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PRINCIPLES OF THE COMMITTEE 

(Adopted 1932; Amended· 1979) 

The Committee scrutinises delegated legislation to ensure: 

(a) that it is in accordance with the statute; 

(b) that it does not trespass unduly on personal rights· 

and liberties; 

(c) that it does not unduly make the rights and 

liberties of citizens dependent upon administrative 

decisions which are not subject to review of their. 

merits by a. judicial or other independent tribunal; 

and 

(d) that it does not 'contain matter more appropriate 

for Parliamentary enactment. 
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SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON REGULATIONS AND ORDINANCES 

SEVENTY-SIXTH REPORT 

The Senate Standing Conunittee on Regulations and Ordinances 

has the honour to present its Seventy- Sixth Report to the 

Senate. 

New South Wales Acts Application Ordinance 1985. 

INTRODUCTION 

2. When the Senate rose on Thursday 28 November 1985 the 

New South Wales Acts Application Ordinance 1985, (being 

::;Australian Capital Territory Ordinance No. 25 of 1985) 

was deemed to .have been disallowed by virtue of 

sub-section 12(5) of the Seat of Government 

(Administration) Act 1910. This was the first occasion 
on which such a disallowance has occurred. in the Senate. 

Since the notice of motion for disallowance of the 

Ordinance had been given 6n 11 October 1985 by the 

Chairman of the Committee acting under its Principles, 

it is incumbent on the Conunittee to explain to the 

Senate the background to its scrutiny of this 

instrument. 

PURPOSE OF THE ORDINANCE 

3. On 21 Jurie 1985 the New South Wales Acts Application 

Ordinance 1985 (the Ordinance) was made by the 

Governor-General on the advice of the Attorney-General. 

The Ordinance arose out of, and was to a large extent 

based upon, reconunendations from the Australian Capital 

Territory Law Reform Commission's Report on the Review 
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of New South Wales Acts in Force in the Australian 

Capital Territory (A.G'.P.S. 1974 ) • The purposes of the 

Ordinance were twofold. It was designed to revise,. 

clarify and make available in definitive form certain 

old N.s.w. Acts that were to, remain in force in the 

A.C.T. It was also designed' to provide that, apart from 

a relatively small and clearly identified corpus of 
N. S. W. Acts,, all other N. S. W. Acts in force in the 

A.C.T. were to cease to be in force. These Acts, 

numbering well in excess of' 100, were not identified in 

the Ordinance in any' way and included Acts which the 

A.C.T. Law Reform Commission Report had recommended 

should be retained in force. 

RETAINED NEW SO!JTI! WALES ACTS 

4. The Committee examined those N.S.W. Acts which, were set 

out in their revised, 

schedules to the 

clarified and definitive form in 

Ordinance. In subsequent 

correspondence with the Attorney-General about these 

Acts the Committee raised·. several issues of concern to 

it under its Principles. These included the question of 

a large number of offences which appeared to impose 

strict liability on a defendant and were alongside other 

provisions which appeared to require the usual proof of 

mens rea. The Committee also express~d· concern under 
its Principles about the conferral of a statutory right 

on any person without warrant to arrest certain 

o~fenders under one Act and about deeming and reversal 
of onus of proof provisions in another Act. The 

Committee accepted the Attorney-General• s explanations 

that the Ordinance had not been designed as a vehicle 

for substantive law reform other than by way of repeal 

of old laws. Thus, the kinds of issues raised by the 

Committee had not been specifically addressed in 
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preparing this Ordinance but they would be so addressed 
bearing in mind the Committee's concerns when each of 

the remaining old N.s.w. Acts still in force was 
examined with a view to repeal and replacement by modern 
laws. The Attorney-General indicated that this process 
of substantive law reform and modernisation was well in 
hand in relevant Departments responsible far different 
N.s.w. Acts, including the Department of Territories and, 
the Department of Employment and Industria~ Relations. 
In accepting the Attorney-General's explanations the 
Committee maintained its concern that the provisions to 

which it had objected should not remain in the statute 
book far any .tange<: than, was necessary ta allow for the 
completion of the substantive law reform·program. The 

Committee urged the Attorney-General and his ministerial 
~..colleagues to pgrsue the relevant substantive reforms 

and thus allay the Committee's particular concerns. 

REPEALED 11EW SOOTH WALES ACTS 

5. Several weeks later the Committee also sought to examine 

the large body of N.s.w. -Acts which.under the terms of 
section 3 of the Ordinance ceased ta apply in the A.C.T. 
The termination of these Acts, without there being any 
incorporated schedule listing them, was achieved by a 
drafting formula in section 3 of the Ordinance. In 
correspondence with the Attorney-General in relation, to 
these Acts the Committee expressed its concern about the 
a?sence of a schedule listing, as far as possible, the 
names of'N.s.w. Acts the application of which had ceased 
under the terms of the Ordinance. The Committee 
recognised and accepted from the Attorney-General's 
earlier correspondence that the terms of the ~ 
Government Acceptance Act 1909, left roam far doubt and' 

ambiguity as ta which N.s.w. Acts were "applicable" in 
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the A.C.T. subsequent to l January 1911. Thus, from the 

outset of its raising this aspect of the Ordinance the 

Committee did not insist on a totally accurate and 

comprehensive schedule. The Committee's con'?ern ·under 
its Principles was that in the absence of a reasonably 

complete list of statutes incorporated in a schedule to 

the Ordinance, it would be impossible for it to conclude 

that no rights, liberties, privileges, benefits or 

entitlements of whatever kind were being extinguished. 

unnecessarily by the Ordinance. 

However, the Committee rejected the idea that an 

informal list of repealed Acts would meet the full scope 

of its. concerns because this would· not enable the 

Committee or the· Parliament to exercise any supervision 

':.,.-over Executive decisions to effect an extensi:ve repeal 
of laws by means of delegated· legislation. When the, 

Chairman on behalf of the Committee wrote to the 

Attorney-General on 15 October 1985, 4 days after giving 

the Senate notice of motion of disallowance, he sought 

to make it very clear that such an outcome would be a 

serious limitation on the powers of the Parliament and 

therefore an important principle. was at stake for. the, 

Committee. 

A.C.T~ LAW SOCIETY 

7. The President of the A.C.T: Law Society wrote to the 

Chairman of the Committee on behalf of the Society 

expressing its concern about the notice of motion of 

disallowance. given by the Committee with respect to the 

Ordinance. The Society was ~ncertain as to· the 

connection between the listing ~n a schedule of repealed 

N.s.w. Acts and the question of the possible loss of 

rights si~ce legally any rights ·accrued under any of the, 
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repealed laws' would remain unaffected by the repeals. 
In his reply to the Society on behalf of the Committee, 
the Chairman sought to correct this apparent 
misunderstanding of the Committee's concern about the 
Ordinance by pointing out that a list per se would not 
enable the Parliament to exercise any supervision over 

Executive decisions to repeal laws by means of delegated 
legislation. The Chairman again explained on behalf of 
the Committee that this would be a serious limitation on 
the powers of the Parliament and therefore an important 
principle was at _stake for the Committee in its ·scrutiny 

of the Ordinance. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S REPLY 

(i) ~dentification of Repealed Laws 

·-
B. In his reply the Attorney-General explained that because 

of uncertainties about identifying all of the Acts 
inherited by the A.C.T. a catch-all termination 
provision would have been necessary in order to avoid a 
substantial area of uncertainty about what was the law 
in force in the A.C.T. The Attorney-General indicated 
that a scheduled list and 
would have brought about 

such a catch-all provision 

that requisite degree of 
in rejecting the Committee's certainty. However, 

request for a schedule he indicated that even, employing 
such a Combination, the Conunittee would nevertheless 

have remained uncertain as to what precisely was 
rJpealed. It must be clearly stated, as can be observed 
from paragraph 5 above, that the Committee had, accepted 
that a scheduled list could not be totally 
comprehensive, and in recognition.of this it had never 
insisted that such a list shoul4' be infallible in order 
to meet· the Committee's concerns. In any event, the 
Attorney-General in explaining the research and 
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consultation carried out ta assess the consequences of 

extensive repeals, stated that there was only an 

extremely remote possibility that any useful N.s.w. Act 

in force in the A.C.T. had in fact been overlooked. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL.' S REPLY 

