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DANGEROUS SEXUAL OFFENDERS AMENDMENT BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 October. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.40 pm]: I rise to make 
some comments on behalf of the Labor opposition and to indicate our support for the Dangerous Sexual 
Offenders Amendment Bill 2012. I want to talk about what the bill proposes to do and canvass some concerns 
about the proposed changes. I indicate to the Minister for Education that I will be seeking a response to a few 
questions. I asked the minister outside this chamber whether he could provide for us today a sample of the type 
of GPS tracking device that will be utilised in this program. I know he is currently seeking such a device. I will 
just flag that I thought it would be useful to see such a device, because the government is seeking to introduce 
quite a significant change in technology. As I understand it, the system currently in place utilises a wireless 
tracking device. A dangerous sexual offender wears a bracelet or anklet that includes a wireless tracking device 
that is linked to a range of beacons that are situated near where the individual resides. The Department of 
Corrective Services is able to track and monitor that individual within the boundaries of the beacon area. But 
difficulty is caused if the individual leaves that area; indeed, it is possible for the department to lose track of that 
individual. I understand that one of the reasons that this bill has been brought forward is so that the new 
technology can be applied. The new types of bracelets or anklets will have a GPS tracking system that will 
enable the tracking and monitoring of dangerous sexual offenders and their activities in not only the normal 
home boundary area in a restricted environment, but also beyond the home environment or restricted area. I 
thought it would be useful for us in this chamber to see such a device because none of us would have had contact 
with or an understanding of these types of implements and what they look like. I am hoping that by the time the 
minister provide his response to the second reading debate, he will be able to provide us with an example of the 
GPS device so that we can look at it. I will not ask anyone to demonstrate the wearing of one of those items to 
see how it works; I simply want members to see what they look like.  

The legislation that we are dealing with today will provide for the application of new technology to a small 
group of people. The information provided in the briefing suggests that only 18 people fit into the category of a 
dangerous sexual offender who needs to wear such an implement. I understand that 11 or 12 of the 18 reside in 
the metropolitan area, with the others residing in regional areas of Western Australia. This legislation will not 
apply to the broader marketplace, nor will it pick up thousands of people involved in this difficult area. Rather, it 
will apply only to a small group of people. One might say that this is niche legislation. I do not know at what 
stage the number in that group will expand, but certainly we are talking about a very small group of people. If 
these people are indeed dangerous sexual offenders, the first question that should be asked is: why are we letting 
them out of prison and into the community? I am sure that that question would be asked by most people in the 
community. For a range of reasons the government has decided that these individuals will be able to move back 
into the community, re-establish a normal way of life and not commit their former activities if they are 
monitored and tracked. That is a positive aim.  

I would be interested if the minister could provide to the chamber—I do not have access to this information—the 
recidivism figures for dangerous sexual offenders. During the briefing we were told that while this particular 
group of people is being monitored and going through retraining or rehabilitation programs, they are very calm 
and, I think the word that was used was, “docile”. Of the dangerous sexual offenders in the state—we are talking 
about a group of only 18, but I know that the group on the next rung down is much larger and reaches into a 
couple of thousand—what is the rate of recidivism?  

Hon Peter Collier: For sexual offenders? 

Hon KATE DOUST: For dangerous sexual offenders. When I was looking through some of the media relating 
to this bill, I noted Minister Redman made a comment in a media statement—I hope I am correct about this—
that one of the reasons the government is moving to the use of GPS tracking systems is that a number of women 
in Bandyup Women’s Prison who have had children want to raise those children in their homes. I suppose we 
always assume that dangerous sexual offenders are predominantly male. My second question is: how many 
women fit into the narrow group of 18 and have to wear a bracelet or anklet? It would be useful if the minister 
could provide a gender breakdown of these individuals, because the community tends to stereotype the types of 
people involved in these activities by gender. 

Hon Sue Ellery: They are mostly men.  
Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I understand that they are mostly men. I thought it was an interesting question to 
pose. I thank Hon Sue Ellery for her comment.  
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This bill is not an overly complicated piece of legislation in its structure. It is an amending bill that will introduce 
electronic monitoring and curfews and the enforcement of electronic monitoring and curfew requirements, and it 
will also introduce provisions for a dangerous sexual offenders amendment act 2012. I understand that penalties 
will apply if people tamper with these types of devices. It is a very interesting area. I fully understand why the 
government will impose penalties for those who tamper with these types of devices.  
For relaxation I tend to watch a lot of law and order crime shows. 

Hon Giz Watson: Don’t believe everything you see on TV!  

Hon KATE DOUST: I know, but it is interesting how the science works on these TV shows, because sometimes 
they are a little ahead of reality and we are just catching up. On one particular American TV show there is a 
fellow who is some sort of — 

Hon Peter Collier: Psychic? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am telling the story, minister—do not confuse me!  

Hon Peter Collier: Sorry! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think he is some sort of art robber, and he has to wear one of these tracking devices; it 
has been interesting to watch how he gets around these things and does the occasional bit of tampering. On 
another law and order show some sort of Attorney General of a state has to wear a tracking device, and it was 
interesting to see what happened once that person moved beyond the boundary and the alarms went off. It will be 
interesting to see how people manage this, because it is not necessarily going to be the offender who seeks to get 
it off their leg or arm—I am assuming some may wear them on their arm, not just their ankle; it may be 
somebody close to them who thinks they are doing the right thing or wants to assist them who tries to either 
physically remove the item or jam the signal. I had the opportunity to visit the School of Computer and Security 
Science at Edith Cowan University about a week ago; it is a very interesting place to visit. During my discussion 
with the academics they told me about the range of methods used to either jam electronic equipment or alter how 
it functions, and how that can be done remotely. Two examples were given to me that I think relate to what could 
be done with these global positioning tracking systems; one was pacemakers. Apparently, research has been 
done that shows that, by remote control, the data of a pacemaker—something I had never considered—can be 
altered so that it could actually be turned off on a particular day or time by an individual—not the person 
wearing the pacemaker, but turned off by somebody else. Also the program can be configured so that if the 
person wearing the pacemaker came into contact with another person wearing a pacemaker, it would just sort of 
flow on and the same problem would occur. It is a bit like when people sometimes talk about their iPhones 
tapping in and information being exchanged. I know for some of my colleagues sitting on the back row on the 
other side, new technology is probably not a concept they are familiar with!  

