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COMMUNITY PROTECTION (OFFENDER REPORTING) AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 1 December 2011. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.47 pm]: This bill amends the Community Protection 

(Offender Reporting) Act 2004 to enable WA Police to make public information about people who meet the 

legislative definition of ―reportable offender‖ under the act, people who are the subject of a supervision order 

made under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act 2006, and people who have been found guilty of an offence 

punishable by imprisonment for five years or more, and the Minister for Police has authorised publication on the 

basis that he or she is satisfied that the offender poses a risk to lives or the sexual safety of one or more persons 

or people generally. It is worth noting that the risk does not have to be related to a particular person or a 

particular class of person. 

―Reportable offender‖ refers to an offender who has committed one of the offences listed in the Community 

Protection (Offender Reporting) Act—a range of sexual offences related to children or incapable persons, and 

also murder; and an offender who has committed a different offence but the court has ordered him or her to 

comply with the act’s reporting requirement because he or she is considered to be a risk to the lives or the sexual 

safety of one or more persons or people generally. The act requires reportable offenders to provide and regularly 

update certain information about themselves to the police, including whether there are any children living or 

having unsupervised contact with the reportable offender, whether he or she is involved in any club or 

organisation that has child members or participants, and details of any travel plans. Currently that information is 

not publicly accessible. 

A person who is the subject of a supervision order under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act is an offender who 

has committed or attempted to commit a serious sexual offence—which is set out in another list of offences—

and who a court has ordered to comply with certain conditions while out of custody because the court considers 

that without such an order there is an unacceptable risk that the person would commit a serious sexual offence. 

The conditions involve regular visits with and provision of contact details to a community corrections officer. 

Again, that information is not currently publicly accessible. 

This bill permits the Commissioner of Police, or deputy commissioner or assistant commissioner to whom the 

power has been delegated by the commissioner, to provide information to the public about the offender in three 

situations or tiers, unless the offender is under a witness protection program proposed under new section 85D. 

The first tier is if an adult reportable offender has failed to report or has provided a false or misleading report and 

his or her whereabouts are not known to the commissioner, then the commissioner can publish on a website 

maintained by the commissioner any or all of the person’s personal details including a photograph but excluding 

any information that would identify a child. If the commissioner does publish the information, he or she can 

remove some or all of it afterwards. If that happens, the commissioner can also choose to republish it. Once the 

person reports his or her whereabouts to the commissioner, the commissioner must remove the published 

information from the website as soon as is practicable. The justification for this tier, as given in the second 

reading speech, is to enhance public vigilance and increase the prospect of the offender being arrested. 

New section 85G relates to the second tier. The commissioner can publish a photograph and the general locality 

of an adult offender who is the subject of a supervision order under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act, unless 

the order prohibits publication of that information; who is a reportable offender who has subsequently been 

convicted of a particular kind of crime—this is defined and is essentially sex crimes involving children or 

incapable persons—and one of his or her crimes is of a particular sort, which is also defined in a different list of 

offences but, again, relates to sex-related crimes involving children; or, who has been found guilty of an offence 

punishable by imprisonment for five years or more and the Minister for Police has authorised publication on the 

basis that he or she is satisfied that the offender imposes a risk to the lives or sexual safety of one or more people 

or people generally. The justification given in the second reading speech for the second tier is to enhance public 

awareness and safety. Under this tier, if the commissioner proposes to publish the person’s photo and locality, 

the person must be given written notice and at least 21 days in which to make submissions or be heard in 

response. If the person is the subject of a supervision order under the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act, written 

notice must be given to the chief executive officer of the Department of Corrective Services. The commissioner 

must have regard for any submission, information or document provided by the person and any submission made 

by the CEO of the Department of Corrective Services within that 21-day period.  

In cases in which the minister’s authorisation is required, proposed section 85G(6) sets out a list of matters the 

minister must consider. The commissioner must provide any relevant information that is available. Matters to be 

considered include a person’s total criminal record, including any spent convictions. Following any publication, 

the commissioner has the discretion to remove the information from the website, but can also republish it later. If 
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publication is on the basis that the person is the subject of a supervision order under the Dangerous Sexual 

Offenders Act, once the supervision order ceases to apply, the commissioner must remove the published 

information from the website as soon as is practicable, unless the person fits one of the other categories within 

this tier that permits the information to be published. Similarly, if publication is on the basis that the person is a 

reportable offender, once that reporting obligation expires the commissioner must remove the published 

information from the website as soon as is practicable, unless the person fits one of the other categories within 

this tier that permits the information to be published.  

The third tier is proposed new section 85J. Upon application by a parent or guardian of a child regarding an adult 

third party who has unsupervised contact with the child for at least three days in any 12-month period, the 

commissioner can disclose whether the person is a reportable offender. This is a separate process from any 

working with children checks that may also apply. In all the tiers the decisions made in good faith by the 

commissioner to publish or not publish information do not attract any civil or criminal liability to the 

commissioner or the state and are not a breach of any duty of confidentiality, secrecy law or professional ethic or 

standard. That is contained in proposed new section 85K. Proposed new section 85L makes it an offence to 

engage in conduct, except in private, with the intent of or the likely effect of creating, promoting or increasing 

animosity towards, or harassment of, a person identified as an offender under the bill’s provisions—whether or 

not the person is, in fact, the offender, or just someone who happens to look like or have the same name as the 

offender.  

Proposed new section 85M makes it an offence to publish, distribute or display the information to the public 

without the written approval of the minister. The bill does not specify what matters the minister may or may not 

take into account in giving or refusing approval.  

The bill contains a review provision, with the review to occur after three years. The minister must prepare a 

report based on the review and, as soon as practicable, lay it before both houses of Parliament. The bill amends 

section 73(1) of the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Act to make sure that the act’s list of 

circumstances in which identifying information can be disclosed includes the circumstances provided for in this 

bill. An amendment is also made to section 18 of the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act to provide that a court 

making a supervision order can provide that a person’s photo and locality are not to be published.  

By way of background, we understand that this bill fulfils an election commitment made by the current 

government. I note that the opposition supported the bill in the other place. I understand that such laws do not 

exist anywhere else in Australia, so this is a new area of legislation. They do exist in the United States, where all 

states have some form of community notification laws about sex offenders, although how much information is 

made publicly available differs between the states. The United Kingdom has the equivalent of what is proposed 

here in the third tier. It is worth noting that few offenders are actually sex offenders. In the great majority of 

those cases, the offender is also known to the victim. Most offending occurs within a certain radius of the 

offender’s home and the offender knows the location well and had visualised how the crime would be carried 

out.  