(ii) Revival of Repealed Laws 

9. The Attorney-~eneral •·s letter went on to indicate that 

in any event disallowance of the Ordinance by the Senate 

in accordance with the Committee's mOtion of 

disallowance would not have the effect of reviving any 

of the terminated N.s.w. Acts. Likewise disallowance by 

the Senate of section 3 of' the Ordinance in accordance 

with a notice of motion of disallowance given by senator 

'i,Yigo_r would not revive terminated N.s.w. Acts. It 

should be noted .at this juncture that, as with its 

scrutiny of any instrument of delegated legislation 

which may infringe its Principles, the Committee was 

seeking, not disallowance of the Ordinance, but an 

undertaking from the Attorney-Genera;i. that would meet. 

the Committee's concerns. It is apposite here to recall 

the observation of Professor o.c. Pearce in his standard 

work on Australian delegated legislation: 

"Because of (the) awareness (within the 

bureaucracy) of the power of the committee it 

is unusual for regula'tions to be made that 

offend the Committee's principles for review. 

Where regulations are made that do offend 

these principles, it is usually only necessary 

for the committee to point this out and the 

department will act immediate!:,: to amend the 

regulations to remove the offensive 

provisions. The aepartment _is left with 
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little choice as it knows that if it refuses 

to act, the regulations are virtually certain 
to be disallowed". 

(Pearce: Delegated Legislation in Australia 

and New Zealand 

paragraph 94) · 

Butterworths, 1977, at 

10. In his fur.ther letter the Attorney-General explained 

that the Seat of Government Acceptance Act 1909 had 

originally continued in force applicable N;s.w. Acts 

until "other provision" was made; The Ordinance 

repealing the bulk of those Acts was such "other 

provision". Therefore, the repealed Acts were not in 

law repealed by the Ordinance and they could not be 

·;s-evived by its disallowance. In any event, the 

Attorney-General advised that by virtue of the 

consequences of amendments made by the Statute Law 

(Miscellaneous Amendments) (No. 1) Act 1982 to section 

12 of the Seat of Government (Administration) Act 1910 

provisions dealing with revival of an Ordinance which 

had been repealed by a disallowed repealing Ordinance 

did· not apply to N.s.w. Acts which had been repealed by 

a disallowed repealing Ordinance. 

stated that 

The Attorney-General 

"'Until the question of disallowance of the 

Application Ordinance was raised by the 

Committee, it had not been appreciated what 

the effect was of those amendments in such a 

case as the present." 

Prior to the 1982 Statute Law .Act amendments, which were 

ostensibly made to widen disallowance and revival 

powers,. the repealed N."S.w. Acts ~ have revived as 
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they would clearly have fallen within the scope of' 
sub-section 12(6), of the Administration Act as it had 
then stood. The Attorney-General, acknowledging that 
Parliament hardly intended such an outcome, proposed to 
suggest to the Minister for Territories that the 
Administration Act should be amended as a matter of high 
priority to, provide for revival of a N.S.W. Act 
terminated by a subsequently disallowed Ordinance. He 
also indica~ed in relation to any repealed N.S.W. Act 
within his portfolio that he would give prompt 
consideration to the making of an Ordinance ·re-enacting 

such an Act if the Committee or a;, Senator considered 
that such an Act should not have been terminated. Also, 
in relation to any such, law within the responsibility of 
any of his ministerial colleagues he would suggest that 

bhe or. she take similar action and' give prompt, 

consideration to the making of a re-enacting Ordinance. 

11. The committee's legal adviser, advised on the question of 
revival of repealed laws. This advice stated in short 
that the law in relation to possible revival of repealed 
N.s.w. Acts on disallowance of an Ordinance which 
repealed them was not clear or conclusive on either side 
of· the question and' could only be settled by a court 
decision or appropriate legislative action. He stated: 

'"In my view there are acceptable arguments on 
both sides. On balance I still would prefer 
to argue for non-revival, but I would expect 
to get a very rough time from· a Court 
especially in relation to the Parliamentary 
intention material." 
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DECLARATORY SCBl!DULE VERSOS DISALLOWABLE SCBl!DDLE 

12. The Committee held an in camera hearing of evidence from 

officials of the Attorney-General's, Department on 26 

November 1985, at which' were canvassed' two possible ways 

of resolving the impasse. An amending Ordinance 

containing a declaratory list of repealed N.s.w. Acts to 
the extent to, which they were known, could be prepared 

on the basis of those Acts referred to in the, '1974 ACT 

Law Reform' Commission Report. It was made clear that 

such a list would be declaratory only. It could not 

have the effect of reviving or re-e~acting repealed Acts 

and no effective disallowance motion could be moved in 

respect of it • 

. 
13. ;jllternatively, if the objective were to allow for the 

possibility of ef.fective disallowance and thus preserve 

effective parliamentary scrutiny of the unmaking, as of 

the making·, of particular laws, then a more 
sophisticated scheme was needed. Such a scheme would 

have involved the following steps: 

(a) The Attorney-General could make an Ordinance which 
re-enacted, the repealed N.s,.w; Acts using a formula 

of words. 

(b) · In that Ordinance he could list in a schedule all, 

or at least the great bulk, of the repealed Acts, 

(cl In another schedule he could use a form of words to 

deal with an Act which could not easily be 

identified, by name, but without prejudice to those 

that could be. 
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(d) He could make this Ordinance retrospective to the 

date of the first Ordinance under consideration by 
the Committee. 

( e) In a second and virtually simultaneous Ordinance he 

could repeal the first Ordinance while 

retrospectively saving in the normal way, any 

rights. or benefits that might. have accrued· to 
indiyiduals during the period of retrospectivity. 

(f) At this point a ~ situation would have been 

created which would overcom~ legal uncertainties 

about revival of repealed N.S.W. Acts. Effective 

disallowance of the repeal of an individual N.s.w. 
Act would then have been possible if a House of the 

:., Parliament so moved. 

14. At this point there was a view that an amending 

Ordinance containing a declaratory list would meet the 
Committee's concerns. 

15. Following the hearing, and on the final day for the 

disposal of the Committee's motion of disallowance, the 

Attorney-General in a further letter again proposed to 
meet the Committee's concerns by incorporating a 

declarator.y schedule of repealed N.s.w. Acts into the 

Ordinance. He noted however, that it would not. be 
possible to provide s'uch a declaratory list if the 

s,nate moved senator Vigor's motion for disallowance of 
section 3 of the Ordinance. This was because· the 

declaratory list would have to be incorporated by 

reference to an amended section 3 and disallowance would 

erase that section from the: Ordinance·. 
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COMMITTEE'S FINAL DELIBERATIONS 

16. On the final day, Thursday 28 November 1985, the 

Committee met twice and reviewed the issues which had 

arisen from its scrutiny of the Ordinance. 

(i) There was a complex and unresolved question 

whether disallowance of the Ordinance would in 

fact result in revival of, all or any of the 

repealed N.S.W. laws. The Committee had 

received conflicting advice · which tended 

however to favour, nqn-revival though not 

without significant qualifications. These 

were based on an assessment of Parliament• s 

intention in, enacting the 1982 Statute Law Act 

amendments and the effect which a clearly 

expressed parliamentary intention to expand' 

and not diminish disallowance and revival 

powers could have on the statutory 

interpretation of the relevant legislation. 