The other example given in a similar vein was insulin pumps. The same sort of thing applies because they are 
electronic and run by a computer program, and it was found that by altering the program or code by remote 
control, the operation of an insulin pump could be shut down on a particular day or time. The same applies to a 
whole range of other devices. The technology is there now—these things get better and people get smarter every 
day—to effectively alter, change or tamper with electronic devices. My question to the minister, who I know is 
listening to me avidly, is: what research or work has been done by the appropriate department that will manage 
these devices to put in place barriers or shields in the event that the devices that these individuals will wear are 
tampered with? We are working in a brave new world in which technology is constantly changing. We are now 
moving from using a wireless-based system that has been found to be faulty because of restrictions of parameter, 
to using an electronic device that will certainly give the department much better capacity to monitor the activities 
and the travels of these people, but will certainly also open up potential in the area of tampering or removal of 
these devices. I want to know whether the minister is able to provide information to the chamber about what will 
be done to prevent this type of activity happening. I might just give the minister some advice: if that sort of 
research work has not been done, I suggest the minister go and talk to these very interesting academics at ECU, 
because they are the blokes who cracked the McDonald’s scam last year; they have cracked a whole range of 
these types of activities and are very clever people. I think people with these sorts of skills will be highly prized 
in our future as we become so dependent on technology in all aspects of our work and life. I know the 
government will not be relying on just these monitoring anklets to supervise these individuals, and given there 
will be this significant change, I just want to know the protections it will put in place to ensure that they cannot 
be damaged or shut down, or that there will not be the capacity to remove them by remote control, if members 
like, by either hacking them or changing the code manually or by remote control. Picking up on the fact that the 
government will put penalties in place for that, which is fine, I just want to know how the government will 
reduce the opportunity for these types of things to happen. It is an interesting point we need to look at, because 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 29 November 2012] 

 p9060b-9072a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy Chair 

 [3] 

the world is changing and we are relying on these things more and more to manage the work and how we 
monitor these types of people.  
The act will enable the court to detain these individuals beyond their sentence, as stated in the second reading 
speech, and to place them in the community under a supervision order. During the briefing I was told that this 
type of technology currently operates in places such as the United Kingdom, Sweden and the United States; I 
have looked at some research conducted on behalf of the California Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation that showed some very interesting outcomes. I might go through that, because it looks at the 
whole package and offers up some very useful recommendations around using not only electronic monitoring, 
but also a whole raft of other measures that could or should be employed around this area of work.  
We note that over the last couple of years New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria have introduced similar 
types of electronic monitoring. I note that, I think, Queensland and New South Wales employed the same 
contractor for the anklet; I was just going to ask the minister about the manufacturer of the product that will be 
used in Western Australia. An article was published in Computerworld Australia on 13 October 2011 about what 
the Queensland government did, and it stated that Queensland’s product came from an organisation called 
Abakus ElmoTech. That company filled the Queensland government contract, and I think it also supplied to the 
New South Wales government. In New South Wales they encountered some issues around the product, so I am 
just hoping the Western Australian product will be from a different manufacturer. Another question around the 
actual product is: what type of trial has been conducted with these monitoring devices; and how have they been 
tested and what sort of results came out of that trial before a decision was made as to which type of monitoring 
would be put in place?  

I will talk about the actual changes this bill will bring about, and I will just go through some of the notes I made 
during the briefing. I must say that it was a very good briefing that provided some very sensible information. I 
understand that there is currently a curfew in place, but that it is on a case-by-case basis. This legislation will 
standardise that, so that the curfew will be in place for each of the 18 people we are talking about at this point in 
time. We have already talked about the fact that this operates in Queensland and New South Wales. The 
monitoring, we are advised, will be managed at the central monitoring location in Midland, and will be done on a 
24-hours-a-day, seven-days-a-week basis, as we would expect. I understand it will be operational by 1 February 
2013, and then it will be rolled out into the regions at, I think, a later stage. 
Hon Peter Collier: Yes; there will be a review after six months, as I understand. 

Hon KATE DOUST: So the minister might provide us with some information about dates and time frames for 
the regional areas, and also how it will be managed in those areas. I am not too sure how GPS works in some of 
those more remote parts of Western Australia; it is a shame a couple of my regional colleagues are not in this 
place to tell us whether GPS works well up there. I do not know whether that is still going to be managed via 
wireless based on radio towers located in those areas. I know that in some of those areas the police will receive 
the benefit of a rollout of a range of new radio towers scattered throughout the north end of the state. I would be 
interested to know whether that is the system that will be used in those areas. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon KATE DOUST: Before the break, I was talking about when this system will be rolled out in the regions. I 
asked the minister to provide us with some detail about how the devices will be managed and whether the 
devices will be managed via a GPS or wireless system. I understand that the two options for these GPS devices 
are wrist or ankle devices and that a second device also will be used. The minister might provide some more 
detail about how these devices will interact. I understand that the second device will provide information about 
the exclusion zone. If the individual steps outside the exclusion zone, the operators who monitor the person can 
contact the person directly through this secondary device. I understand that that capacity is not available under 
the current wireless system. Although people may be monitored currently, if they conduct themselves in an 
inappropriate manner or move away from the exclusion zone, they cannot be contacted. So this is quite a 
significant change. 

