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PAROLE AND SENTENCING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 June. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.21 pm]:  I thank members for their 
contribution to the debate on this bill.  Hon Simon O’Brien canvassed the history and purpose of parole, and the 
use of resocialisation programs as a tool to combat the effects of institutionalisation and to assist in a reduction 
of reoffending following release from prison.  Hon Simon O’Brien also raised the issue of resources.  As part of 
the government’s response to the recommendations in the Mahoney report, the government has provided 
additional funding of $17.5 million for 32 additional community corrections officer positions and 17 juvenile 
justice officer positions.  Hon Giz Watson canvassed a range of matters, including governance and resources, the 
name of the proposed board, the issue of whether the use of retired judges created a conflict of interest, the 
capacity to review decisions, representation on the board by Aboriginal people, and the use of victim impact 
statements.  The bill is designed to address the recommendations in the Mahoney report.  The establishment of 
the Prisoners Review Board is not just a cosmetic name change.  It is designed to constitute a significant 
improvement in the structure, operations and funding of the board.  The particular changes in the bill that are 
designed to achieve that objective include the appointment of a full-time serving judge as chairperson of the 
board, the appointment of at least two deputy chairpersons to the board and the appointment of as many 
members to the board as will be required to enable it to manage its workload.  The bill lays down certain criteria 
that will apply to the appointment of community members to the board.  It also specifies that a person who 
represents the interests of the victims of crime must be appointed to the board.  I draw the attention of the house 
to an amendment that will be moved by Hon Giz Watson - which the government will support - to address the 
issue of indigenous representation on the board.  In addition, the board will have a statutory requirement to 
consider victim submissions that have been received, and to provide training and professional development for 
all board members.  The board will also be given the right to seek independent expert and professional advice 
and to publicly release decisions and the reasons for those decisions.  The board will also have a statutory 
requirement to provide increased and comprehensive reporting of its operations and effectiveness.   

The government has committed additional funds to enable the board to achieve its objectives.  The funding of the 
board will be increased by about $1.5 million a year.  That represents a doubling of its current resources.  In 
addition, a further $2.5 million will be allocated over two years for the establishment costs of the Prisoners 
Review Board.  That additional funding will provide for increased membership; the ability to publish decisions 
and information in relation to the operations of the board; improvements in information technology systems to 
collect the data and statistics for that reporting; the ability to seek independent expert reports, if necessary; and 
an increased staff secretariat to support the board.   

The change in name to the Prisoners Review Board has been chosen to more accurately reflect the workload of 
the board, in particular the expansion of the board’s role in the early review and case management of serious 
offenders and its involvement in the management of resocialisation programs.  As has been the case since the 
establishment of the current Parole Board, the chair of the Prisoners Review Board will continue to be a serving 
or retired judge of the Supreme or District Court.  Hon Giz Watson raised the problem that that might create a 
conflict of interest.  That was a recommendation in the Mahoney report.  Most other states have adopted a 
similar system.  The board, like the judiciary, is independent.  Therefore, we believe the independence of the 
judiciary will not be compromised.  If the chairperson of the Prisoners Review Board had been the sentencing 
judge for an offender who came before the board, the chairperson would declare that to the board.  In addition, 
the judicial member will be a full-time member of the board.  Therefore, that member will not sit as a judge for 
the entire period during which he or she is a member of the board.  The status of that position is important, 
because it will add status to the board and to its expertise in the area of sentencing and due process.  It also 
should lead to increased confidence in the decision making of the board as part of the release process.   

The Mahoney report made no criticism of the board’s ability to review its own decisions.  However, in the 
interests of justice, the bill provides that a review of any decision must be conducted by the chairperson of the 
board, or by the deputy chairperson on delegation by the chair.  That will ensure that there is a separate level of 
review of the board’s decisions and that a more experienced and qualified person considers the case on review.  
That person may refer the matter to another meeting of the full board if necessary.  A requirement to ensure that 
a differently constituted board review the decision would be impractical to administer and would not of itself 
ensure independent consideration of the case.  