(ii) There were two competing proposals aimed to 

meet the Committee's concerns. On the one 

hand the declaratory schedule was a very 

simple solution but it would not in fact 

enable disallowance of any particular, repeal. 

It would thus not have allowed effective 

parliamentary scrutiny of delegated 

legislation. On the other hand, the making of 

two new Ordinances which re-enacted and then 

immediately repealed a scheduled list of 

repealed N.s.w. Acts was a very complex 

solution. Howev!>r, it would be effective and 

it would establish a valuable precedent should 

the proposed repeal of Imperial Acts which may 
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currently apply in the A.C.T. be attempted by 

an Ordinance before the, Seat of Government 

(Administration) Act 1910 is amended to 

restore it to its pre-1982 effectivene,:;s on 

the issue of disallowance. 

:.: 

Although the alternative proposal would have 

allowed disallowance and would thus have 

restored to Parliament the capacity for 

effective supervision and scrutiny of this 

particular instrument of delegated 

legislation, the Commit~ee had to give careful 

consideration to the fundamental question 

whether it fell within its Principles to press 

for such an extremely complex, detailed and to 

some extent, uncertain legislative solution 

for disallowance, of repealed N.s.w. Acts. The 

Committee was aware that one of the amending 

Ordinances would have had to be made 

retrospective to the date of the making of, the 

Principal Ordinance. This could have given 

rise to legal difficulties because of 

uncertainty as to the identity of all 

applicable N.s.w. Acts. 

CONCLUSIONS 

17. There emerged a questfon as to how far the form of the 

~edinance infringed the Committee's Principles. 

However, this much was. clear. 
form in which it had been made, 

The Ordinance, in the 

gave no opportunity to 

any individual Senator to move to disallow the repeal of 

any particular N.s.w. Acts. Any Senator who wished to 
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so move could only invite the Senate to disallow the 

whole Ordinance, or the vital section of it, in the 

knowledge that disallowance might either: 

revive ~ the obsolete Acts and not merely one 

possibly useful Act; or more likely 

be merely a. parliamentary gesture, made ineffective 

by .the drafting in 1982. 

18. Given the legal advice about the ineffectiveness of 

disallowance, effective parliamentary scrutiny of this 

Ordinance· may at no stage have been possible because of 
the form in which it was made. 

19. 

20. 

' ',!rhese issues were debated by the Committee and raised~ 

with the Attorney-General both in ...;.'2.:~-i~ 

meetings with the Chairman of the Committee. JJe was not~ 

persuaded. · 

The Ordinance was deemed to have been disallowed under 

sub-section 12(5) of the Seat of Government 
(Administration) Act. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

21. Arising out of its scrutiny of the New South Wales Acts, 

Application Ordinance 1985 the Committee makes the 

f9llowing recommendations to the senate. These 

recommendations are made on the principle that foic a 

Senator not to be in a position to move to disallow the 

repeal of any particular N.s,w. Acts as they applied in 

the A.C.T. would be a restriction of the rights. of a 

Senator and a limitation on the powers of the Senate.· 
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(al Any instrument of delegated legislation, including 

an A.G.T. Ordinance, which is designed to repeal, 
cancel or terminate any other instrument or law 
should where possible identify by name that which 

is to be' repealed, cancelled or terminated. (The 

word repeal is used hereafter to include any 

cessation of law.) 

(bl Section 12 of the seat of Government 
(Administration) Act 19'10' should be amended as a 

matter of, urgency to allow for the revival of any 

instrument or law which was repealed by a 

subsequently disallowed instrument of delegated 

legislation. The reality of revival would thereby 

restore to the Parliament the full and proper 

~ powers of disallowance which it intended to possess 
but which it may inadvertently have, failed to 

bestow upon itself by virtue of the amendments made 

to the Act by the Statute Law (Miscellaneous 

Amendments) (No. l) Act 1982. 

(cl The Acts Interpretation Act 1901 should likewise be 

amended. 

(d) Any proposed law reform Ordinance designed to 

repeal Imperial Acts in force in the A.C.T'. in 

pursuance of recommendations in the A.C.T. Law 

Reform Commiss'ion Report on Imperial Acts 
(Parliamentary Paper No. 63 of 1973) should 
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EITHER: 

(i) not be made until the recommendations in 

paragraph (b) above have been implemented 

to restore proper parliamentary control 
over delegated legislationi 

OR 

(ii) be ma·de in such a form as to allow 

effective disallowance of any particular 

repeal which a House of the Parliament, 

resolves should be disallowed. Effective 

disallowance means that repealed laws. 

should revive on disallowance of the 

~ repealing law. 

(e} For the avoidance of doubt, the Committee again 

affirms the views expressed by previous Committees 
that Principle (a) of its terms of reference 

enables the Committee to scrutinise delegated 

legislation to ensure that it is subject to 

effective disallowance. Until the Senate directs 

otherwise·, the Committee assumes it is Parliament• s 
intention when delegating law-making. powers that 

the exercise ·Of such powers be subject to the 

control and supervision of Parliament by· the 

mechanism of· disallowance (including, by 

implication, necessary revival of any instrument or 
law repealed by a, disallowed instrument). The 

Committee draws this mandate from the terms of 

Principle (a) which .requires the Committee to 

scrutinise delegat~d legislation to ensure that it 

is "in accordance with the Statute•. The Committee. 
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recommends that this interpretation be confirmed by 

the Senate. (An explanation of the history and' use 
of Principle (a) appears in Appendix l. )' 

Chairman 

Senate Standing Committee 
on Regulations and Ordinances 

December 1985 

' :.: 
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APPENDIX I 

COMMITTEE'S PRINCIPLE (a) 

1. The Report of the Select Committee of the Senate 

appointed to consider, report and· make recommendations 

upon the advisability or otherwise of establishing a 

Standing Committee of the Senate upon Regulations and 

O';"dinances reported on 31 March, 1930. It recommended 

the establishment of a Regulations and Ordinances 

Committee required to scrutinise regulations to 

ascertain inter alia 

• (a) that they are in accordance with the Statute." 

(Recommendation l(d) (1).) 

2. On 11 March 1932 the Senate adopted the Report of the 

Standing Orders Committee and established the 

Regulations and Ordinances Committee under what is now 

Senate Standing Order 36A. 

3. The Committee was appointed on 17 March 1932. The 

Committee's Principles including Principle (a) were 

adopted by the Senate on 3 November 1938 when, it adopted 

the Committee's 4th Report. 

4. Principle (al has therefore remained unchanged since the 

inception of the Committee. 

s. The committee has acted on the basis that guest;ons 

concerning, the tabling and disallowance of delegated 

legislation or of inst,;uments to be made under delegated 

legislation, faH :within the scope of the Committee's 

Principle (a). 
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6. This has been th~ subject of express and implied 

reference and interpretion. by the Committee in its 

Reports on a number of occasions. It has been a 
traditional concern of the Committee that delegated 

legislation and instruments. under such legislation be 

subject to effective parliamentary scrutiny. The 

Committee has drawn its mandate for this role from the 

scope of Principle· (a). 

7. The explanation for this is that in an enabling Act, 

which empowers the making of delegated legislation, the 

Committee assumes that it was Parliament's intention to 

preserve proper control over that delegated legislation. 

Delegated legislation which is not fully subject to such 

, control: is therefore viewed as not being in accordance 

:;with the statute. 

8. There are in the Committee's Reports a number of 

examples of this approach. 

(i) In the 4th Report, June 19.38, (that which led 

to the principles enunciated by the Select 

Committee Report being adopted by the Senate), 

Principle. (al was referred to, at paragraph 9, 

in. the context of the legality of regulations 

and their not being ultra vires. the enabling 

Act. At paragraphs 11-13 the Committee also 

appeared to express its interest. in questions 

of tabling and disallowance when reference was 

rnade to the absence of a power to disallow a 

proclamation prohibiting the import of goods. 