The website on which offender information will be provided will be a state government website that includes 

information about protective behaviours. To access information on the website, applicants will need to identify 

themselves—as I understand it, this will perhaps be by entering their driver’s licence number—and only 

information about offenders who live near the applicant’s home address will be provided. The people making 

these inquiries will be monitored. I ask the minister: How is it anticipated that information about these applicants 

will be used? What is the purpose of gathering that information? What is the anticipated end point of monitoring 

and gathering that information? If information is disclosed under tier 3, the offender will be notified of the 

disclosure by police as part of managing the situation. Who the applicant was will not be disclosed, although the 

offender may well guess who was seeking that information.  

The information provided at the time of the briefing, which was not that long ago, was that there are around 

2 557 reportable offenders in Western Australia, of whom 644 are in regional Western Australia and 1 913 are in 

the metropolitan area. Around October 2011, six offenders would have fitted the tier 1 category. This is the 

highest number of people who have ever met the criteria for tier 1. By December 2011 all six had been located. 

At the time of the briefing, no-one fitted that tier 1 requirement, which is when the location of a particular 

offender is not known. There is, in general, a very high rate of compliance by offenders with reporting 

requirements. This is attributed to close case management, which is unlike what happens in some other 

jurisdictions in which reportable offenders are only checked up on annually. It is a credit to the system that there 

would be no offenders in this state who would meet that tier 1 requirement because the reporting requirements 

are functioning well, although I do not know whether things have changed since December last year. One 

concern I will be expressing on behalf of the Greens (WA) about changing the system is that we might well 

destabilise a system that is clearly working well in this state. During debate in the other place on 1 December 

2011, the Minister for Police said that roughly 40 people fit into tier 2.  
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I want to comment on the public response to this proposed legislation. It has been reported in the media that the 

Law Society of WA strongly opposes the legislation. Also, in a speech in the other place the member for 

Armadale said that Associate Professor Guy Hall of Murdoch University has criticised the legislation as possibly 

adding to the pressure on a child victim of sex abuse by a family member to not report the offence because it 

would result in the family name being made public. Media reports have also stated that the Western Australian 

Police Union is concerned that the bill would promote vigilantism and add to pressure on front-line police.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Just before the break for lunch, I was discussing the public debate about this particular bill 

and I was pointing out that the WA Police Union had concerns that the bill might promote vigilantism and 

potentially add pressure to front-line policing. That was reported in The West Australian on 28 November last 

year. In her speech in the other place the shadow Minister for Police referred to a media report that police 

considered that the current monitoring systems were working well, and that ties in with what I said earlier about 

the monitoring of what are proposed to become tier 1 offenders. The police are concerned that the new bill will 

cause offenders to go underground, making it harder for police to monitor them. The shadow police minister also 

said that she had been told by senior police that other states that do not have this legislation may be unwilling to 

share information with WA authorities if offenders move interstate, which is an interesting point. I might ask the 

minister whether WA authorities will receive any less information or cooperation from interstate authorities if 

this bill is passed, whether he has had that kind conversation, or whether he can respond to that concern.  

The first point I make is that I do not think that the case has been made that there is any need for a bill of this 

sort, and it is not clear that the bill will reduce sex offending or improve public safety. The bill will operate in 

addition to offender reporting requirements; working with children checks; mandatory reporting of child sex 

abuse by doctors, nurses, midwives, police officers and teachers; the work of child protection workers in relation 

to children considered to be at risk of sexual abuse; and the Family Court process. I have already cited figures 

that the government has provided: there are between zero and six offenders in the tier 1 category, and around 40 

offenders who fit into tier 2.  

The Parliamentary Library’s ―In the Spotlight‖ series on POWAnet draws together the information on 

community notification. I thank library staff for doing that for me. One of the articles provided is an Australian 

study from 2011 by staff at Deakin University, published in the Australian & New Zealand Journal of 

Criminology and entitled ―A comparative analysis of Australian sex offender legislation for sex offender 

registries‖. That article states at pages 421 and 422 that limited empirical evidence from the US indicates that 

community notification is not particularly effective in reducing sex offending, and it is not clear whether limited 

access to information—as this bill proposes—will avoid the negative consequences of public access experienced 

in the US or be less effective in achieving the intended public safety outcomes. 

Another publication provided by the library is the UK Home Office’s 2010 publication ―Child Sex Offender 

Review (CSOR) Public Disclosure Pilots: a process evaluation‖, which the Attorney General referred to in the 

other place on 9 November 2011. That report is based on a one-year pilot involving 61 offenders, none of whom 

had information disclosed about them, and 43 people who applied for access to the information. Relevant to 

recidivism, it states at page v that most of the offenders interviewed did not report any changes in their 

behaviour. This is discussed in more detail on pages 17 and 18. Reasons for the lack of change in behaviour 

appear to be that the offenders were already complying with a reporting regime, were already experiencing other 

situations that potentially required disclosure—for example, when looking for work—and were already routinely 

avoiding risky situations. A minority of offenders, the report states, became more aware of which behaviours and 

activities could trigger a disclosure application and therefore more anxious about certain activities, such as 

starting a new relationship. 

I suggest that the effect of this is not clear. Are offenders who may be disclosed against more inclined to avoid 

children? Are they being given an opportunity to learn how to operate in a way least likely to be detected? Are 

they becoming more socially isolated, which is recognised as not being conducive to rehabilitation? For 

example, members can refer to the 2005 report of the Vermont Legislative Council’s Sex Offender Supervision 

and Community Notification Study Committee, which the library has also kindly provided on POWAnet. A 

2007 US report—again, this is amongst the material on the In the Spotlight webpage—by J. Levenson and others 

called ―Megan’s Law and its Impact on Community Re-Entry for Sex Offenders‖ suggested that community 

notification had not significantly decreased recidivism or increased child protection. With regard to the impact 

on compliance with reporting requirements, fears have been expressed that the bill will drive offenders 

underground and that they will cease to comply with reporting requirements, which will in fact make children 

less safe than they currently are.  