I have a couple of questions about the issue of exclusion areas. Given that we are dealing with only a small 
number of people in both the city and regional areas, I imagine that these exclusion areas will essentially be 
tailor designed for individuals to determine where they can and cannot go. What level of detail will be provided 
about the exclusion zone for each individual? I imagine that the types of activities that some of these people may 
have been involved in may not necessarily have related to adults, but may have been offences against children. 
Will the exclusion zones, particularly in the city, stipulate whether they can go near particular shopping centres, 
schools or entertainment areas or any of those other types of common-use facilities that the general public 
normally access and utilise? I wonder how much detail will be given to these people about where they can and 
cannot go and how that detail will be locked into the GPS tracking device. If they proceed beyond their allowed 
area, if you like, how will that message be transmitted to the monitor? A concern has been raised by one of my 
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colleagues. Let us say that the person lives in the Cannington area. We know that Carousel Shopping Centre is 
the largest shopping centre in that area. If that individual is not allowed to go anywhere near that particular 
shopping centre, is the government concerned that although that is stipulated, the offender may go to other places 
that are not on the stipulated list? I want to know how that will be managed. I am interested in knowing how this 
will be dealt with, the level of detail and how deviations from the scheme will be managed by the government. I 
suppose I am really talking about the size of the exclusion area. I do not know whether that level of information 
has been provided. It certainly was not canvassed at the briefing we had. 

Coming back to the bill, we have already had a discussion about the commencement stage, which is February. 
Clause 6 deals exclusively with the changes about monitoring and curfews. An interesting area under clause 6 is 
the provision for the removal or suspension of the GPS tracking and the types of events that can occur for a 
decision to be taken to stop the transmission of the GPS tracking. I understand that the deputy commissioner will 
make the decision to suspend or approve the GPS tracking. We were advised of that in the briefing, but I do not 
think that level of detail is in the legislation. The examples that were provided for stopping the GPS tracking 
included if the offender needed to go to hospital or to a doctor’s appointment or there was some other type of 
urgent private appointment that they had to attend. I imagine that they would have to put in a request for that 
time period, and the deputy commissioner would have to either approve or deny the request for that person’s 
GPS tracking system to be turned off. I imagine that the deputy commissioner will have to evaluate the risk 
associated with turning that equipment off for a specific time. 

We were also advised—I thought this was quite interesting—that the activities of each of these individuals is 
reviewed on a monthly basis by a group of people that includes police, psychiatrists and a range of others, and 
also that the average term of an order placed on an individual to wear a GPS tracking device is about seven 
years, which is a reasonable amount of time. I would be interested to know what the longest period would be. I 
know the minister cannot provide that information for this new equipment, but he might be able to provide 
information from the wireless equipment about the length of an order that has been in place for one of those 
people. 

We were also advised of a $6 million budget allocation over the next four years to facilitate the introduction of 
this GPS tracking system and the monitoring of these devices. I imagine that some training will be provided. I 
wonder whether the minister could provide some detail about who will do the monitoring, what qualifications or 
training they will need, and to whom they will report for that purpose. 

As I have already said, we all know a little of the background. In 2007 New South Wales was the first state to 
introduce this type of GPS system. I know from information I have received that it is a very expensive process. I 
understand that New South Wales paid between $3 000 and $3 500 for each tracking unit. That is why I raised 
the issue earlier about manufacturing and testing. I note that the police commissioner—I think his name is 
Scipione—made some negative comments about the particular equipment that New South Wales had purchased 
at the time. I wanted to know whether Western Australia had gone down the same path with the same 
manufacturer or whether it had learnt from the errors made in other states. 

I mentioned earlier that the Californian corrective services department had conducted some fairly substantial 
research into the effectiveness of GPS tracking for dangerous sexual offenders in its state. It came up with a raft 
of recommendations. I looked at them and I thought that some of them were quite useful. We all know that with 
the particular group of people we are talking about, no-one should rely on just a GPS tracking system to monitor 
their activity or behaviour, because, as we have already talked about, there is the capacity in some situations to 
tamper with or remove these tracking devices. We all know that the types of crimes that they have committed are 
usually committed in a very brief space of time, and on some occasions they are not noticed for some time. So, 
these are not necessarily things that will take an extended time; they are very quick. Therefore, a raft of other 
things need to be put in place to manage these people. I know that the state government has introduced its sex 
offender register; we dealt with that a couple of months ago. 

This report is interesting, and I am happy to provide it if people want to read it because it is an interesting read. It 
was prepared for the United States Department of Justice in April 2012, so it is quite relevant. The report is titled 
“Monitoring High-Risk Sex Offenders With GPS Technology: An Evaluation of the California Supervision 
Program”. California had introduced its program a number of years ago and had obviously conducted this 
research. The authors of this document refer to policy implications of GPS tracking, and they give about seven or 
eight different options that they say should all be considered or put in place alongside the GPS tracking. I 
thought I would share some of these suggestions with the minister and maybe the government might consider 
looking at them. One of their suggestions is that they recommend incorporating a classification system that 
addresses the need for public safety by accounting for the differential risk of recidivism amongst sex offenders. 
That is one of the reasons I asked that first question about the level of recidivism amongst these individuals and 
the types of offences that they participate in. I think that also needs to be taken into account in how these people 
are managed, because there might be a low end and a high scale, if you like, for the propensity for these people 
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to make the same mistakes and engage in the same sort of activity. Another recommendation that they made was 
that their own corrective services department diligently monitor and strictly enforce parolee attendance at sex 
offender treatment classes. I know from the discussion during the briefing that we talked about how those types 
of events are managed here at a state level. They also recommended the implementation of a graduated sanctions 
system whereby a response to or sanction of a violation is balanced by the gravity of the offence and by the need 
for public safety. That is an interesting thing. This bill refers to what happens if people tamper with the actual 
bracelet or anklet. I know that with the tampering, there is the potential for 12 months’ imprisonment, but—
maybe I have missed it, so I am quite happy for the minister to correct me and lead me to where I would find 
this—will any other form of penalty be imposed if there are other types of breaches whilst people are wearing 
these pieces of equipment? These are just interesting matters that have arisen from a recent document, so I 
thought it was worth putting them on the record. 