(ii) In the 7th Report, October 1949, the Committee 

reported, at paragraph. 10, on the •rather 

glaring lack of uniformity as between one 
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Territory and another" in 

existing provisions for 
disallowance of ordinances 

regard to the · 

tabling and 

and regulations 

made for the Territories. 

recommendations about 

The Committee made 

the tabling and 

disallowance of such delegated legislation. 

In the 8th Report, June 1952, referring to 

Customs Regulations, the Committee noted, at 

paragraph 30, that while previous Customs 

policy had been implemented by regulations, 

the new customs policy "was implemented by 

ministerial determination made under a 

regulation." The Report noted' that a 

regulation "is subject to Parliamentary 

review, and it may be disallowed by either 

House, but. there is no such Parliamentary 

control over a ministerial determination". 

Previously, at paragraph 25, the Report had 

stated "... this is a point the Committee 

wishes to stress, (emphasis added) a 

ministerial determination is not subject to 
Parliamentary review in that it may not be 

disallowed by either House as may a proposed 

law or regulation". 

In its 27th Report, September 1969, in 
examining Defence Regulations the Committee 

was concerned that they were not authorised by 

the regulation-making power of the relevant 

Defence Statutes. The Committee stated, at 

paragraph . 6, its recognition "that in 

eXpres~ing an opinion that the regulations may 

not be in accordance with the Statute under 

which they purport to have been made·, it is 
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entering a field where legal opinions may 

vary." Nevertheless the Committee did go on 

to express such a legal opinion. 

(v) In its 39th Report, March 1972, at paragraph 

8, the Committee reported on the scope of 

Principle (a). Referring to the legal issues 

which arose in the 27th Report the. Committee 

expressed the view that it might not be a 

proper interpretation of its role and indeed 

could be dangerous· if the Committee delivered 

legal opinions on the question of whether 

Regulations were ultra vires an enabling Act. 

:.: 
The Committee noted that it "has always 

interpreted (principle (a)) ••• as expressing 

something· wider than le~al validity" (emphasis 

added). Notwithstanding the legality of the 

regulation it could still be regarded as "an 

unusual or unexpected use of the powers 

conferred by the Statute". The Committee 

pointed out that a court may subsequently 

declare invalid a regulation to which the 

Committee found no, objection "because~ 

not appear to have exceeded what the 

Parliament envisaged (emphasis added) in 

granting the regulation-making power contained 

(vi) 

'in the Statute." 

In its 43rd Reeort, October 1972, the 

Committee, at paragraph 3 and in the Appendix, 

diSCUSf:ied, inter alia, principle Ca) (see in 

par):icular page 15). The Committee stated 

that Principle (al was ·not restricted to the 

narrow concept of legal authorisat-ion but also 
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connoted issues related to whether · the 
delegated legislation represented. an "unusual 
or unexpected use of the powers conferred by 
the statute." 

In the 64th Report, in ~arch 1979, the 
Committee. revised its Principles (c) and (d) 
but did not amend Principles (a) and (b). 

In its 66th Report, in June 1979, the 
Committee cons.i"dered the question whether the 
disallowance of an instrument of delegated 
legislation which repeals another instrument, 
has the effect of reviving that which· the 
first instrument repealed. The Committee 
described this as "a matter which intimately 
concerns the effectiveness of the Committee in 
scrutinising delegated legislation". The 
Committee therefore. recommended in effect that. 
powers of disallowance be widened by enabling 
revival of laws repealed by the disallowed 
instrument. This matter was taken up by the 
then Attorney-General who,. in a statement to 
the Senate on 26 May 1981, promised to so 
amend the relevant legislation. 

In its 68th Report, 
Committee recommended 
parliamentary control 

November 1979, the 
that for the effectbre 

of all delegated 
legislation there should be 
and disallowance provisions. 

cl~ar the Committee's 

uniform tabling 
The Report makes 

concern for 
:Parliamentary control of delegated legislation 
(paragraphs 4-7). This matter was taken up by 
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the then Attorney-General who, in ·a. statement 
to the Senate on 26 May 1981, promised to 
standardise. dis allowance provisions. 

(x) In its 71st Report, March 1982, the Committee 
indicated, at paragraph 32, that it had 
considered States (Tax Sharing and Health 
Grants) Regulations in the context of whether 
they •accorded· with the intention of the, 
legislation under which they were made". 

(xi) In its most recent consideration of the 
ministerial exemption power in the ~ 

Ordinance 1985 and the making, by ministerial 
determination, of the donor declaration form 

in the Blood Donation (Acquired Immune 
Deficiency Syndrome) (Amendment) Ordinance 
~ the Committee has been acting under 
Principle (a) on the basis that proposals in 
instruments of delegated legislation may not 
be in accordance with the Statute in· the sense 
that Parliament may not have wished delegated 
law-making powers to be so exercised that the 
absence of effective tabling and disallowance 
provi~ions could hamper effective 
parliamentary scrutiny. 

9. These examples appear to indicate that the Committee has 
interpreted and used Principle (a) in a creative way to 
ensure that. the Committee maintains a continuing, and 

posit~ve role in preserving effective parliamentary 
scrutiny of. delegated legislation. 
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IO. Indeed, the fact that since 1932 Principle (a) has not 

been altered, is ev.idence not merely of the rarity of 

its infringement in regulations and ordinances. Rather 

it is a demonstration of the resilient longe11ity of what 

that Principle is seen to embody in parliamentary terms. 
It has been taken by successive Committees to 

encapsulate· the idea of coincidence or consistency 

between the use of a delegated. law-making power and the 

parliament's aspirations. as to its use. Principle {a) 

thus lends itself to creative application in the 

interests · of preserving and maintaining effective 

parliamentary control. The maintenance of effective 
parliamentary control is, seen to be in accordance· with 

what the Committee and ultimately the Senate assumed 

must have· been the "parliamentary" intention when a 
':particular law-making power was delegated. That assumed 

intention is that delegation of law-making in all its 

aspects, including the repeal of laws, should be 

amenable to effective parliamentary control in. order to 

be in. accordance with the Statute. 

11. Parliament makes, and thereby controls, the parent Act 

which delegates law-making powers. It retains that 

control by reserving a power to disallow a law made 

under those powers. If a law~ under those delegated 

powers is· subject to control within· the Committee's 

terms of reference, it would· be incongruous if' a. law 
repealed under those delegated powers were not also 

s~bj ect to control within the same principles. 
Parliament has as great an interest. in· the unmaking as 

in the making, of law under its authority, 
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12. It is always possible and sometimes necessary to revise 

and amend terms of reference which embody Principles. 

When the Senate accepts a Report of the Committee 

embodying new Principles, these become the new· criteria 

under which the Committee operates. 

13. However, once the text of a fundamental Principle has 

been embodied in an operative term of reference, which 

through active consideration and application has taken 

on an historic· and traditional meaning, scope and 

validity, then perhaps one should hesitate before 

attempting to codify its contents. The jurisprudential 

contest between the common law technique and the, code 

technique as avenues to, the source of perfected law, is 
resolved in the Australian legal system by a judicious 

~algam of both approaches. The Committee's Principles 

represent a miniature codification of the Committee.' s 

remit. The Principles .have lent themselves to creative 

interpretive processes, akin to those of the common law 

technique. Senators, over the past 50 years, have 

interpreted and applied the basic principles to meet the 

successively new demands which delegated legislation 

places on the ideals' of parliamentary democracy and 
civil liberty. 

14. Seen in this light the Principles are not static and 

unchangeable. They are dynamic and have been extended 

by courageous and imaginative application to meet the 

p~oblems inherent in the necessary delegation of 

law-making powers to the Executive and the bureaucracy. 