The 2010 UK report that I just referred to notes at page 17 a 2006 US study indicating that offenders went 

underground in response to a community notification scheme and a 2007 UK study indicating that offenders 
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threatened to do the same and to disengage from criminal justice supervision and management if community 

notification was introduced. The report states that during the one-year pilot most of the 61 offenders interviewed 

continued to comply with reporting requirements, but it recommended longer term monitoring. It is also 

important to note that none of the offenders interviewed actually had a disclosure made against them, nor 

suffered any adverse impacts such as on their accommodation or employment arrangements. Had this happened, 

the outcome might have been different. Certainly, the report makes clear that the offenders’ initial reaction to the 

pilot was strong anxiety about vigilantism. Those strong fears appeared to be linked to information obtained 

from the media and they decreased somewhat after the offenders had the pilot explained to them by police and as 

they experienced the pilot without suffering adverse consequences. Pilot staff and police offender managers felt 

that initial visits by police to offenders to explain the pilot and address misconceptions and anxiety were very 

important. Therefore, my question to the minister is: what steps will be taken for police to meet offenders and 

explain the scheme and address any misconceptions and anxieties that they might have, to reduce the risk of 

them going underground and not complying with the system? That is ultimately my concern; it is not necessarily 

for the offenders themselves but whether they will be provided with that detail of information to minimise the 

risk of them not complying and basically going underground.  

The next issue I will address is vigilantism or, simply, social isolation. The bill and other legislation makes 

unlawful certain behaviours towards a person identified as the offender, whether that person is in fact the 

offender, merely looks like the offender or perhaps has the same name as the offender. However, that is not to 

say those behaviours will not happen. Many people will do things that are not lawful. Given the nature of the 

offences to which the bill applies, vigilantism by angry or frightened people who are willing to pay the price for 

taking the law into their hands in order to try to get an offender away from their children is entirely within the 

realms of possibility and is not a desirable outcome. Aside from vigilantism, social isolation may be imposed by 

the community once an offender’s offence is discovered, or it may be self-imposed by an offender who expects 

that outcome. Social isolation is not conducive to rehabilitation and is therefore not a desired outcome. Both 

vigilantism and social isolation may be perpetrated against not only the offender but also the offender’s family. 

There are already in existence some privately created, publicly accessible websites that put together and publish 

information on sex offenders; however, that does not mean that the government should be doing it too. The 

J. Levenson article from the US, to which I referred earlier, describes the most frequent negative consequences 

of community notification laws as job loss, threats, harassment, property damage and the suffering of other 

household members. Some offenders had fared worse than others and most had experienced negative 

psychological consequences; and such things can undermine stability, which is relevant in terms of 

rehabilitation. 

In the UK 2010 report that I referred to earlier, none of the offenders was the subject of a disclosure and no 

vigilantism was reported, but vigilantism has certainly occurred in the UK and two examples were given during 

debate in the other place. One was of a 100-strong crowd surrounding the home of a man named in a newspaper 

as a child sex offender, making threats on his life and overturning and torching a car. The other example was of a 

hospital paediatrician being forced to flee from her home after it was attacked by vigilantes who did not know 

the difference between the words ―paediatrician‖ and ―paedophile‖. The bill contains confidentiality provisions, 

but it is questionable whether people, and the media for that matter, will obey them if they believe disobedience 

will help protect a child in the community. The 2010 UK report involved interviews with 43 applicants who 

generally understood that they must not tell each other about what they had learned. Although the report 

concluded that no serious or damaging breaches of confidentiality had occurred over the year of the pilot, the 

report stated that the applicants struggled with this and that one applicant who was part of a small community 

may have breached confidentiality. Some police who were interviewed recommended careful guidance to 

applicants about confidentiality and were concerned about how the police could deal with such breaches. The 

report states that guidance and help to applicants on the reasons for confidentiality and the assurance that 

outstanding risks would be dealt with even if there was no disclosure also need to be carefully addressed. It is 

also important to note that the application process for the pilot involved face-to-face contact between the 

applicant and the police and home visits to discuss an application and provide disclosure. Key aspects of making 

the process a positive one for the applicants included the clarity of staff explanations, the personal qualities of 

the staff and their responsiveness to the applicants’ concerns. 

I understand that the Western Australian government envisages using a website process instead. This raises 

questions about the likelihood of the applicants maintaining confidentiality and the likelihood of them 

experiencing the process as a positive one—especially those who receive a disclosure and have to deal with their 

anxiety about the offender and the difficult feelings that they may have put their child at risk, as well as those 

who do not receive a disclosure but continue to feel anxious about the person. 

The point I make is that the process we envisage is different from that of the UK, in that it is purely a web-based 

electronic process. My question minister is: how will the disclosure process deal with these sorts of issues in 
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ensuring that the applicants are dealt with in a way that maximises the likelihood of them complying with 

confidentiality requirements, that they experience the process as a positive one, and that their questions and 

anxieties around this very sensitive area are dealt with? Will there be a point of contact? Will there be active 

engagement with the applicants in a face-to-face way, or will there even be the capacity to do that? 

My next issue is false reassurance. Disclosures can be made only about offenders who are convicted. Given the 

nature of sex crimes against children and the difficulties of prosecution, not all offenders are convicted; in fact, 

the vast majority are not. I am not quite sure of the statistics these days, but a very small percentage of these 

offences continue to a point at which a successful prosecution is achieved; it is below 10 per cent, I think. 

Concerns have been expressed that applicants who receive a nondisclosure result may feel falsely reassured 

rather than trusting their instincts. The United Kingdom study indicated that most of the 35 applicants who had 

received a nondisclosure result felt reassured, but one family who had inquired about a neighbour continued to 

feel uneasy and planned to move house anyway. Several applicants said that they felt the process had made them 

more alert to child protection issues. 

Another issue is the impact on child victims who are considering making a report. Concerns have been expressed 

that a child victim of incest, for example, may be less likely to report if they fear that their family name will be 

published. The bill provides that amongst the matters the commissioner may take into account in deciding 

whether to publish is the effect of publication on a victim of an offence by the person. This appears to include 

consideration of whether there are likely to be other as yet unknown victims and the likely effect on them. But 

whether the first child victim who makes or contemplates making a report against a particular offender would be 

aware of this is, of course, another matter. I just raise that issue; I do not have a particular question about it but it 

raises an interesting point. 

Another issue is the application of the bill to offenders who are under the age of 18 years. The bill does not apply 

to under-18s, but my understanding is that when offenders who committed their offences as a child turn 18 years 

of age, the legislation will apply to them as it does to offenders who committed the offences as an adult. That is 

an interesting aspect. The minister can correct me if I am wrong when he has the opportunity, but I would have 

thought that this is a novel area in that normally an offence that was committed by a child stays there. 

