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FINES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
CRIMINAL LAW AND EVIDENCE AMENDMENT BILL 2006 

Standing Orders Suspension � Motion 
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta � Leader of the House) [7.49 pm]: I move � 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the consideration forthwith of 
Legislative Council messages for the Fines Legislation Amendment Bill 2006 and the Criminal Law 
and Evidence Amendment Bill 2006.  

One of these matters is considered urgent on both sides of the house because it contains, in part, increased 
penalties for assaults on police officers. The other matter has been sitting around since the end of last year and 
we would like it to be enacted fairly quickly. The order in which we will deal with them is, on request from the 
opposition, the order in the motion. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [7.50 pm]: The opposition will agree to the suspension of standing orders to 
allow these Council messages to be dealt with forthwith. However, it would be remiss of me if I did not point out 
that this is a farce and a disgraceful performance by this government and this Minister for Police. I will take a 
moment to read to members a couple of brief passages from the Minister for Police�s second reading speech on 
the Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill, which, among other things, increases penalties for assaults 
against public officers and, in particular, police officers. This is what the minister had to say � 

Assaults against public officers: Recent incidents of violence against police and other public officers in 
Western Australia have highlighted the need to consider the adequacy of the current offences and their 
penalties. In April this year, � 

I interrupt to say that �April this year� did not refer to April 2007 but April 2006. So, in April 2006 � 

I raised these concerns with the Director of Public Prosecutions and asked him to consult with the 
Commissioner of Police and review the current statutory provisions. 

I go on to another part of the second reading speech �  

These amendments will achieve a more severe penalty for the most serious assaults and a clear 
gradation according to the seriousness of the offence, and provide for more discernable outcomes in the 
future. These amendments will also bring the Western Australian offences relating to assaults on police 
and other public officers nearer to the structure of equivalent offences in other states. 

That is what the government�s police minister had to say in June 2006�more than 18 months ago. That was the 
priority the minister gave to what at that time was a number of serious offences against police officers. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was the Attorney General, I understand. I do not care whether it was the police minister 
or the Attorney General�okay, I am wrong; I admit I made a mistake. 

Mr J.A. McGinty: That�s not like you! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, it is not like me, but I did. However, it was the Attorney General�s speech. That makes 
it even better from my point of view. Here is the person who controls the Labor Party in June 2006, when he 
thought legislation for offences against the police�presumably with the support of the police minister of the day 
and current police minister�was a serious, urgent matter. Both the police minister and the Attorney General 
have carried on in the past three weeks about the upper house delaying the legislation. That carry-on had nothing 
to do with the passage of legislation in the upper house. It was because Senior Constable Matthew Butcher 
suffered a very severe assault and it was prominent in the media. Suddenly, after 18 months of inaction by this 
government, the legislation became urgent. The Premier went out to the media and talked about the upper house 
delaying the legislation and said that the legislation must be brought on. The upper house, therefore, came back a 
week early and dealt with the legislation�good on it�and now the legislation is back in this place. I have no 
objection to that, but why did it take 18 months? The only reason this government acted was because of another 
serious criminal assault on a police officer. For 18 months that Attorney General and that police minister did 
nothing. They carry on about delays in the upper house and, yes, I agree the upper house is not known for its fast 
pace, but who controls the legislative program of the government there? It is no-one else other than Hon Kim 
Chance, the Leader of the Government in the upper house. If he chose to not put this legislation at the top of the 
notice paper or to not bring it on for debate, it is no-one�s fault other than his and the government�s. 
I wonder how many times the police minister, who has people in the police service reporting to him, raised in 
cabinet with the Attorney General or with Hon Kim Chance the fact that the bill had been languishing for 18 
months on the notice paper and needed to be brought to the top of the notice paper and dealt with. I suggest that 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 26 February 2008] 

 p315b-319a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Tony McRae; Acting Speaker; Mr Murray Cowper 

 [2] 