Another thing they suggested was that their own corrective services department conduct an analysis to 
investigate the utility of a supervision fee to offset the cost of the GPS supervision program and the optimal level 
at which to set such a fee. I probably should have thought about that one before I mentioned it. If we are looking 
at a recovery-based government, I am sure that the government’s own Treasurer might think about applying a fee 
to those people who have to wear these devices. They recommended that their corrective services department 
require the use of zones. I know that we have already had our discussion about exclusion zones. I am not too sure 
whether theirs were as specific or whether they were broader, or whether they were talking about including more 
layers of those zones. They refer to converting to a monitoring centre system. They wanted to alleviate the 
demand on agents of responding to technical alerts so they may concentrate more closely on direct supervision 
and on responding to alerts that pose real threats to community safety. If we have 24/7 full-time visual 
monitoring, I imagine that the operator would be able to work out, hopefully, the difference between a technical 
problem with a monitoring item and a real problem if the person had moved out of an exclusion zone or was 
actually committing a crime or was in some other way breaching the legislation. 

They refer to the need to maintain a small case load size. I thought it was very interesting. For this legislation, 
we are talking about only 18 people at this time. They recommended that their parole agent case loads be 
maintained at an agent-to-offender ratio of no greater than 20 to one. I thought that they must have a far greater 
problem in their system than we do. I just thought that I would alert the minister to that. I would be interested to 
know what our ratio is between the offender and either the monitoring officer or the person these people respond 
to for parole. It would be interesting to know what our figures are. In Western Australia, I imagine that they 
would be three or four, or only a couple more, to one. 

One of the final points they make in this report is that the use of GPS monitoring as a tool should continue to be 
emphasised. They say in this document that one needs to bear in mind that GPS monitoring is merely a tool 
useful in the larger context of parole practice; it is not a panacea for all things criminal. That is an interesting 
point, because we have heard other discussions about extending the use of GPS tracking devices in other types of 
scenarios, be it in domestic violence restraining order situations or alcohol and drug-type arrangements. I am 
sure that others have been considered. That is why I raised some of these other points. We have to always be 
aware that the use of modern technology is not the only option; it is simply a part of a greater plan. I thought that 
was a relevant point, just to remind us that we must have an array of things happening at the same time to get the 
whole program working, not just one element. I think this legislation is just one element, albeit a very useful 
element, in being able to monitor and manage these individuals, because I know that community members have a 
high level of concern about having them back in the community. I know that a number of matters were raised in 
the other place regarding concerns about how the introduction of GPS technology is being managed. A concern 
was expressed that by allowing these individuals back into the community with GPS tracking, there might be an 
opportunity for more people to be released from the corrective services system back into the community and 
simply have a GPS tracking or monitoring device attached to them, rather than have them back in jail.  

There are issues about what happens with the next tier down, which is the far greater pool of people who are not 
necessarily defined as dangerous sex offenders, but as—I do not know how to use the term properly, minister—
mainstream generalised sex offenders, which is still pretty awful. What will happen with that group of people? 
Will the government give consideration at some point to applying some sort of tracking system for those 
individuals? Given that the government has already applied $6 million over four years to deal with a very small 
group of 18 people, I imagine that if the government were to look to expand that program to the couple of 
thousand we have already talked about, it would be a very serious matter. One of the concerns—which comes 
back to some of the information in that document from California—is that applying these GPS tracking devices 
to these dangerous sexual offenders should not lead to the premature release of these individuals back into the 
community, thinking that being able to monitor them 24/7 will soothe the community’s nerves about them or 
stop them from reoffending. Perhaps sometimes these individuals need to remain in jail for a long time and be 
afforded the appropriate level of attention and care they need there. 
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The other question is: is the $6 million that is to be applied over the next four years essentially the capital set-up 
for the monitoring and purchase of these GPS tracking devices or is the $6 million, or part of it, for recurrent 
funding for staff to do the monitoring of and engagement with these individuals? If the money is for staffing over 
that time, could the minister advise the chamber how many full-time equivalents will be involved in working in 
this program?  

I think I have covered most of my questions; I have been through most of the questions I had to ask about this 
bill. Governments need to be very cautious with the group of people we are talking about. This issue is 
something we hear about on a regular basis in the media, and I am not saying that I necessarily agree with it, but 
there is always this hyped-up response to people who have been convicted of these crimes being released back 
into the community and how they are managed once they are back in the community. It is very important to 
make sure that if the government is committed to doing this properly, it funds and resources that program well, 
and ensures that it keeps on top of the changes in technology necessary for managing the program. Sometimes 
we think that if we buy one piece of technology, that is it and that is enough, and we do not have to worry about 
it. But as I said in an earlier part of the discussion, technology changes constantly and people are always very 
smart at working out how to adapt to it or change it. So, we also have to have that constant financial input into 
making sure we have the best and most up-to-date equipment. 