Hon Kate Doust: Are you talking about some of the young people who get caught up in sexting and then go on 

the list? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It would have to be a more serious offence than that. 

Hon Peter Collier: No; it’s an offence you’re talking about. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes; it is a more serious offence than that and they would have to be prosecuted. It would 

be a criminal offence. Perhaps we can get a response from the minister on that issue. Nevertheless, it is a 

transition that we have not really seen before in Western Australian law, unless the minister can indicate a 

similar example. 

With regard to the likely silence of existing supervision orders regarding publication, as I read the bill, the first 

category of tier 2 will apply to not only people who are put on supervision orders under the Dangerous Sexual 

Offenders Act after it commences, but also those who are currently on supervision orders. The supervision 

orders of these people will of course not contain a provision specifying that the person’s photograph and locality 

are not to be published. The Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act contains a mechanism for the person to apply to 

the Supreme Court for the terms of his or her supervision order to be amended, so an application can be made for 

an order prohibiting publication. However, it will almost certainly take longer for the court case to be finalised 

than the 21 days the person gets to make submissions to the commissioner urging against publication. The 

offender will need to either convince the commissioner via his or her submission not to publish pending the 

court’s decision or seek an interim court order restraining the commissioner from publishing. My question is: 

what additional resources are going to the Supreme Court, the Director of Public Prosecutions and legal aid 

bodies to address that potential? 

In terms of gaps in the process, the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2011 

does not provide a process for a person to apply for a review of the commissioner’s decision to publish, remove 

from the website, or re-publish. The commissioner’s decision is final. No process is set out for the person to 

apply to have their information removed from the website. Should the commissioner consider re-publication on 

the website, there does not appear to be any process for the offender to be given notice, to make submissions or 

to be heard.  

In tier 2, category 3 cases, when publication is based on the minister’s authorisation, the bill does not provide a 

process for that authorisation to be rescinded anytime afterwards. Instead, the best a rehabilitated offender can 

hope for is that the commissioner will exercise his or her discretion to remove the offender’s photo and locality 

from the website, and will not choose to republish it at a later date.  
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In tier 3 cases, when a parent or guardian applies to be informed as to whether a person having unsupervised 

contact with their child is a reportable offender, the reportable offender is not given an opportunity to be heard 

on the matter and the commissioner is not given any guidance in the bill on how to exercise his or her discretion. 

The only matters the bill requires the commissioner to consider are whether the application is in the approved 

form and whether the person has unsupervised contact with the child for three or more days in any 12-month 

period. I understand from the briefing, however, that there will be guidelines on how the commissioner should 

exercise his or her discretion. Members of Parliament, of course, have no say about the contents of guidelines, 

which in my view is unsatisfactory; that is why it would be preferable for these matters to be included in the bill. 

My final questions are: will the minister please table all guidelines relating to this bill, including the factors the 

commissioner is required to consider under tier 3? If no such guidelines currently exist, will they be produced; 

and, if so, what is the intended content? 

With those comments, I indicate that the Greens have sufficient concerns about this bill that we will not support 

it. We are yet to be convinced that there is a need for this bill; we think that there are significant areas of risk in 

the novel approach that is being taken by the Liberal–National government to fulfil an election commitment. I 

have made the comment previously in respect of a number of bills that we have dealt with that a lot of hastily 

prepared election commitments are made during an early and rapid election campaign; in some cases, with a bit 

of reflection, they might have been better left on the drawing board. This is one such example. I want to make it 

clear that the Greens are very concerned about protecting vulnerable members of the community; we are 

particularly concerned about reducing the rate of sexual offending, but there are other areas that need 

significantly more attention than this particular, very emotive, area. 

I will just comment on the fact that it is International Women’s Day, and we are reminded of the rate of domestic 

violence offences, which continue unabated. At the presentation I attended this morning, we heard that one in 

three women will experience some sort of sexual assault in their lifetime; if members want to look at the biggest 

area of human rights transgressions in Australia, that is what we need to be looking at, and we need to redouble 

our efforts to reduce all the social precursors that result in women and children being subjected to violence in the 

place where they should most expect to be safe, which is the home. 

This bill is very much about public fears of the unknown offender and people lurking in dark alleys. I am not 

saying that there are not people lurking in dark alleys, and we do need measures to deal with that. But I will 

argue that the current measures in this state are working perfectly well—that is the indication that I had when I 

investigated this bill late last year—and that this bill is more than likely just going to provide a headline for the 

Liberal–National government to say that it is doing more to protect children. I suggest that the bill might achieve 

that, but it might well not achieve that, and it potentially could have adverse effects by upsetting a system that is 

actually working well in terms of offenders complying with the current requirements to report—or certainly that 

was the case, as I said, a couple of months ago when I was briefed on this bill. With those comments, the Greens 

(WA) do not support the bill. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [2.25 pm]: The Nationals will support the Community Protection 

(Offender Reporting) Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2011, but with some reservation. As all people in society 

understand, apart from those who have a problem with offences of this kind, the committing of sexual offences is 

one of the most insidious transgressions that we have in human behaviour—probably not far behind the offence 

of committing assault with the intention of permanently maiming or killing someone—because there are lasting 

consequences, as we all know, for those who have experienced this dreadful occurrence. The consequences of 

sexual offences reach far beyond the time when the act took place and leave people with indelible memories, and 

that affects both their interaction with other people and the way in which they view themselves. 

The people who perpetrate these offences seem to have no understanding of their impacts. It is almost like a 

compulsive disease, where people cannot control some sensation and therefore proceed to take these actions. It is 

totally self-oriented behaviour by those people who offend. Perhaps this uncontrollable behaviour is almost 

like a chemical reaction, for which we hope there might be some psychiatric solution that we could find 

somewhere down the track. I know that during the course of the Second World War, drugs were administered to 

soldiers for this kind of thing, to prevent behaviour that might have occurred during those very tempestuous 

times.  

We also know how hard it is to get a breakdown of the facts about this insidious behaviour. That is for all the 

obvious reasons, because we know that those who have been offended against are very reluctant to disclose the 

experience, not only from their perspective, but also on occasion from the perspective of those who have 

offended against them, because what data we have strongly suggests that about 80 per cent of these offences are 

committed by people who are known to the victim. I understand also that 80 per cent of those—this number may 

be more rubbery—are committed by members of either the extended or immediate family. From reading about 

this I know that a lot of people in their late teens—aged 15 years and up—are also highly involved in offending 
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of this nature. This danger is endemic in our society. In the briefing that I heard, one in eight of us has had this 

terrible experience. I am fortunate to be in that other seven, but one in eight is a very, very high proportion. It is a 

very serious concern to all; everyone is aware of the dangers in this area.  