15. The Committee enjoys a unique authority within the 

Senate as a Committee whose recommendations to date have 

never been rejected by the Chamber. That support, could 

be lessened or even jeopardised if the Committee were to 
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react to a · particular question of principle by arguing 

that such a question did not fall within the scope of 

"the Committee's Principles" and thus could not be the 

subject of a Conunittee reconunendation. The Conunittee 

has never considered. that it could not positively act on 

an issue of principle with which it was confronted in 

delegated legislation because "the Committee• s 

Principles" were found to be inadequate,. The Conunittee 

has always made its Principles meet the issuef! of 

principle arising before it. 

When Principles (c) and (d) were amended on 29 March 

1979 no reference was made in , the Senate to Principles 

(a) or (b). Principle (c) was revised expressly to take 

account of the. large corpus of New Administrative Law 

''..tlhich represented a tremendous innovation and had highly 

significant implications for the review of discretionary 

decisions. There was therefore a pressing need for this 
amendment. 

17. Principle (d) was amended to reflect the. modern trend, 

in a complex and sophisticated ·society with limited 

Parliamentary time, for more and more matters of 

substance to be of necessity dealt with by delegation. 

There was therefore a pressing need for this amendment 

also to ensure that Principle ( dl truly reflected the 

Conuni ttee 's practice of accepting the trend towards 

increasingly more substantive instruments. However, the 

cgmmittee always scrutinises the substance of a 

delegated instrument to determine if it is of such 

significance as to warrant enactment by a Bill and of 

course the· Committee still applies its other principles 

to th~ contents of any substantive instrument. 



l36S4/8S 

THE SENATE .. /.t. .. g 5" 
Rell s 

SENATORS-

EFLAFND, 
42: McCLEL 

. the Commonwcahh Oovemment Printer Printed by Authonty by 



136S4/85 

THE SE NAT.?-/;< ---€5.S-
RoLL 

SENATORS- ~ £6J tltlf I 

10• IEJ 91 '1 ES 

.,_ :r=LLAND Is· 

Commonwealth Government Printer Printed by Authority by the 



THE SENATE 6 ~ 

ROLL ~- IZ-o. 

I. Ir 
2 ....... 11111.wll" 
3. 
4. 
5. EN 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
II. -6)1,tllll@~!i,.,.lohn 
12.• 
13. 
14. 
15 . .C 
16. COLEMAN'f.-_ 
17., 
18. 
19. 
20. 

SENATORS-

21. NE 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32._ Ml'fl!l!rct 
33. 
34. 

~i,--37 .. 
38. · 

;:IF 
42. McCLELLAND -j:... 
43. N· 
44. 
45. 
46.• 
47. • 
48. 
49. 
50; 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54., 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58, 
59. 
60. 
61. 
62. 
63. 
64. 
65. 
66. 
67,. 
68; 
69. · 
70. 
71. 
72. 

73. ---.. 74. 
75. 
76, 

13654/SS Printed.by Authority by tht Commonwealth Oovtmmcnt Printer 



SENATE 

---198 .:::. 

j,~ayof~ 

Question, 

SENATO RS
I. ARCHER -3. BAUME, Michael 
4. BAUME, Peter 

-Z::-1 e: ~ :ot.,,.,,~M 
( M-<'f-) 17 'I~- -

CR-t~-~ 

AYES 

39, KILOARIFF 
40. KNOWLES 

it kfc~t\LLAND 

I 

Committee 

S: BJELKE'PETERSEN - it riA~?.::~YiN~) -8. BOSWELL 
9. BROWNHILL 

10. BUTTON 
11. CARRICK, Sir John 
12. CHANEY --1-16. COLEMAN 
17. COLLARD 
,e cc1 sum --· 21. ·CRICHTON-BROWNE 
aa sRa nttl 
~ 
24. DURACK --22' FOPElPH 
!8. SS8116EB 
ar. 6JE'fi!Eisi 
~ -32. GUILFOYLE, Dame Margaret -34. HAMER 
3'!1. II. ~fl BUIE 
36. HILL 
37. JESSOP -
136SJ/U 

1f HvKIFIHJ H 
1f tf&SKJ.1111 
1'7. JI 81iIIU! -49. MESSNER 
SO. MISSEN -S2. PARER 
53. _PUPLICK 
S4. RAE, Peter 
55. fl , R b t 
S6. REID 
57 hFl'NOl PS 
SD PIGlltPDSOtt 
f8. A.8BEP'J:6GN -61 G liBEf16 
62. SHEIL 
63. SHORT -· ff SI ??S 
~ 
67. TEAGUE 
68. TOWNLEY 
69. VALLENTINE 
70. VANSTONE 
71, VIGOR -73; WALTERS 
74. WATSON 
7S. WITHERS 
JO.!; ltH 110' 



SENATE 

198 "o-

-s-rl day of JJ.ec.~ 
Tlt><IJ-1/0/\) t-AW5 

/1-/VllftJiJM!i-/lJI S 1/..L 

Question, (!JI. ff.) 

SENATORS,.~ 
2: AULICH 

!: : t m ,t ~l~c.;ael 
~. :t~~iE P&fER:SBH 
7, BOLKUS 
8.-
9.-L 

IO. BUTION 
11.~ •. SirJohn 
12. CHANEY 
13. CHILDS 
14. CHIPP 
IS. COATES 
16. COLEMAN 
17.-
18. COtSTON 
19. COOK 
20. COONEY 