The other matter that I think the honourable member raised on which I have not touched is the question of the 
board’s use of victim impact statements.  The existing board’s practice has been to consider these statements.  
There has not been an occasion when the board has had such statements and not taken them into consideration.   
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I think I have canvassed all the issues raised by the two members in their contributions to the second reading 
debate and therefore, I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Sue Ellery (Parliamentary Secretary) in 
charge of the Bill. 

Clause 1:  Short title - 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The opposition supported the second reading of this bill and intends to support it 
through all stages.  Significantly, in the committee stage we will refer from time to time to those parts of the bill 
that amend the Sentence Administration Act 2003.  The 2003 act has been amended in many places.  That in 
itself does not mean anything.  However, it has been amended in a number of significant areas with portions of 
the act being totally deleted and replaced with new measures.  We may refer to some of those.  At this stage, I 
note the new sections 5A, 5B and 5C to be inserted into division 1 of the Sentence Administration Act.  We 
understand and support those significant changes.  The committee may want to pause on those clauses.  I for one 
do not have any problem with them and the opposition supports them because they are an improvement.  
However, in giving an overview of how we see the significant changes in the bill, I cannot ignore that. 

Turning to other matters, we note that part 2, division 4, will be replaced by a new regime and we will be 
discussing that when we come to clause 12 of the bill.  We also intend to look at those parts of the bill that 
significantly replace part 9 of the principal act.  That is another part that is being deleted and replaced in its 
entirety.  There are other matters of detail on which we may need to touch.  They have been raised in 
amendments placed on the supplementary notice paper by Hon Giz Watson, and we will participate in the debate 
on those.  I also note some amendments proposed by the government that will no doubt be addressed when the 
government moves them.  

The opposition does not intend to engage in extensive debate during the committee stage of this bill because, 
first, we recognise the government has control of the ship and has the capacity to arrange these matters such as 
prisoner review boards as it sees fit and, unless there are some extraordinary reasons for not supporting the 
legislation, we will support what the government thinks it should do.  Secondly, we substantially support the 
provisions in the bill.  I guess anyone drafting legislation will do it differently from others.  However, the general 
thrust of this bill represents advances in matters relating to parole and the provisions relating to public safety.  
That issue should be paramount in the minds of those making decisions on whether or not to grant early release.  
The opposition supports this clause. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 5 put and passed. 

Clause 6:  Sections 5A, 5B and 5C inserted - 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I want to raise issues in relation to Aboriginal prisoners who we know are 
disproportionately represented in our prison system.  I have a copy of a submission on this bill provided by the 
Aboriginal Legal Service of Western Australia.  It was provided in May 2006.  In its submission the legal service 
made the following comment - 

In setting out relevant release considerations Clause 6 (proposed section 5A) assumes that existing 
resocialisation programmes/services/courses/procedures/parole conditions are both available to 
prisoners and effective at reducing recidivism.  This is simply not the case, as evidenced by 
Recommendation 92 of the Mahoney Report.  While the Bill cannot address this directly,  

Which is why an amendment has not been proposed - 

ALSWA submits that the Bill should be amended to include clauses that address it indirectly by 
providing: 

•  That the Board shall inform the Attorney General each time a prisoner is refused release 
wholly or partially due to the unavailability of a suitable program 

•  That the Board shall cause these figures to be published annually 

•  That the impact of parole on recidivism be evaluated after say 2 years, this to be published in a 
form that shows the impact on Indigenous and non-Indigenous prisoners separately. 
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This is consistent with Recommendation 92 of the Mahoney Report. 

I do not know whether the parliamentary secretary is able to respond to that, but it seems to me that that was a 
very reasonable request.  Certainly, to get a much clearer understanding of rates of recidivism and what sort of 
relevant release considerations, programs etc should be considered, should not consideration be given to varying 
the programs depending on whether the people involved are indigenous or non-indigenous?  It might be worth 
saying that in the same submission from the Aboriginal Legal Service the ALS makes the point - which I am 
sure all members here are aware of - that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people are heavily 
overrepresented in Western Australia’s prison statistics.  It also states that the ALS is not aware of any model in 
Australia that offers a suitable precedent for risk assessment for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander offenders.  
The changes that the ALS is proposing would assist in getting a better understanding of the risk assessment 
process.  I am sure that members are aware that the risk factors for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
offenders are significantly different from those for non-indigenous offenders, hence the phenomenon of deaths in 
custody is very much tied up with this.  Perhaps the parliamentary secretary could respond. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I thank the member for her comments.  It is important to note that in its annual report the 
current board reports on whether programs are available from the department.  It is anticipated that that will 
continue.  It currently reports whether the department is not able to provide the programs it is seeking to place 
people in. 