The government also needs to make sure that this is just one plank in the deck of how we manage dangerous 
sexual offenders, or sex offenders per se—how we manage their reintroduction into the community and, 
hopefully, their rehabilitation. We would hope that in most cases that can occur. I think this is quite a 
complicated arrangement. This is a very narrow piece of legislation. It addresses a very niche group of people, 
which is very small in the grand scheme of things. We will watch with interest to see how successful this 
program is and what the government does to back it up to ensure that when these people are brought back into 
the community, it is done in an appropriate way and that the community’s concerns are allayed. Once this 
legislation is in place, one of the concerns we have is that the government will open the floodgates and allow a 
whole lot of other people back into the community, a situation for which the community may not be ready or 
which may not be appropriate at this point in time.  

Those are my comments and few questions that I hope the minister will be able to provide answers to. I 
understand that the minister cannot provide us with the actual tracking device, but I understand he will provide 
us with some information and hopefully a visual representation of the device so that members better understand 
what will actually be placed on these people and how it works. The opposition will support this legislation and 
we will be interested in the minister’s responses and the legislation’s progress once it is implemented in the 
community. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.26 pm]: I rise to make some comments on the Dangerous 
Sexual Offenders Amendment Bill 2012. The bill amends the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act 2006. Under that 
act, and upon application by the Director of Public Prosecutions, a court that finds a person has served time in 
prison for a serious sexual offence and is still a serious danger to the community can make an order requiring the 
person to be under the supervision of a community corrections officer after leaving custody. Serious danger to 
the community means there is an unacceptable risk that if a supervision order is not made, the person could 
commit a serious sexual offence. Standard and optional conditions of such a supervision order are in section 18 
of the act. Standard conditions are to report to a community corrections officer at a place and time specified in 
the order and to advise the officer of current name and address; to report to and receive visits from a community 
corrections officer as directed by the court; to notify a community corrections officer of every change of name, 
residence and employment at least two days in advance; to be under the supervision of a community corrections 
officer; to stay in, or out of, WA unless the community corrections officer gives permission; and not to commit a 
further sexual offence during the term of the order. To these standard conditions the court can add any further 
conditions it thinks appropriate, either to protect the community or to rehabilitate the offender. To these 
conditions this bill adds that to be under the supervision of a community corrections officer, there is a 
requirement to comply with any reasonable direction of that officer; a further standard condition of all 
supervision orders that the offender be subject to electronic monitoring; and a further optional condition of a 
supervision order that the offender be subject to a curfew order for a period specified in that order. 

Electronic monitoring is specified to be for the purpose of locating the person—that is, not for other purposes 
such as detecting whether the person has consumed alcohol via a transdermal function in the device, or zapping 
an offender who goes somewhere she or he is not allowed via a function in the device that is like a dog’s anti-
bark collar, interestingly enough. Upon an electronic monitoring condition being ordered, the community 
corrections officer can direct the offender to wear or permit to be installed at the offender’s home or other place 
an electronic monitoring device approved by the chief executive officer. Despite that court order, the community 
corrections officer can suspend electronic monitoring if it is not practicable—for example, the location is out of 
range—or if it is not considered necessary that the person be subject to electronic monitoring. It is an offence for 
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an occupier of a place where an electronic monitoring device has been installed to fail to give it to a community 
corrections officer when directed to do so, and there is a penalty of a $12 000 fine or 12 months’ imprisonment, 
unless the person is the offender, in which case the act or omission is taken not to be an offence but a breach of 
the supervision order, which has its own consequences. If a person hinders a community corrections officer in 
entering a place and retrieving the device, the penalty is a $12 000 fine or 12 months’ imprisonment, unless that 
person is the offender, in which case the act or omission is taken not to be an offence but a breach of the 
supervision order, which again has its own consequences. It is also an offence, without reasonable excuse, to 
unlawfully interfere with the operations of a device required to be worn or installed. Again, there is a mandatory 
penalty of 12 months in prison if the person is over 18 years when the offence was committed; or, if the person is 
the offender, she or he is thereby convicted of breaching a supervision order.  

The curfew is specified to be for the purpose of restricting the offender’s movement at times when there is a risk 
of the offender committing a serious sexual offence. The drafting draws on the curfew provisions in section 75 of 
the Sentencing Act 1995. If the court makes a curfew a condition of the supervision order, the offender must 
remain at a specified place for a specified time of between two and 12 hours a day. The community corrections 
officer, not the court, will specify the place and the time; the idea being that this makes it easy to change the 
place and time as appropriate. The curfew can be broken only if the offender requires urgent medical or dental 
treatment; to avert or minimise serious risk of death or injury to any person; to comply with another order made 
under a written law—for example, a summons; or as permitted or directed by the community corrections officer, 
and such permission or direction may include details of when, how long for, route, travel method and reporting 
of whereabouts. In order to check the offender’s compliance with the curfew, a community corrections officer 
can enter or phone the place where the offender is supposed to be or any other place the offender is allowed or 
required to be—for example, work—and can question anyone there. It is an offence for any person to hinder a 
community corrections officer in doing this, and the penalty is a $12 000 fine or 12 months in prison, unless the 
person is the offender, in which case the act or omission is taken to be not an offence but a breach of the 
supervision order. Again, this has its own consequences. It is an offence for any person to refuse to answer or 
give a false or misleading answer in this regard, with a penalty of a $12 000 fine or 12 months in prison, again, 
unless the person is the offender, in which case there are consequences for breaching the supervision order.  

Transitional provisions provide that any condition of a supervision order that is already in place and akin to a 
curfew order or electronic monitoring order will not be affected by the commencement of the bill. Any other 
person already on a supervision order will, upon commencement of the bill, automatically become subject to an 
electronic monitoring order for the rest of the term of the order. It is the same for new orders, but a community 
corrections officer will be able to suspend it if either it is not practical—for example, the location is out of 
range—or it is not considered necessary that the person be subject to electronic monitoring; hence, there is a 
retrospective aspect to this particular bill.  