When considering legislation of the kind that we are considering today on this issue, we have to ask: what 

emphasis and focus do we wish to have? The focus surely has to be on the protection of our children. Nothing 

more and nothing less should govern what we do with any legislation that is brought before us to consider. Since 

the majority of adults have children—some of whom are the victims of their parents—it really is an area for 

populist measures, no matter whether the measures help what we all aim to do, which is to protect our children, 

or are driven by some other form of politic, revenge or frustration about what we do to solve the problem.  

I have asked myself whether this bill contributes to the protection of the child. The National Society for the 

Prevention of Cruelty to Children was established in the United Kingdom in the late 1800s with Lord 

Shaftesbury as its president. I have read a bit about this organisation and, like a lot of passionate organisations—

whether they are to do with the environment or child protection, both of which can draw equally passionate 

responses in people—at times it goes too far, which irritates legislators on both sides of politics, especially in 

this case in the UK. The society has a very, very strong contingent of people, including policy and research 

officers, who provide services to their communities. I read that the society has great reservations about what it 

calls ―community notifications‖, which we are considering as part of the bill before us today. The society 

believes that previous research suggests that when offenders have stability in their lives and are well integrated 

into a community, they are less likely to re-offend. That is interesting because this bill casts different offenders 

and situations into three tiers. The tier that concerns me in particular is tier 1. When tier 1 convicted offenders 

who are required to report to the authorities do not report, the consequence is that a community notification will 

be issued. I am advised that right now, as Hon Giz Watson said, this category does not apply to anyone at 

present. When a clause in a bill does not apply to anyone, one has to ask: how is it that this category does not 

apply to anyone? My conclusion—I hope I am right in my assumption—is that the case management program of 

these offenders is proving successful. My understanding is that tier 1 offenders are reported only once a year. For 

the other 364 days—normally—of the year, they could be anywhere doing whatever, in an underground fashion 

perhaps, and cause some of our children to be at risk. Nonetheless, from the information available to us, the case 

support they receive seems to be a success story. I would like to know from the minister whether he has the 

information, what human resources are allocated, and what financial resources we provide for that case treatment 

to get the result we appear to be getting. I would be really frustrated if there was a compromise in the resources 

being given to that area given its apparent success—which I am reading into it—and, if this bill is passed and 

comes into effect, it is considered that we need less case support for offenders. I would be interested in the 

answer to that question.  

Community notifications were first introduced in the United States of America as a result of at least one dreadful 

case of a young child of five, six or seven years of age. Legislation was introduced—the first state may have 

been Vermont but I may be wrong on that—and then went through a number of states. It is referred to as 

Megan’s law. It is a term used to describe the use in the United States of compulsory community notification of 

the kind being considered in this bill—that is, for convicted sex offenders. Megan’s law, at the time it was 

introduced, was not evidence based—it was populist based. It was having a go to see whether it could do 

anything constructive to stop insidious and, in some cases, brutal behaviour. It coincided with not just one case 

involving a five, six or seven-year-old child, but also a number of similar cases. Members can imagine the 

populist concern that something has to be done, so the US law introduced this community notification.  

In the United States, there are a lot of offenders under 16 years of age. That is also a particular concern. I do not 

know whether an underground group of teenagers commit these offences in Australia, particularly in Western 

Australia. I would be interested to know whether we have any information about that, but, more importantly, 

whether the community notification we are considering in this bill has age-limit protection to it—whether it is 

the conventional age of 16 or 17 for normal criminal activity or whether we are ignoring it. I did not see any 

mention of age in the bill. The National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children made these 

observations in 2007. However, since then, in the United Kingdom, despite the concerns about community 

notification, legislation has been passed, and it is largely on that legislation that this bill has been based. 

In Vermont in the United States, following the introduction of Megan’s law, there was some interesting 

evidence, and it is always useful to have evidence in these matters. An organisation called Stop It Now! was 

established in 1996. That organisation had the same aim of protecting children, not just from sexual abuse, but 

also from other abuse that can occur in the family. At its start-up, about 60 per cent of the calls that were 

received related to the sexual abuse of children or children at the risk of abuse—60 per cent of them. When news 

of Megan’s law appeared in the Vermont press, phone calls from these groups about children who were at risk of 

sexual abuse stopped completely. The question is: why would they stop completely? It is most likely because if 

80 per cent of offenders are within the family or known to the family, children will be concerned that if they tell 



Extract from Hansard 

[COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 March 2012] 

 p748a-759a 

Hon Giz Watson; Hon Philip Gardiner; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Peter Collier 

 [8] 

someone—the police, the authorities or someone who can do something about it—they will put at risk that 

familial person who has offended. After that time when the figure fell to zero, it increased again to about 12 to 

16 per cent. But that is some fairly interesting data about the impact of a community notification practice which 

has taken place albeit in another part of the world—but mostly we have similar emotions and similar fears—and 

which could occur here as well. 

The question we have to ask is: if we are to have community notification, are we considering the protection of 

children, which is the whole object of this bill? My suspicion is that we do not have that as the main focus of this 

bill; it is something else to which we are responding. Also, in our community, at least two eminent academics 

who have serious expertise in this area are similarly concerned about some of the things which may occur as a 

result of this bill and which are against the propagation of measures for the protection of our children. But the 

one thing we have in this bill, which is consistent with the view that the Nationals had when we were very 

concerned about mandatory sentencing for assaults on police and public officers in this state, is a three-year 

review. The three-year review has to be taken fairly carefully, because we need to have sound information, 

rigorous information and detailed information to really see what the effect is on that area about which we are 

concerned—that is, the protection of children. I suspect that it will be a hard answer for the minister to give, 

because at this stage I doubt that anyone has detailed what is required to go into that review. But that is one thing 

that I am also deeply concerned about.  

Highly dangerous sex offenders are in the tier 2 category. I forget how ―highly dangerous‖ is defined but it is 

almost to the point that those people have to stay in jail. They probably should not be out of jail if they are highly 

dangerous sex offenders, given the insidious nature of this whole thing. If they come out of jail and their names 

are listed on a community notification website, which we have access to, where will they live and what does 

their future hold? How can we rehabilitate these people or have them in our community so that we can feel safe 

and they can feel supported? There is no place for them. They will not be able to rent anything. They will 

probably end up homeless. If they are homeless, it is probably better that they are in jail. If they are homeless, 

they can still report but they can still offend very easily. We will all know about these people through the 

notification. I know how we all behave. None of us is prepared to take the risk to assist anyone like that unless 

they are in a back part of the state in which there are very few people and they have limited access to temptation 

that somehow they cannot control.  

