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Clerk to the Committee 
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Houses of the Oireachtas 

Leinster House 

Dublin 2 

D02 XR20 

By email: jcpp@oireachtas.ie  

Dear Mr Bollins 

 
Review of the Terms of Reference of the Joint Committee on Public Petitions 

I refer to the letter from your Chairman of 27 January 2020 inviting a submission to your committee in 

relation to the review of its Terms of Reference. 

Please find attached my submission. 

The Legislative Council of Western Australia has a committee, the Standing Committee on 

Environment and Public Affairs (‘Committee’), which is tasked with considering petitions.  When 

complying petitions are presented to the House, they are referred to the Committee for inquiry by 

operation of the Standing Orders. 

The Committee recently tabled a report on an inquiry into its functions, processes and procedures. This 

report considered whether the Committee’s Terms of Reference reflect its core function of considering 

petitions referred by the Legislative Council.1 The report discusses a number of matters which I believe 

are of relevance to your committee’s review, including: 

 admissibility criteria for the tabling and consideration of petitions;  

 managing expectations of petitioners;  

 the giving of reasons for closing petitions;  

 consultation with the Ombudsman; and  

 reporting to the Parliament on petitions. 

                                                             

1  Western Australia, Legislative Council, Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, report 54, 

The functions, processes and procedures of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs – 

are they clear for petitioners and do they reflect its core petitions role?, 17 September 2020. 
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My submission makes a number of references to this report and I trust it will be of assistance to your 

committee in its inquiry. 

Should your committee require further information please contact Ms Christine Kain, Clerk Assistant 

(Committees) at email ckain@parliament.wa.gov.au. 

Yours sincerely 

 
Nigel Pratt 

Clerk of the Legislative Council 

 

Att: Submission 
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Submission to Review of the Terms of Reference of the Joint Committee on Public 

Petitions 

Legislative Council of Western Australia 

1.1 The Joint Committee on Public Petitions (JCPP) has invited the Legislative Council to make a 

submission on the review of its Terms of Reference (TOR) and, in particular: 

 how they compare to the TOR of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 

Affairs (Committee); and  

 whether suggestions could be made to improve public engagement with the JCPP. 

Comparison between Terms of Reference 

1.2 The Standing Orders of the Houses of the Oireachtas contain both the rules for the lodging and 

admissibility of petitions as well as the JCPP’s TOR. The Legislative Council Standing Orders, 

while setting out form, content and tabling requirements for petitions, place the Committee’s 

TOR in Schedule 1, which state, relevantly:  

2.3 The functions of the Committee are to inquire into and report on –  

     (c) petitions. 

1.3 Consequently, and as evidenced in the Committee’s 54th report, the key difference between the 

TOR of the JCPP and the Committee is that the JCPP TOR are more prescriptive regarding the 

rules governing the admissibility and consideration of petitions. For instance: 

 The JCPP TOR, set out in Standing Order 127(1)(f) and (g), deem inadmissible a petition 

that is the same or in substantially similar terms to a previous petition or a petition which 

is frivolous or vexatious.  

The Legislative Council does not have a similar Standing Order or Committee TOR 

referring to these admissibility criteria. The Committee decides on a case by case basis 

whether and how these petitions are considered, once referred.2 

A table comparing the admissibility criteria for petitions to the Legislative Council, the 

Scottish Parliament and the United Kingdom House of Commons appears in the 

Committee’s 54th report.3 

 The JCPP TOR, set out in Standing Order 127(2), provides that where a petition deals with 

local or regional matters or matters more appropriate to a regulatory public body, the 

JCPP shall establish that all avenues of appeal have been used by the petitioner prior to 

considering the matter.  

 

                                                             

2  Western Australia, Legislative Council, Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, report 54, 

The functions, processes and procedures of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs – 

are they clear for petitioners and do they reflect its core petitions role?, 17 September 2020, p 16. 

3  ibid, p 10. 
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The Legislative Council does not have a similar Standing Order or Committee TOR. The 

Committee decides on a case by case basis whether and how these petitions are considered, 

once referred.4 

 The ability for the JCPP to refer a petition to an Ombudsman; a regulatory body or a body 

established for the purpose of redress is specifically recognised in the JCPP TOR in 

Standing Order 128(2)(a).  

 

In comparison, the only reference to the Ombudsman (known as the Parliamentary 

Commissioner for Administrative Investigations in Western Australia) in the Legislative 

Council Standing Orders is in the TOR for the Standing Committee on Public Administration.  

 

The Committee does not currently have a working arrangement with the Ombudsman, 

though it previously consulted regularly with the Ombudsman to ascertain whether matters 

raised in petitions had been referred to that office as complaints.5 During the inquiry into 

its functions, processes and procedures, the Committee: 

explored with the Ombudsman whether regular communication can be 

reinitiated to assist the Committee in its consideration of petitions and avoid 

any potential duplication of investigations. In his evidence, the Ombudsman 

expressed a willingness to work with the Committee by exchanging information 

on investigations undertaken on issues raised in petitions.6 

 

The Committee recommended that the Committee in the next Parliament: 

establish a working arrangement with the Ombudsman for the exchange of 

information on issues raised in petitions.7 

 The JCPP is required to give the petitioner reasons for closing a petition, as stated in 

Standing Order 129(2).  

 

The Legislative Council Standing Orders or the Committee’s TOR do not contain such a 

requirement.  

 

The Committee’s ‘usual practice is to advise the principal petitioner and tabling Member 

that it has concluded its enquiries and provide a summary of the response(s) received, 

without providing a specific reason for closing the petition.’8 

 

The Committee has, however, recognised the importance of providing petitioners with 

sufficient information to understand the reason why a particular decision on a petition 

was made, which enhances the transparency of the petitions process.9   

 

 

 

                                                             

4  ibid, pp 16-18, 21. 

5  ibid, pp 18-19. 

6  ibid, p 20. 

7  ibid, p 21. 

8  ibid. 

9  ibid, p 23. 
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Improving public engagement 

1.4 The Committee’s 54th report goes into some detail about how the Committee can improve its 

engagement with petitioners in addressing the gap between their expectations of the 

outcomes arising from their petition and what occurs in practice. 

1.5 The Committee found there was insufficient information provided to petitioners on its 

process for considering petitions, including the circumstances that may limit enquiries10 (which 

are not currently articulated in formal guidance material). 

1.6 The Committee resolved to develop guidance material to enable petitioners to have a better 

understanding of how their petition will be considered, enhancing their overall experience with 

the process and reducing the disconnect between their expectations and what can be 

delivered by Parliament.11 Educating petitioners on the Committee’s role before they become 

involved in the petitions process will assist in achieving this outcome. 

1.7 The Committee in the next Parliament will be provided with this guidance material for its 

consideration.  

1.8 The JCPP may wish to consider the points made by the Committee in its 54th report about how 

to improve engagement with petitioners to the extent this is relevant to the JCPP’s processes 

and procedures.  

                                                             

10  ibid, p 39. 

11  ibid. 