As to the practicalities of how the electronic device will work, information was provided during debate in the 
other place, which I bring to the attention of this house. The government has called for a tender for supplies of 
this device. It is GPS technology and consists of a watch-like bracelet plus a mobile phone–like device that the 
offender carries in his or her pocket. The technology enables the offender’s location to be known at all times and 
is linked to the 3G system and will work wherever there is mobile phone coverage. The device will trigger 
alarms if there is an attempt to tamper with it; the connection is lost; the battery charge gets low; or the offender 
goes somewhere she or he is not allowed under the supervision order—for example, into an exclusion zone near 
the victim’s home or a school, or anywhere at all during the curfew. Response to an alarm will depend on the 
circumstances, ranging from level 1 to level 3. At the higher level, if the offender enters an exclusion zone, the 
victim will be alerted via a text message and under section 40A of the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act, the 
police will be able to arrest the offender without a warrant. If the offender has problems with the device—for 
example, the battery charger is not working—she or he can use the device to contact her or his case manager to 
advise of the problem and that the alarm is going to go off and to request somebody to come out and fix it.  

The system will be rolled out in the metropolitan area initially and then into major regional centres. It is 
indicated that will probably be Bunbury, Albany and Kalgoorlie. The monitoring will not be privatised; it will be 
carried out by Department of Corrective Services’ staff working out of the police communications centre at 
Midland, 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Eight FTE staff are being allocated to this and a $6.1 million 
budget is allocated for this over four years.  
Currently, 18 dangerous sexual offenders are released into the community, as the honourable Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition said, with 13 in the metropolitan area, four in regional areas and one in a remote area. 
Apparently, there is potential for the use of the devices to be extended to other high-risk offenders later; for 
example, arsonists—that is, according to Minister Redman, who was quoted in The West Australian as making 
that statement.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 29 November 2012] 

 p9060b-9072a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy Chair 

 [8] 

By way of background, when the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Bill was debated in 2006, I stated, “I do not have 
a problem with supervision orders; they are not an unreasonable measure.” However, the Greens strongly 
opposed that bill on the basis of its preventive detention measures, not its supervision measures. The supervision 
orders process in the act includes that the offender has the right to be heard by affidavit in a court in proceedings 
when a supervision order is sought, which is under section 12; and to make a supervision order, the court must 
be satisfied there is unacceptable risk of serious sexual offences occurring if no order is made—that is, the 
purpose of an order is protective not punitive. There is an appeals process under section 34, and later on the 
offender is able to apply for the order to be amended if she/he considers appropriate, which is under section 19.  
In the other place, the bill was introduced as an urgent bill, for reasons that are not clear. In the other place, the 
opposition has supported the bill, and I note that is the indication in this place as well. On this issue, I will go, 
firstly, to the justification for the need for this bill. It is noted that this bill relates to situations in which a court 
has made a supervision order because it considers there to be an unacceptable risk of the person committing a 
serious sexual offence if no order is made. The most recent study of electronic monitoring appears to be the 2010 
report “A Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment of Electronic Monitoring” from Florida. Although this study 
relates to a much wider variety of offenders, it seems to suggest that electronic monitoring compared with other 
forms of supervision in the community results in lower levels of offenders absconding, breaching their 
supervision conditions and re-offending. It also appears to have negative impacts on offenders’ close 
relationships and their ability to find employment, which is of concern from a rehabilitative perspective but 
nonetheless provides considerably more freedom than the alternative of remaining in prison. With regard to 
privacy issues, electronic monitoring provides very detailed information about the subject’s every movement. 
When the monitoring service is a private contractor, this leads to concerns about the security of the information; 
that is, how else the information might be used and what, if any, provisions prohibiting this are contained in the 
contract. My understanding is that the monitoring will be by the Department of Corrective Services, and if this is 
the case, that would alleviate my concern in this regard. Perhaps I might get that response from the minister 
when we have the opportunity. With regard to the mandatory sentencing provisions and the retrospective aspect 
of the transitional provisions in this bill, it is well known, for reasons I have given at length on previous 
occasions, we do not support mandatory sentencing or retrospectivity.  

In terms of the obligation on third parties, I note that clause 6 proposes new section 19C(2) and (6). When an 
electronic monitoring device has been installed somewhere and needs to be retrieved, proposed section 19C(2) 
provides that any person who either fails to comply with a community corrections officer direction to give it 
back within a specific time or hinders the officer in entering the place at any time to retrieve it herself or himself 
is liable to a fine of $12 000 or imprisonment for 12 months. When a community corrections officer wishes to 
check whether an offender is complying with their curfew, proposed section 19C(6) provides that any person 
who hinders the officer from entering or telephoning the offender’s workplace or other place and questioning 
anyone found there, or who fails to answer the officer’s questions or provides a false or misleading answer, is 
liable to a fine of $12 000 or imprisonment for 12 months. This provision is worded similarly to section 75(14) 
of the Sentencing Act 1995, apart from the amount of the fine, which under the Sentencing Act is $2 000—
considerably smaller than this amount. The Sentencing Act was last amended in 2006.  

These two proposed subsections contain no safeguards, such as requiring the officer to produce ID if reasonably 
asked to do so, or any defence of reasonable excuse. It is worth contrasting these proposed subsections with 
proposed section 19C(3), which refers to the offence of unlawfully interfering with the operation of an electronic 
monitoring device and contains a defence of reasonable excuse. I am interested to know why there is a difference 
between these two proposed subsections in the bill. It should also be remembered that a third party who happens 
to be present and therefore gets questioned has done nothing wrong. Normally, witnesses and, indeed, even 
accused persons are allowed to remain silent when questioned. 