My remarks mostly refer to the tier 1 area. I have outlined some of the concerns that we have but given the three-

year review, we will be supporting the bill.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.47 pm]: The opposition 

will be supporting the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2011. I thank my 

colleagues, particularly Hon Giz Watson, for giving us a very extensive and detailed overview of this bill. I will 

not go into all of that detail again. This bill amends the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Act 2004, 

which I understand was uniform legislation. As we have already heard, this bill came about as a result of an 

election commitment by the Liberal Party prior to the last state election. That election commitment was probably 

a bit opaque about what the Liberal Party intended to do. There has been quite an interesting reaction to this 

legislation from various sectors of the community, particularly from the Western Australian Police Union of 

Workers, surprisingly, which was quite voracious in its opposition to this bill, seeing it as a piece of legislation 

that would be ineffective in achieving the outcomes that it purported to achieve. 

We have heard from a number of quite senior lawyers expressing their concerns about this bill, particularly from 

Mr Tom Percy, who was quoted in The Sunday Times in November last year referring to the risk of vigilante 

reprisals. I think Hon Giz Watson might have touched on this, and I know that Hon Phil Gardiner has certainly 

touched on this. We have canvassed this issue on a number of occasions in this place with a range of bills that 

this Liberal–National Party government has presented to us. These bills have been introduced to try to appease 

community concern. We are dealing with a very serious issue. We have to come up with ways of trying to 

manage this issue and do everything we possibly can to prevent it from happening again. Sometimes legislation 

may not always be the best possible vehicle. Mr Percy is quoted in the media on this occasion as saying — 

―The media-driven hysteria about these offenders would make vigilante reactions a reality and, in the 

circumstances, an unacceptable risk for no tangible benefit in return,‖ …  

Mr Percy then goes on to talk about government expenditure of $2.9 million to set up the public register and the 

government committing another $1.4 million for its administration and operating costs. The minister might 

clarify that they are the costs that will be incurred as a result of the additional work on the register. We already 

have in this state a sex offender register. We need only go back to the period of the Labor government when a 

raft of legislation was passed to deal with these very serious issues. I think it even included dangerous sexual 

offender legislation. This bill contains provisions over and above those which already exist in the act. I note 

some of the concerns that have been expressed already about the potential for some people to perhaps slip 
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through the net, if we like, because they may be on a national register and there may be communication issues 

between the police in various states. I hope the minister can provide advice about whether that issue has been 

addressed or will be addressed. I note there is another bill in a similar vein to this in the other place and I dare 

say we will deal with that in the future. The other issue was people falling by the wayside.  

I pick up on the points Hon Philip Gardiner made about the various categories. He questioned the use of tier 1 

public disclosures because, currently, no people fit into that category. I was advised during the briefing that zero 

number of people come under tier 1 at this moment. It is interesting to note the types of identifying material that 

could be provided if the commissioner so chose, not just of names and photographs, but also of other identifying 

material such as addresses, even to the extent of whether offenders have tattoos. If in the future someone fits the 

criteria of tier 1 and they are missing or have not complied with whatever orders or reporting obligations they 

have to comply with, I think most people in the community would be very concerned. If the police think this 

type of information is appropriate in identifying those individuals to re-engage and make contact, it will be very 

useful. Whilst tier 1 may not be applicable at this point, it is looking to the future, sadly. Of course, in a perfect 

world, we should not have to apply these types of provisions, but, sadly, we do not live in a perfect world and on 

a day-to-day basis we hear more and more horrific stories of child sex abuse, not just in other countries—we 

heard from Hon Philip Gardiner stories of incidents in the UK and the US—but also in our own state in which, 

tragically, significant examples have happened. It is difficult to comprehend why anyone would engage in that 

type of activity. As a parent, as I have said before, it is a constant fear that our children may come into contact 

with someone who may seek to cause them harm through abuse. Let us face it, when a child is abused, it is not 

something the child can sweep under the carpet, grow a thicker skin and get on with it. It is something that, more 

often than not, they carry with them for the rest of their lives. As parents and as a community, we need to do 

everything we possibly can to ensure our children are protected from that sort of exposure. It is difficult, but we 

want to make sure we do everything we possibly can to prevent these types of incidents from happening. This 

legislation introduced by the government will deal with people who have already offended. In maintaining the 

register and monitoring their behaviour into the future, the legislation will probably be reasonably effective in 

making sure the police know where offenders are and, if they cannot find them, making the information 

available.  

I do not know whether the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2011 will 

prevent new and unknown situations from occurring, because unless somebody has been caught by this process, 

charged and put through the system, we will not know they are out there and inclined to commit abuse. We do 

not know who they are. This legislation will not apply until an incident happens and someone is charged and 

goes through the system. This legislation may be useful for monitoring people who are in the system now or who 

will go into the system as a result of that type of activity, but I do not think it will stop that type of behaviour 

generally in the community. This government has brought on a raft of legislation that imposes penalties for a 

range of different activities. I know there must be punishment for people who do not do the right thing in terms 

of community expectations and the law, but I come back to thinking that perhaps there needs to be another focus 

as well—how do we try to prevent this type of behaviour from occurring in the first place? Although we hear 

about penalties and registers and those types of mechanisms, we do not hear about how this behaviour can be 

broken or prevented. What is the government doing to ensure that people’s behaviour is modified or changed, or 

that the behaviour does not happen? Those are the things I am interested in hearing about; as a parent I am 

certainly interested in hearing about them.  

Sadly, we do not always hear about these things until after the event. My son is at a city-based school, and it was 

not until after one of the teachers, who had been found out to be taking photographs of these young boys in the 

school changing rooms, had been charged—it was not until after that event—that parents were actually told it 

had occurred. How these things are dealt with is sometimes out of the control of parents. We have systems in 

place around working with children checks, but that incident happened after that system had been put in place, so 

sometimes people will slip through the net. They will still slip through the net despite the register, unfortunately, 

although I know the police intend to be quite vigilant about this.  