On the question of the board’s capacity to report on other matters, such as recidivism, until now the board has 
not been in a position to collect the type of data and statistics that it would need to do that.  This bill gives it the 
power to collect that material.  In respect of the submission from the Aboriginal Legal Service about there not 
being appropriate models available anywhere in Australia - which is what I think the member said - I make the 
point that legislation will not necessarily be able to address that.  Secondly, part of the department’s response to 
the Mahoney inquiry report is a greater commitment to the type of research that would lead to more culturally 
appropriate models being investigated. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 7 to 11 put and passed. 

Clause 12:  Part 2 Division 4 replaced - 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I move - 

Page 13, lines 21 to 26 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

 (4) If the Board - 

 (a) has received a report under subsection (3) advising that the CEO can 
facilitate the prisoner’s participation in a re-socialisation programme; and 

 (b) considers that the prisoner may be suitable for inclusion in a re-socialisation 
programme, 

Page 15, lines 20 to 25 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

 (4) If the Board - 

 (a) has received a report under subsection (3) advising that the CEO can 
facilitate the prisoner’s participation in a re-socialisation programme; and 

 (b) considers that the prisoner may be suitable for inclusion in a re-socialisation 
programme, 

Clause 12 inserts proposed sections 13, 14 and 14A, which provide full resocialisation programs for prisoners 
serving life terms and indefinite imprisonment and for prisoners serving fixed terms of a prescribed length.  The 
amendments seek to further clarify the respective roles played by the chief executive officer in the assessment 
and approval process for the programs.  As a consequence of discussions that occurred with the Chair of the 
Parole Board, the need became apparent to make a distinction between the individual responsibilities of the chief 
executive officer and the board.  The chief executive officer is responsible for facilitating a resocialisation 
program and advising the board whether it can be facilitated.  That includes determining a prisoner’s suitability 
for a minimum-security rating and/or placement and inclusion in temporary absences from prison.  Upon receipt 
of advice that the program can be facilitated, the board determines whether a prisoner is suitable for inclusion in 
a program and, if so, recommends the resocialisation program to the minister or approves the program, 
depending on what category of prisoner is being dealt with. 

Nothing in the provision precludes the chief executive officer from making a recommendation to the board 
regarding a prisoner’s general suitability for inclusion.  However, the board is not bound by the recommendation 
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and makes its own determination in that regard.  This is a similar process to assessing suitability for release on 
parole, when the chief executive officer assesses a prisoner for such suitability and makes a recommendation 
accordingly to the board.  However, the board is then able to make its own decision regarding the prisoner’s 
suitability for release on parole. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will address the substantive clause as well as the amendments.  Clause 12 provides 
for a new part 2, division 4.  Part 2, division 4 as it currently exists will be repealed.  Clause 12 also provides for 
a new division 4 to be inserted in its stead.  As luck would have it, we are dealing with clause 12, and the new 
sections of the parent act will be section 13 and those that follow it.  It will not be section 12 - it is slightly out of 
plumb.  I might have thanked the parliamentary secretary for providing a marked-up copy of the parent act. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  You can thank me again. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you so much for providing me with a marked-up copy.  That was very kindly 
and very competently provided by staff.  I value the assistance of people helping the opposition.  It almost 
restores one’s faith in the Carpenter government! 