iJ~- ~:owzr;rBRO.VlNE. 
23. DEVLIN 
24.~ 
25. ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27. FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29. GIETZELT 
30. GILES 
31. GRIMES 

~~~ ~~~~~~. l:E, Bame Margaret 

34.ll,l,!lll;R 
35. HARRADINE 
36. HILL 
37. JESSOP 
38. JONES 

;:··::::::::1~·~:-·~··· 

IUSJ/U 

C MtJ 5 £. '- Committee 

/r S f 1(1 N lt.S. i) 

NOES 

39.-~ 
40.-
41.~ 
42. McCLELLAND 
43.-
44. McINTOSH 
45. MCKIERNAN 
46, MACKLIN 
47. MAGUIRE 
48. MASON 
49.1,41;!;SNE!t 
SO. MISSEN 
SI•. MORRIS 
52.P-
53 .. -
S4.-,
SS. RAY, Robert 
S6.-
S1. REYNOLDS 
58. RICHARDSON 
59, ROBERTSON 
60; RYAN 
61. SANDERS 
62 . .KEU: 
63.SHQII.T 
64. SIBRAA 
6S. SIDDONS 
66. TATE 
67 . .....-
68. TOWNLEY 

"69. VALLENTINE 
10.-. 
71.~ 
72. WALSH 
73.-
74. Wl'l'l'!fflC 
75.-
76. ZAKHAROV 

ULLER FOR THE NOl:S-SENATOR ........ ._t"\ •" -\ \,..L-, .. ..(:o .................... ... 

Prln1edbyA111horitybytheComraonwca1thCiovemmentPrin1tr 



SENATE 

198-6°" 

£"' day of Jb~ 

T IV>< ;Cf t"/1 JO Affev~ 
A-M /3/J J?M 6/J I g I t-L-

Question, 
(!J tJJ. 4) Ii,~-

~ 1 
~~, 7l.:t- i... ~ 
~4 ~ ~z:5-::W: 

SENATORS- ~ ¥ 
I. A&eHER 
2.A,l;l:ffill 
3• BAUME, Michael 
4, BAUME, Peter 
5. BJELKE-PETERSEN 
6.111.',QK 
7. llet:l:t!S 
8. BOSWELL 
9. BROWNHILL 

10. BUTION 

g: gt!~kc,J'• Sir John 

13. et!IUIS 
14. C!IH'P 
15. CJe,lffBS 
16. COLEMAN 
17. COLLARD 
18. oet:sTeN 
19.i.eett" 
20.C89N£,Y 
~:~·BROWNE 

23.~N 
24: DURACK 
25.-
26.J!.Vl'<ll6 
27.-
28. Meltffl!S 
29; OT1!ffttf 
30. OH:t;S 
31. O!MM1iS 
~;: ~YLE; Dame Margaret 

34. HAMER 

~t=-E 

39. KILGARIFF 
40. KNOWLES 
41. LEWIS 
42. McCLELLAND 
43. MACGl8BON 
44.-
45:~ 
46.-
47. Mfl6t!!1tl! 
48. l,U.SGN 
49. MESSNER 
50. MISSEN 
51. MORRIS 
52. PARER 
53. PUPL!CK 
54. RAE, Peter 

~t~ 
57.R~ 
58. lHSIP ~BSSN 
59.~ 
60:l<'f1ffl' 
61. S'lfflDEI\S 
62. SHEIL 
63. SHORT 
64,!ltllft,<,,I; 
65.SffffleNS 
66.1'l'!'l'I; 
67: TEAGUE 
68. TOWNLEY 
69. VALLENTINE 
70. VANSTONE 
71. VIGOR 
72,W1tt,S11, 
73. WALTERS 
74. WATSON 
75. WITHERS 
76.~V 

. Settttte<-

Committee 

37. JESSOP 38.-, 
::···::::~:7-: ........ ::.: TELLER FOR THE NOES-SENATOR~~~ ·-·-. . .. -... --.. -···-·-···· .... -...... 

IJ6S3/U 



SENATE 

Question, 

198~ 

i" day of~ 

~.,,,: .. :4..,,~~-0 
et.q_ {i...,.,,_(_ ~f. 
~(..o,,;t·~ 

------
AYES 

2 

Committee 

SENA IO RS
~ 39. Kll,~IAIFI'~) 

2. AULICH 
'9. B1,tffltfE,Pfi1h1.11 
,t, MllME, PelR 
5 RIELIIE Pi;;JCiRmI 
6. BMCK 
7. BOLKUS 
8. BOSWELL 
9,-,llit6111HIILI> 

10. BUlTON 

1~: ~J~~~~i, i.ir hh•, 
13. CHILDS 
14. CHIPP 
IS. COATES 
16. COLEMAN 
17 GQl,VIW 
18. COLSTON 
19. COOK 
20. COONEY 
<ii. SRIClliON-BROWNE 
22. CROWLEY 
23. DEVLIN -K 25. ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27. FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29; GIETZELT 
30, GILES 
31. GRIMES 

,;{.y~E~an~:" 
35. HARRADINE -37. JESSOP 
38, JONES 

Aye,, ..... -< .. "6 .... -......... . 
Noos ................. 3--i ..... .. 

40. KNOWLES 

!~: ~~~tiLLAND 
11 H•cCIPBOW 
44. MCINTOSH 
45. MCKIERNAN 
46. MACKLIN 
47, MAGUIRE 
48. MASON 
AO, f tESSJlliA 
50. MISSEN 
51. MORRIS -!l. PllPl,IGK 
51. ltAE, Pete. 
SS. RAY, Robert -57, REYNOLDS 
58,. RICHARDSON 
59. ROBERTSON 
60. RYAN 
61. SANDERS --64. SIBRAA 
65. SIDDONS 
66, TATE 
67. TEAGUE 
,e. T8Uf)o1L.a¥. 
69. VALLENTINE 
7ft. 1 r t J:IiTONli. 
~ 
72. WALSH 
13, hAUJ!ltS -""5. olTHHA.ls 
76. ZAKHAROV 

TELLER FOR THE AVES-SENATOR.,,, .......... -A~ ,-"l> ~ '"":ID. ....... .. 



SENATE 

198~ 

~day of fb:-
T If '>< /J-1, t> AJ 1...;4-µ <;:, 

Awt&-/V t7 ,Z ;t...L 

Question, . d, °( 
TU ~ ~ ~ Committee 

wt)~~ 

SENATORS
I. "'1t€H£il 
2. AULICH 
3. lMbihL, MlWQel 
4. PtlitfF Petri 
S. BJ!!LKE-PBJ ZftSE!N 
6. BLACK 
7. BOLKUS 
8. BOSWELL 
9.-L 

10. BUITON 
II. e, :RltiCK, Sil John-. 
12. CHANEY 
13. CHILDS 
14. CHIPP 
15. COATES 
16. COLEMAN 
17.~ 
18. COLSTON 
19. COOK 
20, COONEY 
21. CR l~H'J:QH BR B ; HJ?" 
22. CROWLEY 
23. DEVLIN 
24:~ 
25. ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27. FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29. GIETZELT 
30, GILES 
31. GRIMES 
32. ~. Dame Margaret 
33. HAINES 
34,IM,Ml;R 
3S. HARRADINE 
36.IH!,L 
37. JESSOP 
38. JONES 

50 
::" .... ;L.%.._ .............. . 

NOES 

39.-~ 
40. KNOWLES 
41.L-
42, McCLELLAND 
43.~ 
44: McINTOSH 
45. MCKIERNAN 
46. MACKLIN 
47. MAGUIRE 
48. MASON 
49.
so. MlSSEN 
51, MORRIS 
52.l'l'tMl\-
53.~ 
54. R,lr&,-Petcr 
5S. RAY, Robert 
56.-
57. REYNOLDS 
58. RICHARDSON 
59. ROBERTSON 
60. RYAN 
61. SANDERS 
62.SHEI!, 
63.Sllell'!' 
64. S!BRAA 
6S. SIDDONS 
66. TATE 
67. TEAGUE 
68.1'tl'l'l'lff,!; 
69. VALLENTINE 
70.-E 
71.-
72. WALSH 
73.~ 
74.~ 
75.-
76. ZAKHAROV 



SENATE 

19sS. 

~day of~ 

Question; 

SENATORS
!. ARCHER. -3. BAUME. Michael 
4. BAUME, Peter 
5. BJELKE-PETERSEN --8. BOSWELL 
9; BROWNHILL 

10, BUTION 
11'. CARRICK, Sir John 
12. CHANEY 
~ I~ 
16. COLEMAN 
17: COLLARD 
I&. ,;;Q~iFl'QM 
~ -21. CRICHTON-BROWNE' 
w€1Ul ~ LE~' -24.DURACK 

.as. Ec!l'fBB 
~ 
~. FBRill UII 
-l!Olt6E& 
19 GIFTIFJT -~ 32. GUJI:.FOYLE, Dame Margaret --34.HAMER 
35. HARRADINE 
36. HILL 
37. JESSOP -
::·"""~~-........ 

AYES 

39, KILGARIFF 
40, KNOWLES 

!i t~~i1LLAND 

Committee 

:!: ~~;,¥~~~?r (~ 
4S. HcKUiP)J or 
.116 ll'GnlW 
1; 11'6111Rli -49. MESSNER 
SO. MISSEN 
51. MORRIS 
52. PARER 
53. PUPLICK 
54. RAE, Peter 
Si. Rllt1Rohut 
56. REID 
~IIE"Jl81,QS 
JO IHEII/ RBS8U 
59. R:8BERl'SON -" ~OIQERS 
62. SHEIL 
63. SHORT -' " 8lBB8NS -67. TEAGUE 
68. TOWNLEY 
69, VALLENTINE 
70. VANSTONE 
71. VIGOR 
~ 
73. WALTERS 
74. WATSON 
75. WITHERS 
-.Z'KHORQY 

~~-ef/~ TELLER.FOR THE AYES-SENATOR. ............................................................................ _., ......... . 



SENATE 

198 s 

TA)r"ff,,DN A.Avv s 
;4"1 $/Jf)/VJ#/JI 81,~ 

Question, 

SENATORS-
1. ~R 
2. AULICH 
3. lh'n:f'm, Michael 
4:~r 
5. B:fl!t:l:f! J EFiMiN 
6. BLACK 
7. BOLKUS 
8. BOSWELL 
9.~L 

10. BUTTON 
11.~,SirJohn 
12. CHANEY 
13. CHILDS 
14, CHIPP 
15. COATES 
16. COLEMAN 
17, GQ!,!mlW 
J8; COLSTON 
19. COOK 
20. COONEY 
21. GIHG!l'ifQl SPOWNE 
22. CROWLEY 
23, DEVLIN 
24.-
25, ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27, FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29. GIETZELT 
30. GILES 
31. GRIMES 

(i<JtP· '3) ("1 '5·< 

NOES 

Committee 

39.-~ 
40. KNOWLES 
41.I,!;W!S 
42. McCLELLAND 
43.~ 
44. MCINTOSH 
45. MCKIERNAN 
46. MACKLIN 
47; MAGUIRE 
48. MASON 
49.MES!,l,llill. 
50, MISSEN 
SI, MORRIS 
52.-
53.-= 
54.~r 
55. RAY, Robert 
56.-
57. REYNOLDS 
58. RICHARDSON 
59. ROBERTSON 
60. RYAN 
61.SANDERS 
62. !illliR.. 
63.SHe!lT 
64, SIBRAA 
65, SIDDONS 
66, TATE 
67. TEAGUE 
68 . .ewm:!!Y 

32. G~. Dame Margaret 
69. VALLENTINE 
70.-E 

33. HAINES 
34.-
35. HARRADINE 
36, lff!,L 
37, JESSOP 
38. JONES 

~<{; 
::~ ..... 2-7 ................ .. 

l~JjlS, 

71. VIGOR 
72. WALSH 
13. w=.as 
74.-N 
75; \Ytffll!R'S 
76. ZAKHAROV 

TEUEa FOR THE NOES-SENATOR. .............. ~~ ..... :2~~•~··••••••··-··• 



SENATE 

198 ~'. 

~ day of ~,e.. l..ca.f. 

Question, 

SENATORS-
1. ARCHER 
z.,.wWElil 
3. BAUME. Michael 
4. BAUME, Peter 
S. BJELKE-PETERSEN 
~ -8, BOSWELL 
9. BROWNHILL 

10, BUTTON 
11'. CARRICK, Sir John 
12, CHANEY 
~ --16. COLEMAN 
17. COLLARD 
12 CQJSTON --21. CRICHTON-BROWNE 
~y -24: DURACK --21. f6AEft fl 
28. GEORGES 
a9 ran r -31. SRHtilii 
32. GUILFOYLE, Dame Margaret -34. HAMER 

36. HILL 
37. JESSOP 
~ 

illJ E 

Ayos._,,,,_ 3 .. :? _ ..... .. 
Noe, ......... d2. ?···--···· 

-&.!/ 

AYES 

Committee 

39. KILGARIFF 
40. KNOWLES 

!t ~~~t\LLAND 

1~· nAf,~i~%wt~. 
43. ft I:.IE!Hi )I 
16. II 81:.Jdfl 
17 11 S\HRE 4-49. MESSNER 
SO. MISSEN -52. PARER 
SJ. PUPL!CK 
54. RAE, Peter 
H.PtYPbrt 
56, REID 
57 REYMOJ·OS 
SO. IHSH R.BS8M 
§J. I18BERTS8N 
~ 
(I S HIDERS 
62. SHEIL 
63. SHORT ---67. TEAGUE 
68. TOWNLEY 
69. VALLENTINE 
70. VANSTONE --73. WA'LTERS 
74. WATSON 
75. WITHERS 
76.S ltll AQ 

TELLERFDRTHEAYfS-SENATOR.~ . . '~ ................. -... . 



SENATE 

198 '5° 

5"~ day O~'> e•• Q .. 

_.!;'_, •• ):". ----_e.o,., ... -+,<-,-,,,"1..,1,"'"'"1"8' 
p ...\ 

Question, ~ \'!, ~~.l!. 

SENATORS-2. AULICH 
3 it,11!!, IJclmcJ 
I. B'l::1111!.F e 
f BJEl::li.E FS1=EiNBB1 
6, BLACK 
7., BOLKUS 
8. BOSWELt 
JI BR8 Hllll::t: 
10. BUITON 
.1,.1. 9 11f11E!U, Sir John -13. CHILDS 
14. CHIPP 
15. COATES 16. COLEMAN 
·rr. eeu: ftr, 
18. COLSTON 
19. COOK 
20. COONEY 
ii. CRI@U'I,Oll Pl 'JfE 
22. CROWLEY 
23. DEVLIN 
21 iii f :a: 
25. ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27. FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29. GIETZELT 
30. GILES 
31. GRIMES 
Jia'!. G~U:FB f:E, Dame Margaret --3S.lltR.ll:&Q1HEi --38. JONES 

Aye,._3,:J' ......... -......... . 
NO<S~ .. ~ .. :!:L ... --...... _. 

136!13/15 

NOES 

Committee 

l9.10h6.dHJOll. ("k.9,.11,~ 
40. KNOWLES .-r) 
~ 
42. McCLELLAND 
13 Pl rQIIHJQ)J 
44. MCINTOSH 
45, MCKIERNAN 
46. MACKLIN 
47, MAGUIRE 
48: MASON 
l!J, 11:SSSf !ft: -SI. MORRIS -· 5:t PHJhtettw 
$4. flid!, Petet 
5S. RAY, Robert -57, REYNOLDS 
58. RICHARDSON 
59. ROBERTSON 
60. RYAN 
61. SANDERS --64. SIBRAA 
65. SIDDONS 
66, TATE 
67. TFi CPI$ 
iii TQ ll1!!15 
69. VALLENTINE 
1+). tHS::PCHE 
71. VIGOR 
72. WALSH 
H. 1 ITSDS 
'71 1H '.RiQffl 
.e". R"HliRB 
76. ZAKHAROV 



SENATE 

198-$' 

"S day of~ 

Question, 
el. ,{-,,,1, 1i,1;,-1i 
~.,.. '.~ ~ ~~.y Committee 

SENATORS
!. ARCHER 
~ 

3; BAUME, Michael 
4. BAUME, Peter 
~PETERSEN 

a.aw.JWll 
8. BOSWELL 
9. BROWNHILL -}i g~~~kC:•,Sir John --~ 16. COLEMAN 

17. COLLARD 
JS 'ii'Ols&'FQM 
~ 
a&. eeenex 
~~~c:i~rROWNE -24. DURACK --27 FOJ'f.E? f 1 )J -s ~ilT -