One thing I was quite impressed with during the briefing was the explanation of each of the tiers and who would 

be able to access which type of information. I was very interested in knowing how easily people would be able to 

go on their computer, iPad or iPhone and access this information. I knew that they would have to provide 

identifying details, but one of my concerns was whether they would be able to download the image and distribute 

it wherever they wanted, because that would agitate people in the community. I know people can do that now if 

they obtain an image of an individual they believe may be a perpetrator, and quite often we will see images or 

placards posted in communities where people think a paedophile or child abuser is living; we have seen that on 

TV. But I was very pleased to hear that as well as the applicant having to provide identifying details, these 

images will be watermarked and numbered, making them very difficult to download, print and distribute. 
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Returning to yesterday’s debate on regulation for electricians, I was thinking that if we can have a number and a 

watermark on these images, perhaps it would be just as easy to apply that to yesterday’s discussion.  

I was glad to hear that those types of restrictions on access for distribution have been put in place, because I 

know that when we had a debate in this place on prohibited behaviour orders and we talked about people’s 

capacity to download images of individuals who had a PBO issued against them, there was capacity under that 

legislation for people to access that person’s image and download, print and distribute it wherever they wanted to 

without any degree of penalty. We know that that has occurred in the UK and other places. Therefore I think it is 

interesting that on this occasion this action by the government—I would hope taking into account the 

sensitivities of what could happen if people have access to these images and want to cause harm to the person 

who has been the child abuser—hopefully will place a fairly significant restriction on the capacity of people to 

either harass or cause any difficulty for those individuals.  

I pick up on the comments of Hon Philip Gardiner about what happens to these individuals when they either 

come out of prison or come back into community—where do they go? In another place and another time, I might 

tell members my private view on what should happen to these individuals. 

Hon Peter Collier: We might agree on that one. 

Hon KATE DOUST: As a parent, my view might be a little more colourful than the minister’s. I do understand 

that these people need to try to get on with their lives; they need to get back into the workforce. If they have been 

receiving treatment or counselling, they need to be able to rejoin communities—if they possibly can; not 

everyone can, unfortunately. There are some significant issues around how we manage these types of offenders 

in terms of how they get back into the community. Again, I do not know whether we address those issues well 

enough, and it is not aided by the perfectly understandable high degree of anger that is aimed at these people 

once they are back in the community. 

It is really a difficult issue. Unfortunately, it is a type of issue over which anger is easily whipped up in the 

community. I think governments need to be very careful about how they manage that anger. If they are going to 

use it just to score political points, I do not think it is going to achieve the outcome that is intended. I am not 

necessarily saying that that is what it is. I think that most people would want to know if they had a child abuser 

living next door to them. I would certainly want to know; I am sure most people would. I would feel very 

uncomfortable knowing that somebody in that situation was living close to my children. I imagine that that is 

how most people would deal with it. But I do not know whether I would actually want to sit down at a computer 

and access their image. I would expect that the police or the appropriate people would manage where these 

individuals were placed and would monitor them. 

Although we are agreeing with this bill, the query is: given that we already have a sex offender register and we 

have other legislation in place, is it really necessary to go down the path of creating this additional legislation? I 

know this is not an onerous piece of legislation. Really all it is doing is adding an additional part to the act. It 

provides for three tiers of public disclosure to be put into the legislation. It provides for penalties. I think it is 

sensible to have penalties in legislation to deter people from taking extreme or harsh action or the vigilante 

approach against these types of offenders. I think those changes are quite reasonable. Again, I compare it with 

the legislation that we dealt with covering prohibited behaviour orders, which does not have those types of 

penalties in place. Maybe when we go back and review that bill, that might be something that we want to 

countenance to make sure that those types of issues do not come up with that legislation either.  

I probably do not have a lot more to say on this bill. I think there have been significant contributions from other 

members today on this legislation. I would be interested to hear from the minister—this issue was canvassed 

earlier by Hon Philip Gardiner—about resourcing. I do not know how many people work in this area of offender 

reporting now, but I would be interested to know: will there be additional staff, what sorts of qualifications 

will they have and where will they be located? Staff employed on these types of issues are usually CBD-based, 

and I imagine that there may be some need to provide this type of service or facility to rural and regional 

communities. 

I could probably say a lot more about a particular issue, but I do not think it would add much more to the debate. 

I will say that the opposition agrees with this bill. It was one of the government’s election commitments. It will 

certainly enable the police to monitor those people already in the system. I would be interested to know how the 

government thinks it will deter other types of situations from happening. I know, from the briefing I had 

yesterday, that the degree of decision making is at a fairly high level—by the commissioner or his deputies—for 

deciding whether an image or other identifying material should be released. That gave me a fair degree of 

confidence that this would not be information to which a fairly junior constable or others, who may not have the 

same understanding or maturity about how to handle this type of detail, would have access. Labor will be 

agreeing to this legislation. 
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HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [3.07 pm] — in reply: I thank 

members for their contribution and I thank the Labor Party and the National Party for their indications of support 

for this legislation. I appreciate the concerns of the Greens (WA) and I would like to think that I will be able to 

respond to all the issues that have been raised by Hon Giz Watson. If I cannot, we may need to go into 

committee. I have tried to get as comprehensive a response as I possibly can. We can either go into committee or 

I can provide that information; she can let me know how we go. 

Everyone probably understands the general merit behind what we are doing here with this legislation. It is, of 

course, to provide every opportunity that we possibly can to ensure we reduce any form of child sex abuse. I do 

not think anyone would disagree with that. This government feels that the legislation provides the right balance 

between the need for parents to access information to protect their children and the need for ensuring good 

management of sex offenders by police across the board. The state government has a responsibility to enhance 

the protection of children in our society, and in this case their safety has been the focus of this legislation. 

The legislation produces a measured approach to an issue of considerable concern to the community, and 

ultimately the government trusts the WA public to behave responsibly when given access to the information that 

will help keep children safe. That was one of the issues raised by Hon Giz Watson, which I will comment on in a 

moment. As I said, if this register leads to one fewer child being sexually abused, it really would have served its 

purpose. This legislation was a commitment of the Liberal Party at the last election, and so the passage of this 

legislation with the consent of the house will fulfil that election commitment. 

Hon Giz Watson raised a number of issues, first of all about the number of tier 1 offenders. As of today there are 

potentially five reportable offenders whose whereabouts are unknown; that is a quite minimal number but there 

are five.  

Hon Giz Watson said that people have to log their details in order to access information et cetera. That applies 

only to the second and third tiers. All information under the first tier will be available to anyone who wants to 

access the website.  