The amendments are to change some of the detail of two of the proposed sections.  Division 4 deals with 
programs for the resocialisation of prisoners.  It divides those prisoners into two categories.  In the first instance, 
prisoners are referred to in the following categories: life imprisonment for an offence other than for murder or 
wilful murder; life imprisonment for murder; life imprisonment for wilful murder; strict security life 
imprisonment other than where under section 91(3) of the Sentencing Act 1995 the prisoner has been ordered to 
be imprisoned for the whole of his or her life; and indefinite imprisonment.  Therefore, we are talking in the first 
instance about resocialisation programs for prisoners who have fairly distant prospects of release and, 
presumably in many cases, prisoners serving sentences for offences the likes of which may well be the sort that 
excite and inflame public opinion when the question of release back into the community is considered.  
Nonetheless, this is a question, difficult as it may be, that our justice system - what is the department called 
now -  

Hon Sue Ellery:  Department of Corrective Services. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is what it was called back in 1982, is it not? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  I do not remember back that far. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  These things tend to go around. 

Hon Norman Moore:  She probably wasn’t born then. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, the parliamentary secretary was not born then.  Perhaps she came down in the 
last shower!  Nonetheless, the question of possible release then arises.  As I indicated during my second reading 
contribution - I will certainly not repeat it at any length - there needs to be a mature understanding in society that 
the release of convicted persons back into the community is a fact of life, and it is better if governments manage 
that release, rather than just allow a person to walk out of prison and back onto the streets at an appointed date.  
Therefore, the opposition strongly supports resocialisation programs, not because it is popular to do so; in fact, 
quite often it seems to be just the reverse.  However, the fact of the matter is that when long-term prisoners 
particularly are about to be released, we can head off a lot of potential problems through the sorts of programs 
that are now contemplated under division 4. 

With the amendments to clause 12, which in turn amend proposed new sections 13 and 14 of the principal act, 
there has been some finetuning.  We have just heard the parliamentary secretary’s explanation.  Given the 
amount of scrutiny that this bill received in another place, I was not surprised by how late in the day this bill 
came to this place.  Nonetheless, if we have the opportunity to finetune and tweak a provision such as this into 
better shape, we will support it.  We will support both these amendments, together with the substantive clause. 

Amendments put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 13 to 39 put and passed. 

Clause 40:  Section 50 amended - 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I move -  

Page 25, after line 19 - To insert - 

(b) in paragraph (c) by deleting “14(1)” and inserting instead - 

“ 27B(1)   ”. 
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Section 50 of the Sentence Administration Act establishes those categories of prisoners who may apply to the 
board for release under a re-entry release order.  Section 50(c) makes reference to another section of the act; that 
is, section 14(1).  However, that section has been amended in the bill by relocating it to section 27B(1).  This 
amendment rectifies the cross-referencing error that had been overlooked earlier. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 41:  Section 51 amended - 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I pause on this clause only because it is a good example of what I was alluding to 
when I spoke on clause 1.  This bill is reasonably substantial and makes a lot of little amendments.  The vast 
bulk of the bill deals with matters of machinery and subsequent amendments.  I think “cross-referencing” was 
the term that the parliamentary secretary used.  Indeed, in the previous few clauses that we have dealt with, we 
were doing some tidying up.  This clause is a good example.  Substantive section 51 in the principal act is 
proposed to be changed not as a matter of changed policy, but simply to reflect one of the several threads of 
general policy that are being instituted throughout the bill.  If one looks at the marked-up version of the act, that 
becomes quite apparent.  As I said in my remarks on clause 1, the way in which the government arranges such 
machinery in its own legislation is a matter for itself, and we do not take any exception to it.  This is probably a 
good example of what I mean by that.  We will support the clause. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 42 to 47 put and passed.   
Clause 48:  Section 69 amended - 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I move -  

Page 27, after line 19 - To insert - 

(3) Section 69(4) is amended by deleting “14(1)” and inserting instead - 

“    27B(1)    ”. 
This amendment is similar to the amendment that we dealt with previously.  Section 69 of the principal act 
determines the effect on each category of sentences of the cancellation of an early release order made in respect 
of that sentence.  Section 69(4) makes specific reference to parole orders for prisoners liable to be kept in strict 
or safe custody at the Governor’s pleasure as determined in section 14(1); however, this bill will relocate what is 
contained in section 14(1) to section 27B(1).  This amendment rectifies the cross-referencing error. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 49 to 55 put and passed. 
Clause 56:  Sections 102, 103 and 104 replaced by sections 102, 103, 104 and 104A - 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move -  