In 2008 this house debated the Legal Profession Bill 2007, which contained some similar concepts. The Greens 
and the then Liberal opposition led by Hon George Cash were successful in achieving amendments. We pointed 
out that it is an extremely serious and frightening matter for someone to force their way onto someone else’s 
premises without any apparent authority to do so. We suggested it was surely not a difficult matter for the person 
wanting entry to at least produce proof of who they are upon reasonable request to do so.  
I note also that this bill applies to any workplace. Suppose that workplace is a site where for good reasons—for 
example, occupational health and safety—entry is prohibited unless certain conditions are met, such as reporting 
to site office or wearing personal protective equipment. Surely it is not unreasonable for the manager of such 
premises to refuse entry, at least for long enough to make the situation safe. 
The debate on the Legal Profession Bill led to the following safeguards in the Legal Profession Act for third 
parties who happen to be at the premises when an investigator calls. Section 523(5) provides — 
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The investigator must, at the reasonable request of a person apparently in charge of the premises or any 
other person on the premises, produce evidence of his or her appointment. 
Penalty: a fine of $2 000.  

Section 525(2) provides — 

A person requested to do anything under subsection (1) must not, without reasonable excuse, fail to 
comply with the request.  

Penalty: a fine of $10 000.  

Section 531(2) provides — 

A person must not, without reasonable excuse, obstruct or mislead an investigator exercising a power 
under this Act. 

Penalty: a fine of $10 000. 

I conclude my comments on the second reading, but note that I have some amendments that I will deal with at 
the committee stage.  
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Education) [2.43 pm] — in reply: I thank 
both honourable members for their contributions to the debate on the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Amendment 
Bill 2012. Both have given quite a comprehensive précis of the legislation, so I will not go through it all again. I 
think we all know what it stands for and what it means and its intent. I will go through the questions that have 
been asked by both Hon Kate Doust and Hon Giz Watson. If there are any further questions, we can flesh them 
out during the committee stage.  

Hon Kate Doust had a number of questions and I will go through them. First of all, Hon Kate Doust wanted 
some details on recidivism. There is some evidence through Florida State University’s Center for Criminology 
and Public Policy Research that shows 30 parolees monitored by GPS had a 31 per cent reduction in recidivism. 
This was also identified in the other place; the same question was asked. Research suggests that there is about a 
one-third reduction overall as a result of GPS monitoring. There are no female dangerous sexual offenders; they 
are all male, which is interesting.  

Hon Kate Doust: That is an interesting comment made in the media about Bandyup.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: By? 

Hon Kate Doust: By your minister. I will find the article and show you later.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not sure of that comment. There are no female dangerous sexual offenders. The 
equipment is tamperproof. I appreciate the member’s comments on the fact that in contemporary society 
miscreants are always finding ways around overcoming technical challenges. However, the advice I have 
received is that they are tamperproof. If an offender tampers with the equipment, an immediate alert will be 
generated to the central monitoring station and responded to accordingly. As I mentioned via interjection, the 
Department of Corrective Services will monitor and review the metropolitan area over the next six months. The 
GPS is available wherever there is mobile phone coverage. DCS will develop memoranda of understanding with 
regional police locations to ensure that all alerts received by GPS are responded to accordingly. 

Some devices are available on the market. They are for communication to and from the offender including SMS 
messaging and phone calls. As I mentioned behind the Chair to Hon Kate Doust, who was very keen to look at 
an actual device — 
Hon Kate Doust: I want to see what they look like.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I agree. I would not mind looking at one myself. Suffice to say we do not have one; 
they are going out to tender. However, I have a photograph of one that was used in Queensland. I will table that 
document for the benefit of, particularly, Hon Kate Doust.  

Leave granted. [See paper 5438.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Exclusion areas and zones will be established based on risk and reducing that risk. 
Zones are very specific—street-to-street. Offenders will be instructed on where they can and cannot go. Alerts 
are immediately triggered if the exclusion zone is breached. Offenders may go to other areas that are not 
exclusion zones. However, the department will know where they are at all times and for how long. If their 
behaviour is seen as unusual, it will be investigated immediately.  
I refer to appointments for offenders. Yes, they may seek prior approval if on a curfew before attending any 
appointment. I refer to the term of an order prior to the expiry of a dangerous sexual offenders order. The 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 29 November 2012] 

 p9060b-9072a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy Chair 

 [10] 

Supreme Court can determine whether to extend an order based on risk to the community. Hon Kate Doust asked 
who will monitor this. Electronic monitoring officers employed by the Department of Corrective Services will 
monitor data. They will receive extensive training on equipment, offending behaviour, policies and procedures. 
Alerts are distinguished into categories including tamper, exclusion and curfew breaches. Each alert is 
investigated and actioned immediately in regards to a response matrix, which may involve an immediate police 
response.  

I think we covered tampering; I know that Hon Giz Watson certainly did. Tampering equates to mandatory 
imprisonment of a minimum of 12 months to a maximum of two years. Other breaches result in a $12 000 fine or 
imprisonment for up to two years. GPS tracking will be explored for other cohorts of offenders in the future, but 
that will require further legislative change. Therefore, it is not being considered at the moment.  

Hon Kate Doust asked about an increase in the number of sex offenders being released. The release of offenders 
into the dangerous sexual offenders order is at the discretion of the Supreme Court. The $6 million covers 
recurrent equipment purchased, training and staff over four years. There will be an additional eight full-time 
equivalent positions to support this program. That was identified through Hon Giz Watson. I have some 
responses to the questions Hon Giz Watson asked. To be honest I have not had the chance at this stage to go 
through them. I will go through what I have and then if the member would like to flesh it out more in committee, 
we will do so.  