Hon Giz Watson asked whether interstate authorities had raised issues about the sharing of information. There 

have been discussions with our eastern states counterparts. At this stage no issues have been raised by the other 

jurisdictions that they will not be able to continue to share information with Western Australia. In reality, most 

of the information proposed to be published will be sourced from WA Police records and from that provided by 

the offender to the police, not from other jurisdictions.  

Hon Giz Watson sought information about whether there is evidence to suggest that community notification 

increases child protection. The information I have is that Beck’s 2004 research has shown that community 

notification enhances protective behaviours, and parents in areas in which public notification occurs are more 

likely to talk to their children about stranger danger and what to do if someone does something that they are 

uncomfortable with.  

Hon Giz Watson referred to vigilantism, an issue that has been raised a number of times. We must be careful not 

to raise the prospect that vigilantism would naturally be assumed as logical in one way or another. We have seen 

evidence of that in recent years for one reason or another. There is always the risk of vigilante action. I refer to 

the recent murder of a young woman in the United States. On television today, I saw the victim’s father and 

brother attack the offender as he was attending court. I am not sure whether Hon Giz Watson saw that. That is 

not an act of vigilantism, but it is on the way and could lead to similar acts.  

As I said, there is always the risk of vigilante action. Attacks on offenders in all jurisdictions occur regardless of 

publication. The incident in the United Kingdom to which Hon Giz Watson referred occurred outside the 

community notification scheme. There have been attacks on offenders in Western Australia. The government’s 

position is that the level of disclosure that will occur under this scheme will not greatly alter the risk of 

vigilantism. Proposed section 85L, on pages 13 and 14 of the bill, outlaws vigilantism.  

Hon Kate Doust: It might outlaw it, but it doesn’t necessarily stop it, unfortunately.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, it does not. I do not think we can stop vigilantism no matter what. I have personal 

evidence of that—not against me, but against someone I know.  

Hon Giz Watson asked what information will be provided to offenders generally about the scheme. Information 

brochures and a communication plan are being drawn up. Western Australia Police are reviewing the scheme in 

the United Kingdom as the basis for our communication plan. Hon Giz Watson asked about the interaction with 

applicants under the third tier. WA Police will use similar processes to those used in the United Kingdom to deal 

with applicants. The member also asked whether additional resources will be supplied to the Supreme Court, 

Legal Aid WA et cetera. No, they will not. Hon Giz Watson also asked whether the commission has guidelines 

under the third tier and, if so, the nature of their content. The guidelines will set out a series of considerations the 

commissioner can take into account when deciding whether or not to disclose. They have yet to be finalised, but 
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will likely include how long ago the offences were committed and, in relation to juvenile offences, the nature of 

those offences. With the third tier and dangerous sexual offenders, Hon Giz Watson referred to additional 

resources for the courts and the Director of Public Prosecutions to deal with suppression orders. That is 

unnecessary. There are only 12 dangerous sexual offenders in Western Australia at present, nine of whom are in 

the community and could thus be subject to third tier disclosure.  

With regard to a couple of questions asked by Hon Philip Gardiner, it is correct that tier 1 presently applies to 

no-one. Tier 1 applies only to people whose whereabouts are unknown. That is always a temporary situation, 

because they will eventually be arrested or reported to police. Tier 1 is intended to speed up that process; that is 

the whole point of the exercise. On the question asked by Hon Kate Doust about resources, there are 52 staff 

dedicated to the case management of sex offenders across Western Australia and 200 officers authorised to case 

manage offenders in regional Western Australia. An amount of $2 million has been budgeted to WAPOL to set 

up the information technology process for this bill. Hon Philip Gardiner asked about the age limit. This does not 

apply to offenders whilst they are under 18. That can be found under proposed sections 85F(2) and 85I(1). A 

question was also asked about the nature of the review. The minister will be required to conduct a standard 

statutory review into the operation and effectiveness of the act and to table it in Parliament. Hon Philip Gardiner 

also asked about the frequency of reporting. All offenders are required to report at least once a year. All 

offenders are risk-assessed and those in the higher risk category can be subject to monthly or even fortnightly 

reporting to police.  

I have answered one question asked by Hon Kate Doust. I agree that we have to do more for ex-offenders. I 

agree; I think we all have an abhorrence for sex offenders and particularly child sex offenders. As a side issue, 

we now have an ex-offenders workforce development centre. I have been to it. Some really good things are 

being done there. From a training perspective, we are now including a lot more training opportunities for 

offenders. I go to Acacia Prison each year now. They are doing a certificate III course in business management 

and a whole raft of other things to try to provide a seamless transition back into the workplace. In terms of why 

we need it, it is another means of getting information into the public arena and the public domain.  

Hon Kate Doust: I have two other questions that I forgot to ask. Once this bill is passed, will there be some sort 

of public education about it?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, there will be.  

Hon Kate Doust: My second question is: given you are going to have this additional data, what will be the 

connection to the national register? What will be the relationship or communication between the other states so 

that they are sharing that information?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I cannot answer that one off the cuff.  

Hon Kate Doust: I am happy to seek that afterwards.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I can relay that information afterwards. I will give an undertaking to give that 

information afterwards to the honourable member.  

I have two amendments on the supplementary notice paper that I will not be proceeding with. It is a clerical issue 

and I do not need to move those amendments. Having said that, I am not sure whether Hon Giz Watson needs 

any further information. Does Hon Giz Watson need us to go into committee?  

Hon Giz Watson: No, but perhaps by way of interjection you could explain the guidelines in terms of decision 

making. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The guidelines? 

Hon Giz Watson: When the commissioner makes a decision.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. I thought I had that.  

Hon Giz Watson: Will they be publicly available once they have been determined?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, I have got this. Will they be publicly available?  

Hon Giz Watson: Yes. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We may need to go into committee; I cannot answer that, sorry. Wait, I am thinking 

about it; if the member could just hold on for one second. It is a very good question. It is this sort of intricate 

detail that we need. The answer is that it will be up to the commissioner himself to determine that. Hon Giz 

Watson may not like that response.  

Hon Giz Watson: I only suggest that it probably would be useful for that to be available.  
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Hon PETER COLLIER: I understand that. Is Hon Giz Watson happy with that? I know she is not happy with 

it, but I think that is the only response I can provide! 

Hon Giz Watson: I have got the answer; that is fine. Thank you.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank all members for their contributions to the debate. I commend the bill to the 

house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Energy), and passed.  

 