Page 31, after line 31 - To insert - 

(ii) the person has a knowledge and understanding of Aboriginal culture local to this 
State; 

This amendment relates to the membership of the board.  Sorry; I am flagging.  It has already been a long day. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Just give up. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  No! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Never say die. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes; never say die.  I have located my notes.  The amendment relates to proposed new 
section 103, which is about membership of the board, and is to insert a new subparagraph (ii) into proposed new 
subsection (4)(b).  Proposed new section 103(4) states - 

The Minister must not nominate a person as a community member unless the Minister is satisfied - 

It lists a number of matters.  Proposed paragraph (b) currently states -  
that the person has one or more of the following attributes - 

(i) the person has a knowledge and understanding of the impact of offences on victims; 
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(ii) the person has a knowledge and understanding of a range of cultures among 
Australians particularly Aboriginal Australians; 

My amendment is to insert a new subparagraph (ii) - 
the person has a knowledge and understanding of Aboriginal culture local to this State; 

I am addressing the commentary and concern of many people involved in the justice system about indigenous 
imprisonment issues.  It seems reasonable that one of the community members appointed by the minister to be 
on the Prisoners Review Board should have a knowledge and understanding of a range of cultures among 
Australians, particularly Aboriginal Australians.  It is a fine provision; however, it lumps knowledge of other 
cultures with a knowledge and understanding of Aboriginal culture.  In the view of the Greens and others, that 
lessens the importance that should be attached to an understanding of not only Aboriginal culture, but also 
Aboriginal culture that is relevant to Western Australia.  This amendment is very much part of an attempt to 
ensure fairness in processes for indigenous prisoners, particularly the processes and operations of the Prisoners 
Review Board, and to ensure that at least one of the members of the board has a specific knowledge and 
understanding of local Aboriginal cultural matters.  I understand that the government has heard the argument on 
this and I trust that it will support the amendment.  It is a small step towards addressing some of the imbalances 
and injustices that still exist with Aboriginal incarceration.  Any attempt to ensure a better level of knowledge 
and understanding should be supported. 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I will address my remarks to the effect of the three amendments that stand in Hon Giz 
Watson’s name.  Without these amendments, the bill would read that one of the criteria to apply to a community 
member of the board was that a person had a knowledge and understanding of a range of cultures among 
Australians, particularly Aboriginal Australians.  It is absolutely indisputable that Aboriginal Australians are by 
far the largest group inside the prison system.  They are vastly disproportionately represented in the justice 
system.  The government was convinced by the arguments put by the honourable member that there is merit and 
potentially significant value in ensuring that an Aboriginal person is represented on the board.  Issues in Western 
Australia are different from those in other jurisdictions, not the least of which is the vast geographic 
characteristic, which presents a much wider range of issues than those facing indigenous populations in a smaller 
state.  There is a crying need for us to reduce that disproportionate representation of Aboriginal people inside our 
prison system.  We see this as one of the steps that we can take to ensure that their voice is heard and has 
influence over the decisions of the board.  When considering how to properly structure release and 
resocialisation programs, the board will be able to take into account the cultural appropriateness of those 
programs that affect Aboriginal people inside prisons. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  It might make more sense to members if I explained the three amendments standing in 
my name because they operate together, and obviously the parliamentary secretary has responded to them in one 
go, which is useful.  The amendments will insert a new subparagraph that will require a community member to 
have a knowledge and understanding of particularly Aboriginal cultural issues local to this state separate from an 
understanding of other cultures.  They also seek to require that at least one of the community members not only 
has this knowledge but also is an Aboriginal person with that attribute.  Again, that is a distinct change.  We are 
saying that, given the very large number of indigenous Western Australians within the prison system, it seems 
reasonable that at least one of the community representatives on the Prisoners Review Board not only have a 
knowledge and understanding of local Aboriginal issues and cultures but also be Aboriginal.  We often make the 
mistake of thinking that we can speak on behalf of Aboriginal people when we should allow them to represent 
their own community directly.  I reiterate that I am pleased that the government has seen fit to support this 
amendment because I hope that it will have some impact in addressing indigenous incarceration and ensuring 
that among members of the Prisoners Review Board there is a greater knowledge and understanding of 
indigenous cultural issues and offending. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move - 