e,t..t'!) + s~ "3 

AYES 

39; KILGARIFF 
40. KNOWLES 

:r t~~fliLLAND 
43. MACGIBBON 
U Hel17'FOSH n ;;:,g;zm•N ~-
49. MESSNER 
SO. MISSEN 

;~. i:r::1t 
53. PUPLICK 
54 .. RAE,.Pctcr 
f§i. R ,R L 
56. REID 

:; gp,~ro~~s 
SO POUFRT:gwt~ \ 
~ / 
El. & liBEA6 
62. SHEIL 
63, SHORT 
~ 
65. SIDDONS 
~ 

67. TEAGUE 
68. TOWNtEY 
69. VALLENTINE ~r ~~~~~~YLE, Dame Margaret 70. VANSTONE -34. HAMER -35, HARRADINE 73. WALTERS 

36. HILL 74. WATSON 
37. JESSOP 75. WITHERS -
;: ........ : .. .7!>·.l. .... 

;~•pg~ 4-

TELLERFORTHEAYES-S~ . .--~ ..... 

l.l653JU Prillted by Aulhoricy by the Commonwnihb 00l'Cfll""1'11 Priatu 



SENATE 

-$" day of~ 

Question, 

SENATORS
~ 
2. AULICH 

!. :.m!!·hr 1~11 
f BJEl::UIM J!T[P.:S!H 
6. BLACK 
7. BOLKUS 
8. BOSWELL 
' B~ QJ' IJtlJllbL 