the police minister never raised the matter in cabinet. I suggest that for 18 months he did absolutely nothing. He 
did not even honour the words of his own second reading speech. Now suddenly it is urgent, because of a brutal, 
sad, vicious attack on a police officer and some deservedly adverse publicity for the police minister.  
The opposition will accommodate the suspension of standing orders to deal with the bill, but why are we dealing 
with it? This bill should have been dealt with 18 or perhaps 15 months ago and it should have been through this 
Parliament. The police minister talked about bringing us up to date with other jurisdictions. They have probably 
moved on in the past 18 months. Who would know? This is an inept performance. The Attorney General may 
well have handled the bill but it is the police minister�s responsibility to look after the welfare of police officers. 
They sit there and laugh. I hope the family of Matthew Butcher, if they read this record, realise that both the 
police minister and the Attorney General laugh in this chamber.  A police officer has suffered severe damage, 
perhaps brain damage. This government laughs and sniggers because it did not have the sense of urgency in 18 
months to deal with this bill. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: You are just outrageous! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Now look at them; they are protesting. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why did the member for Mandurah, the Minister for the Environment, not protest at any 
time in the past 18 months about the progress of this bill? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Why don�t you start telling the truth? You don�t tell the truth. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why did the member for Mandurah not protest? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You will finish your time in this place as a stunt merchant; that is all you are. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I tell the member for Mandurah that I reckon the family of Matthew Butcher would not 
like to know that he thinks this is a stunt concerning an 18-month delay in dealing with this bill. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have two sniggering ministers on the front bench and an environment minister who 
puts his head up. Did the environment minister raise this matter in cabinet? Did he raise the delay with this 
legislation? I would bet he did not. Did any member on the backbench raise a concern about the lack of progress 
of this bill? Did any member of the backbench raise it in the caucus? The member for Yokine is nodding his 
head. I congratulate the member for Yokine if he raised the issue of the welfare of police officers. However, I 
suggest that no minister and no other backbencher gave a toss.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: That�s not true. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was only when this serious issue occurred that suddenly it was a priority. What did this 
ingenious Premier do? 

Point of Order 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Riverton has on three occasions now accused the member for Cottesloe 
of telling lies. That is unparliamentary and I ask that he be made to withdraw it. 
Mr A.D. McRAE: I said that the member for Cottesloe should stop telling lies. I did not say that he was telling 
lies or that he was a liar. I said that he should stop telling lies. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper): If that comment was made directly to the member, it should be 
withdrawn. I did not hear the comment. I leave it to the member for Riverton�s judgement that if it was 
unparliamentary, he should withdraw; and if not, the member for Cottesloe may continue. I draw to the member 
for Cottesloe�s attention that he is talking to why standing orders should be suspended. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That tells me and all members on both sides about something of the character of the 
member for Riverton. I do not give a toss whether or not he apologises to me, but it tells us more about his 
character than anything else. 
Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Now we hear from the member who has been representing the Kimberley for more than 
20 years. He has suddenly discovered the issue of Aboriginal welfare and deprivation. Good on him! After 20 
years he finally appears and notices the people in his electorate�about time! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I ask the member for Cottesloe to draw his attention to the reasons that standing 
orders should be suspended and not to comment on the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara.  
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: I take your point, Mr Acting Speaker. The opposition will agree to suspend standing 
orders, as this matter is urgent. The dreadful injuries from the assault on Senior Constable Matthew Butcher 
would be of themselves more than sufficient reason to suspend any matter before this house. However, he is not 
the only police officer who has been assaulted. What were the statistics�four a week or four a day? 
Mr R.F. Johnson: It is 1 800 a year. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is an extraordinary number of assaults on police officers, a number of them being 
extremely serious. For 18 months this government did not want to suspend standing orders; it did not occur to 
the government to do so. By the government�s own admission, only one member opposite, a former assistant 
police commissioner, knew what this bill meant to the police and knew what it meant to the public; that is, police 
officers would receive the backing of members�their elected representatives in this house�to the extent that 
members were able to give their backing. However, the government did not care about the bill. The government 
suddenly got a pang of conscience and a newfound concern for police officers because it was getting bad 
publicity. Neither the Premier nor the Attorney General nor the police minister had the courage to stand and say, 
�Look, we are at fault. We should have dealt with this. We should have brought it on. We will do that now.� 
They set about contriving to blame the upper house. I would probably be the last person in this house to defend 
the upper house, but it is not at fault. Hon Norman Moore and opposition members are not responsible for the 
government�s legislative program. Believe it or not, the government and the cabinet are responsible.  
We are happy to suspend standing orders 18 months late out of concern for an Attorney General and a police 
minister whose responsibility it is. Yes, I made an error. It is the Attorney General�s bill, but the subject matter 
comes under the police portfolio. This legislation is about respecting, caring for and providing protection to 
police officers and their families. The police minister has not considered this a priority for 18 months. We agree 
to suspend standing orders. I wonder why it took us 18 months to do this.  
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [8.01 pm]: I cannot let this moment go by without saying why I believe we 
should suspend standing orders. I am in total agreement with the member for Cottesloe, who put his argument 
very eloquently. I called for legislation to protect our police officers in April 2006, nearly two years ago. What 
annoys me more than anything is that the Premier has appeared on television blaming the Liberal Party members 
in the upper house for the delay in the passage of this legislation. The Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services, the Premier and the Attorney General know the truth: the delay in this legislation lies with them 
100 per cent.  
It is up to the government to put on the notice paper in the other house what legislation it wants to deal with 
every week, the same as it is up to the government in this house to put on the notice paper what legislation it 
wants to deals with here. The opposition here cannot put anything on the Assembly�s notice paper other than 
private members� motions and private members� bills. The government has control of this house. It dictates what 
legislation it wants to deal with, and the government does the same in the other place. As my colleague said, the 
disastrous, tragic and vicious beating of Constable Butcher has suddenly pricked the conscience of 99 per cent of 
members opposite. I exclude the member for Yokine, who has been nodding to say that he has told the party 
room or caucus that this matter should be dealt with. Of course it should have been dealt with. The Labor Party 
of Western Australia has shown no commitment whatsoever to our hard-working police officers and our other 
public officers. 
I hope that the Premier will apologise to the people of Western Australia for totally misleading them by blaming 
the Liberal members in the upper house for the delay of this legislation. He knows the truth. He knows that he 
and his cabinet colleagues dictate exactly what legislation will be dealt with in the other place. That is the way 
things work, and that is the way things should work. Of course it is up to the government to deal with whatever 
legislation it sees as a priority. The Premier gave the clear impression publicly on all the TV stations, the radio 
stations and in the newspapers that it was the fault of the Liberal Party in the upper house. That is an absolute lie. 
We know that and those members know that. The Premier has an obligation to tell the truth. I have been talking 
to police officers and the police union. I talk to dozens of police officers in my role as the shadow Minister for 
Police. They have been waiting for legislation. 

