation orders. We can say that more than one can operate at 
the same time, and they will run concurrently, as warrants of commitment currently do. There will be no change 
from the status quo. 

We are still looking at what documentation will be required to cancel a licence suspension order. I remind members 
that the option already exists to request the cancellation of a licence suspension order on particular grounds, linked 
to entering into a payment arrangement. For example, medical grounds could be one of the reasons why someone 
believes that their licence should be restored. In those cases, the registry has accepted medical certificates and 
letters from doctors, for example, as evidence that a licence is required to travel to and from medical treatment. 

The member for Geraldton also asked a question related to a specific example of the licence suspension cancellation 
process. Every request for the cancellation of a licence suspension is taken on its merits. This includes consideration 
of the family relationship. In most instances under current practice, the registrar only considers immediate family, 
as that is the context for most applications. However, in exceptional circumstances, consideration is extended to wider 
family members and other similar relationships. There is no blanket approach taken; it is all on a case-by-case 
basis. The member will appreciate that in many families—I am thinking of some Indigenous and other families—
the “aunty” takes on responsibility for notional nieces and other extended family members. If she is the principal 
carer, even though she is not an immediate family member, that can or may be considered by the registrar at the 
time the application is made, and medical certificates and the like are presented. 

As to the exact example provided by the member for Geraldton about the man whose autistic son needs to be driven 
to medical treatment, I would firstly point out that the registry cannot impose a lifetime licence suspension. That 
is something the gentleman would need to look into, with legal advice. However, for a fine or infringement-related 
suspension, those are the kinds of grounds that would be considered; that is, he needs a driver’s licence to drive 
his autistic son to medical treatment. That is one of the things we want to do in this. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: He did not say why he had lost his licence for life, but I suspect—I may be wrong—that alcohol 
was a factor. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is different, because that is not licence suspension for the non-payment of fines; it is 
a lifetime suspension for driving on three or more occasions under the influence of alcohol. Even in those 
circumstances, if the member’s constituent can demonstrate to the court that the licence should be restored, they 
could always make the application. I have had constituents make applications successfully. Usually, the court 
requires a significant period, say 10 years, of alcohol abstinence, letters from organisations that support alcohol 
abstinence like Alcoholics Anonymous, and finally a liver function test that can indicate to the court whether 
alcohol has been consumed. In circumstances involving real hardship, such as the man with the autistic son, the 
court might exercise its discretion in relation to a court-imposed suspension rather than a suspension that came 
into effect because of the non-payment of a fine. Members heard me list my current thinking on remote areas and 
exceptions, which we are now talking of. 

Under the current requirements of the act, that gentleman would also need to enter into a—if it was by way of 
a fine and not — 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I do not think it was fines. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: All right. A person could always enter into a time-to-pay arrangement alongside demonstrating 
the grounds of hardship. Going forward, he would only need to demonstrate the grounds that apply without being 
required to enter into an arrangement as well. 

I do not think I made myself clear enough there after taking the member’s interjection, when he said he did not think 
that that was right, so I will just repeat that. Under the current requirements of the act, the member’s constituent 
would need to enter into a time-to-pay arrangement alongside demonstrating those grounds. Going forward, he 
would only need to demonstrate the grounds that apply without being required to enter into a time-to-pay 
arrangement as well. 

I extend my thanks to the various government speakers who contributed to debate on this bill. The members for 
Kalamunda, Mount Lawley, Armadale, Kingsley, Bunbury, Belmont and Mirrabooka all made very considered 
and thoughtful contributions highlighting different aspects of this important legislation. I thank each of those 
members for referring to a number of key reports that have been very useful in informing the development of the 
bill as well as the important work done by the Aboriginal Legal Service and Social Reinvestment WA. We have 
been working closely with these stakeholders in developing the bill and I am most sincerely grateful for their 
expertise and collaboration. I thank members for drawing our attention to the human cost of fine default imprisonment 
and its impact upon vulnerable people. They also emphasised the over-representation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people in the justice system and the role that fines enforcement plays in that. I am looking forward to the 
day when these reforms are in place and the injustice of disproportionately punishing people because of their 
economic status comes to an end. 
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The Member for Mirrabooka spoke about the challenges that her constituents have faced in addressing their 
infringement debts, particularly for infringements issued by police. I note that this bill, and the act that I propose 
to amend with this bill, does not address this issue. However, at the end of last year I asked the Department of 
Justice to commence working on a new project across government to improve opportunities for early payment and 
engagement with prosecuting agencies that are responsible for issuing infringement notices under a number of 
enabling acts. Considering the number of agencies involved, this is a substantial project and it will take some time 
for the Department of Justice to complete, but we are determined to proceed with those reforms as well. 

I note that the shadow minister and the opposition Whip are not in the chamber, but I am concluding my contribution. 
I consulted with the member for Hillarys and gave him a copy of my speech. He said that it covered all the points 
that he would have wished to raise in consideration in detail and that if I put all of this speech on the record, the 
opposition would not need to go into consideration in detail. I thank the member for that. I think that this legislation 
is a fine example—that is a bit of a pun! It is a good example of this Parliament and the members of this Parliament 
working cooperatively together to bring about what everyone in this chamber recognises is much-needed reform 
in the enforcement of fines. I thank every member who has contributed to the debate. I thank the opposition for its 
support of the bill. I particularly thank the members for Hillarys, Kalgoorlie and Dawesville for indicating that 
a printed copy of my speech in reply to the second reading debate will obviate the necessity for us to spend a long 
time in consideration in detail. With those words, I commend the bill to the house. 
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 Mr J.R. Quigley (Attorney General), and transmitted to the Council. 
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