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CONSUMER AND EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION, COMPLAINT PE36898 

174. Hon PADDY EMBRY to the minister representing the Minister for Consumer and Employment 
Protection:   

(1) Will the minister advise the reason that prompted his department’s decision to seek leave for complaint 
PE36898 three weeks after the appeal date had expired? 

(2) What aspects of the case, or the decision made, warranted a late application for the lodging of an 
appeal, or is the motivation simply political?   

Hon NICK GRIFFITHS replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.  The Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection 
has provided the following response -  
(1) Complaint PE36898 relates to charges against Francis Carson Hough for unlicensed motor vehicle 

dealing contrary to section 30 of the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act.  The matter was heard in the Court of 
Petty Sessions on 5 July 2002, before Mr Heaney.   

On 5 July, Mr Heaney indicated that the complaint ought to be dismissed, and that he would deliver 
fuller reasons and his decision in due course.  On 30 August, the department received a copy of Mr 
Heaney’s reasons for his decision, which was dated “August 2002”, and lodged an application for leave 
to appeal in the Supreme Court on 13 September.  

(2) The application for leave to appeal was lodged within 14 days of receiving a copy of Mr Heaney’s 
decision.  The clerk of the Court of Petty Sessions is unable to provide the exact date in August when 
the decision was handed down.  Further information is being sought from the court.   

Under order 65A.2 of the Rules of the Supreme Court 1971, an application for leave to appeal must be 
filed and served on the clerk of petty sessions within 21 days after the day on which the decision was 
given.   

 