We are very, very happy to support the suspension of standing orders, even though it does cut into the time our 
members can respond to the Premier�s Statement. We will do this because we genuinely want to play a part in 
putting something in place that will go some way towards protecting our police officers and increasing the 
penalties that those vicious, vile people who inflict such horrendous injuries on our police officers incur. We 
need to ensure they get proper sentences. The legislation does not go far enough. All it does is increase the 
maximum penalty. As I said before, that will do nothing. The judiciary will not take a great deal of notice of that; 
it will still hand down the sorts of sentences it believes are appropriate. Until we can put in place some minimum 
mandatory sentences, that will not appease our police officers. Having spoken with the union and police officers, 
I know that that is the only way they will be satisfied.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 26 February 2008] 

 p315b-319a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Tony McRae; Acting Speaker; Mr Murray Cowper 

 [4] 

As the member for Cottesloe said, we will agree to the suspension of standing orders. This matter has to be made 
known; it has to be made public. The Premier, the Minister for Police and the Attorney General must apologise 
to the police officers in Western Australia for conning them. They have said that it is the fault of the Liberal 
Party in the upper house when they know full well it is their fault. This legislation was way down their list of 
priorities. They were more interested in trying to get rid of Shelley Archer and pass the prostitution legislation 
and all the other crap that they bring into this house and the other house. This is a very important bit of 
legislation. It does not go far enough but it will go some way. It has had the total support of this side of the house 
and it has had the total support of my colleagues in the upper house. The Premier, the police minister and the 
Attorney General should tell the police officers and the people of Western Australia the truth�that they have 
been conning them by making the excuses they have given for the delay in the passage of this legislation. It is 
not our fault; it is 100 per cent the fault of the government. It should do the right thing and own up to it.  
MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [8.06 pm]: On average, four police officers are assaulted every day. Since this 
bill was introduced in June 2006, I have roughly calculated that approximately 2 400 assaults on police officers 
have been committed in this state whilst this government has been procrastinating and dragging its feet on this 
matter. It appears to be typical of this government�s attitude to our police officers. A number of very serious 
assaults have occurred on police officers. Now that there has been adverse publicity on this matter, the 
government has had a pang of conscience and sprung to life, wanting to be seen to be doing the right thing by the 
community of Western Australia and its police officers. It is almost as if this government is driven by public 
opinion and the spin doctors who sit in these factories that the government has established over the past seven 
years crunching out this diatribe that we are seeing almost on a daily basis.  

The real issue we are talking about is people, people who have wives, children, mothers and fathers, people who 
go to work with an expectation that they will be protected whilst they are doing their job. I introduced a private 
member�s bill on workers� compensation. I had to fight for it to remain on the table last October. I gave a 
number of examples relating to workers� compensation, which I would have thought would have been a key 
plank of a Labor Party, the so-called bastion of the workers. It appears that it has been repeatedly put off. Last 
November the minister spoke in the press about a post-service medical bill to be introduced this year. We are 
still waiting 18 months later. This bill went to the upper house and all of a sudden we are about to suspend 
standing orders because the government has had a rush of blood to its brain and wants to be seen to be doing the 
right thing. It is unbelievable. I will not delay this motion any further. The fact is that many police officers are 
disgruntled with this government. The government should be warned that there will be repercussions if our 
police officers are not properly protected. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  
 