10. BUTTON 
11. e fll1IB1E s· J tm 
I!. en HE\. 
13. CHILDS 
14. CHIPP 
IS. COATES 
16. COI.EMAN 
11. r;gu,e~:p 
18. COLSTON 
19. COOK 
20. COONEY 
lt. etUefffBH B~ e HE\ 
22. CROWLEY 
23. DEVLIN 
at. Bl:JRfSIE 
2S. ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27. FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29. GIETZELT 
30. GILES 
31. GRIMES 
~JED tf9 -i:. fiii:fADIHE -p 
38. JONES 

Ayc,33 ......... ·-··-······· 
Noes•·-·····-~··?·····-···· 

1.)653/IS 

AYES 

39 rn a eP'ff 
40. KNOWLES 

~LLANO 

44. fMclNTi~i~I; 
45. MCKIERNAN 
46. MACKLIN 
47. MAGUIRE 
48. MASON 
19. ) IE61iilJEA -SI. MORRIS --!II. ~es re 

Senate 

Co n ·ittn 

~i: ~~;,;; Ro'r7".C.cr) 
S1. REYNOLDS 
58. RICHARDSON 
S9. ROBERTSON 
60. RYAN 
6L SANDERS -~ 64: SIBRAA 
65. SIDDONS 
66. TATE 
~ 
-y 
69. VALLENTINE 
70 lP&?tJfIAJtiF 
71. VIGOR 
72: WALSH 
71 wetTEPS -P!I. ITHili~ 
76. ZAKHAROV 

TELLER FOR THEAYES-SE~ATDR..--·••~~~•-•~• 



SENATE 

198~ 

~dayof~ 

~·\' ,, c• ~ 
l J ... ~ 0.-~c 

Question, 

SENATORS
!. ARCHER -3. BAUME, Michael 
4. BAUME, Peter 
S. BJELKE-PETERSEN ..__ 
~ 
8., BOSWELL 
9. BROWNHILL 

18. BtJ'f'f8ffs 
ti. CARRICK, Sir John 
12. CHANEY 
13. EllllsBS -ol5. ee TES 
16. COLEMAN 
17: COLLARD 
18. 6Q1sB=F8H -'10 60911!! 
21. CRICHTON-BROWNE 
iil:I GAQ L'S -24. DURACK 
2S. ELS'i78B -i!?. F8RBlt H 
i8. 8t61 6£3 
a:i. un;:Fa:s1w --32. GUILFOYLE, Dame Margaret 
33. HAINES 
34. HAMER 
JS. HARRADINE 
36. HILL 
37. JESSOP -
Ayc, •.•..• 3~ .............. . 
Noo, •..•• 37 ............... . 

136»/SS 

NOES 

39. KILGARifF 
40. KNOWLES 
41. LEWIS 
42. McCLELLAND 
43. MACGIBBON 
11 PCeDTTi51f 
~,. uemmm u 
16. 11 81H'!ltf 
fJ. rt I BlllflE -49. MESSNER 
SO, MISSEN -52. PARER 
53: PUPLICK 
54. RAE, Peter 
5§. R ,At ! 
56. REID 
S7. RE Il81sBB 
18. IH811 f BBBH / -.i. f\n. '\" 
5). JI 8BEJll'.i&0JJ \.. ~) -61 S tTIRIHlB 
62. SHEIL 
63. SHORT ·-65. SIDDONS -67. TEAGUE 
68. TOWNLEY 
69. VALLENTINE 
70. VANSTONE --73. WALTERS. 
74. WATSON 
75. WITHERS . 
?( 7 1$ ! 119'1 

TELLER FOR THE NOES~ .•• 

t'ri~tcd by Authority by the Commonwealth Ciowmmtnt Printer 



I 

SENATE 

SENATORS-
1. ARCHER -3• BAUME, Michael 
4. BAUME, Peter 
5• BJELKE-PETERSEN 

"1!:"'1!1:,,,,__ 
8. BOSWELL 
9. BROWNH!LL 

ef.6. BHff8N-. :t g~~~k\K• Sir John -~ 
~8 
16. COLEMAN 
17. COLLARD 
to. SQl:.§TQ)l 
~ 
~ 
~: i~~caigN-BROWNE 
4.S. DLTLII, 
24, DURACK -~ 17. FQFUiiH Ill 
£8 .• QL0It8E3=
... ~. 6H!ifi!6J.1---~t ~~~~~iYLE, Dame Margaret 

34, HAMER 

~:: ~tLfADINE 
37. JESSOP -
Ayes_ .... 3~ ....... .. 
Noes ............ 3 ... / ........... .. 

136'3/IS 

AYES 

39. KILOARIFF 
40, KNOWLES 

!l: ~~~t\LLAND 

7 

Senate 

43. MACGIBBON 

~f: :11 :a :v:,{r...&..fl.rv-) 
4J. Mae uu. 
l? 11 8 JlAli 
48. MASON 
49. MESSNER 
50, MISSEN -52. PARER 
53. PUPLICK 
54. RAE, Peter 

~: :kloft •-: 
f? RP')JQJ0£ 
•. lltlf'.11 ll&i,0)1 
59. iFI 8BE1Pf88II -61. Oall!JE~8 
62. SHEIL 
63. SHORT -..:::NS 

67. TEAGUE 
68. TOWNLEY 
69. VALLENTINE 
70. VANSTONE 
~ -73. WALTERS 
74. WATSON 
75. WITHERS 
i:6. i! lill 118 

TELLER FORTHEAYfS-SENATOR.~~ .. 'J!l/~oU _, .. -.................. · ....... .. 



SENATE 

!985 7 
~ dayof a~ 
,~ ~ .. '1<7 . rt.' - Senate 

Question, 

SENATORS
~ 
2. AULICH 
3. BKl11 lE, )fQltUI 
t B iBJ,fE, Pcm 
J, BJbtx PETEll SEN 
6. BLACK 
1. BOLKUS 
8. BOSWELL 
9,-BltOWIOIILL 

IO. BUITON 
U:- e.ttUlfClf, r· Job~ 
12. CHANEY 
13. CHILDS 
14. CHIPP 
IS. COATES 
16. COLEMAN 
17. S9j.h 11191 
18: COLSTON 
19. COOK 
2ll. COONEY 
JJ. eRJeH'fBN Bfl e 111; 
22. CROWLEY 
23. DEVLIN 
~ 
25. ELSTOB 
26. EVANS 
27. FOREMAN 
28. GEORGES 
29. GlETZELT 
30. GILES 
31. GRIMES 

.+ 

3'1. Ot11t.f8 Ii D ll ga 
33. HAINES -35. HARRADINE 
~ 
Jr.'l1!SSffl' 
38. JONES 

136SJIU 

~I ~.,--

2ot<_ 

NOES 

Jll, lilb6'<1UF~ 
c4g ICf!B ti!~ 
~ 
42. McCLELLAND 
43 ?t BIBBS~ 
44. McINTOSH 
45. MCKIERNAN 
46. MACKLIN 
47. MAGUIRE 
48. MASON 
4g 14:Bii'MlER 
~ 
SI. MORRIS 
M. fAR!R 
$l Flit UCK 
f1. A •E,P\.ter 

£ 

~Ro~ 
57. REYNOLDS 
58. RICHARDSON 
S9: ROBERTSON 
60. RYAN 
61 •. SANDERS -~ 64: S!BRAA 
65 •. SIDDONS 
66. TATE 
~ 
88. TB\i tlL&Y 
69. VALLENTINE 
10. 1d SJONE 
71. VIGOR 
72. WALSH 
1'. ll'll.TSRS 
,_ 
?f WJ+JJPR8' 
76. ZAKHAROV 

ee 

TELLER FOR THENOES--SENATOIC.-.. ~ .. ~ ........ --·-···•• 

~ 