Page 32, lines 1 and 2 - To delete “particularly Aboriginal Australians”. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move - 

Page 32, line 15 - To insert after “(4)(b)(i)” - 

and at least one community member is an Aboriginal person who has the attribute mentioned 
in subsection (4)(b)(ii) 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
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Clauses 57 to 62 put and passed. 

Clause 63:  Section 112 replaced - 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Existing section 112 and the proposed replacement section 112 provide that the board 
is to give written annual reports to the minister.  As is the way with this sort of issue, the requirements of the 
existing section are threefold.  Those spelt out in the new section are tenfold.  In another 50 years, heaven only 
knows how long the requirements will be.  On the one hand, a report is to be given to the minister that contains a 
little more hard information than provided for in the more generalised directives in existing section 112.  The 
opposition does not have a problem with the changes.  However, for the convenience of the house, I will not 
move an amendment until I have heard from the minister and then probably not at all.  

Hon Sue Ellery:  You have just given me a promotion.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have long held the view that the parliamentary secretary should be a minister.  
Compared with some of the present ministers, she would be very good indeed.  I am glad the parliamentary 
secretary picked me up on that point.  

The CHAIRMAN:  I think Hon Simon O’Brien has just crushed the parliamentary secretary’s chances!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am sure the information to be contained in the report to the minister will be of great 
interest to members of the house.  Is it proposed that the reported be tabled?  I am asking the government’s 
intention because I do not want to add a further provision to the legislation if it is not necessary.  

Hon SUE ELLERY:  It has always been the practice that those reports be tabled in Parliament.  There is no 
intention to change that.  We have drafted an amendment.  If the member wants to use it, the government will 
support it.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Given that the present legislation does not require that the report be placed before the 
house and, accepting what the parliamentary secretary - and minister in waiting - has just told us, it seems 
superfluous to add a provision to the legislation unless something happens in the future whereby this information 
will not be readily available.  It is marvellous to have the opportunity to include in legislation another provision 
and yet be able to say that we will not include it.  That contrasts with the more than 300 per cent expansion in the 
requirements in the proposed section that the government is promoting, so I hope it appreciates my restraint in 
this matter and also practises that restraint in future.  I will not move an amendment; I support the proposed 
section.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clauses 64 to 99 put and passed.  

New clause 40 - 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I move - 

Page 25, after line 13 - To insert the following new clause - 

40. Section 49 amended 
Section 49(3)(b) is amended by deleting “, the supervision period applicable in any 
case”. 

Section 49 of the Sentence Administration Act provides a process for resolution of doubt in the calculation and 
administration of a sentence whereby the chief executive officer can apply to the Supreme Court for an order 
resolving the doubt or difficulty.  Section 49(3)(b) contains reference to the supervision period of a parole order.  
The bill contains a range of amendments to various provisions of the principal act to remove references to the 
supervised period of a parole order.  Parole orders will not be supervised for the whole of the parole period.  
However, the reference to the supervision period in section 49(3)(b) was overlooked in the original drafting of 
the bill.  This new clause rectifies that.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The opposition will support the amendment.  

New clause put and passed. 

Title -  

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I move -  

Page 1 - To delete - 

● the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988; 
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This amendment will correct something that was drawn to our attention by Hon Giz Watson.  It is proposed to 
delete the reference to the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act from the long title.  Amendments to the 
Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988 were included as part of the original drafts of the bill; however, 
they were later removed and placed in the Prisons and Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill 2006 because the 
amendments were considered to be more appropriately aligned with that bill.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I cannot resist a moment of gloating.  Thank goodness for the excellent scrutiny of the 
Greens (WA).  

Amendment put and passed.   

Title, as amended, put and passed.   

Bill reported, with amendments.   
 