The Department of Corrective Services is not contracting out the monitoring of dangerous sexual offenders. It 
will be done in-house by DCS staff. DCS has developed policy that will require staff to show their identification 
upon arrival to an offender’s location. It does not need to be legislated for. Hon Giz Watson also talked about 
retrospectivity. GPS is a tool; now that GPS is available, it should be used on all dangerous sexual offenders—
those who are currently on supervision orders and those who will be placed on supervision orders after the bill is 
passed. We already knew that, so I imagine that clarifies something Hon Giz Watson already knew. I think they 
were the only questions that Hon Giz Watson asked.  

I will just flag that the government will not be supporting the member’s proposed amendments. Amendments 1/6 
and 2/6 are to insert the words “without reasonable excuse”. That always constitutes a defence to any charge. 
Therefore, the government believes that these amendments are not necessary. Amendment 3/6 seeks to insert 
proposed new subsection (8) to provide that a community corrections officer exercising the power referred to in 
subsection (1) must provide evidence of his or her appointment. That is already a requirement. Therefore, the 
government believes that this amendment is also unnecessary. Hon Giz Watson might like to consider that brief 
explanation, and by the time we get to that point in Committee of the Whole we might be able to flesh it out a bit 
more.  
Having said that, I thank honourable members once again for their contributions, and I commend the bill to the 
house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Jon Ford) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Education) in 
charge of the bill.  
Clauses 1 to 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Sections 19A to 19C inserted — 
Hon GIZ WATSON: I move — 

Page 6, line 14 — To insert after “must not” — 
without reasonable excuse 

The reason I have moved this amendment—which is in line with the comments that I made in my second reading 
contribution—is that the Greens oppose any mandatory provision for imprisonment, which is what this particular 
part of the bill will introduce. Proposed section 19C deals with enforcement of the electronic monitoring and 
curfew requirement. Subsection (2) provides — 

A person must not — 

(a) fail to comply with a direction given under subsection (1)(a); or 
(b) hinder a community corrections officer exercising powers under subsection (1)(b). 

The penalty is a fine of $12 000 or imprisonment for 12 months.  
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Proposed subsection (3) provides — 
A person must not, without reasonable excuse, unlawfully interfere with the operation of an electronic 
monitoring device required to be worn or installed under section 19A(2).  

I would argue that this amendment should be adopted, because a person might have a reasonable excuse for not 
complying with these provisions. This amendment will build that into the bill, because, as the bill stands at the 
moment, it is black and white—a person must not fail to comply—and a significant penalty is attached to a 
failure to comply. Therefore, I commend the amendment to the house. It does not mean that a person will be able 
to get away with not complying with the provisions in this bill. It simply builds in a requirement that there must 
be an assessment as to whether the person has a reasonable excuse for not complying. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The government will be opposing the amendment, for the reason that I articulated 
during my second reading comments. But I will repeat it for the record. “Reasonable excuse” always constitutes 
a defence to any charges. A charge is brought against the accused irrespective of whether or not the proviso 
“without reasonable excuse” is included in the legislation. Therefore, it is unnecessary to insert this proviso into 
the clause as proposed. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I would just like to say for the record that I do not think that is accurate. I think laws are 
written in such a way as to try to provide some very direct guidance. If a piece of legislation does not build in the 
words “without reasonable excuse”, that is what it means. The bill as it is written does not provide the 
opportunity for a reasonable excuse to be given. I find the minister’s explanation very perplexing. I know, from 
having debated an enormous amount of legislation, that it is usually the case that if the intention of the drafter of 
the legislation and the government is to allow a reasonable excuse to be considered, then that is what the bill will 
say. I do not accept that it is just a general principle. I am surprised that that is the answer, because it does not 
make any sense to me at all. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I missed the beginning of Hon Giz Watson’s comments, so I seek some clarification from 
the minister. Could the minister explain what this proposed section is about? I thought it was about what would 
happen if a person tampered with or sought to remove the electronic device; and then of course a penalty would 
be imposed. I am not sure in that circumstance what sort of reasonable excuse could be provided. What 
reasonable excuse could a person provide for either tampering with or removing the electronic device? Perhaps 
someone could talk me through that. 
Hon GIZ WATSON: Hopefully I can assist in this discussion. I am putting up the proposition that there is an 
argument to be made that we need to insert the words “without reasonable excuse”. The minister’s response is 
that that already exists; that is, a case can be made that “without reasonable excuse” is already covered. I am 
questioning that. I think Hon Kate Doust is asking what reasonable excuse could be brought to bear. Perhaps we 
will take that step by step. I think Hon Kate Doust’s question comes before mine. What would be the reasonable 
excuse that — 

Hon Kate Doust: There isn’t really, is there?   

Hon GIZ WATSON: There might be, and that is what I am trying to find out.   

Hon PETER COLLIER: This proposed section gives the community corrections officers the legislative ability 
to give direction to offenders to comply with electronic monitoring and to install equipment.  
Hon Kate Doust: So it is not about if they seek to remove it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No; it is different. I say to Hon Giz Watson that the advice from the Solicitor General 
does support my previous comment.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: This is always a very frustrating matter for those of us who do not have access to the 
words of the Solicitor General’s advice. Could the minister give us a little more detail as to what that advice is?   
Hon PETER COLLIER: The explanation I provided earlier was the Solicitor General’s advice.  

Hon Giz Watson: Would you mind repeating it?   

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sure. Reasonable excuse always constitutes a defence to any charges brought against 
the accused, irrespective of whether the proviso “without reasonable excuse” is included in the legislation. It is 
therefore unnecessary to insert the proviso into the proposed section as proposed.  

Amendment put and negatived. 
Hon GIZ WATSON: The second amendment standing in my name on the supplementary notice paper concerns 
the same argument and the same matter. Having heard the response from the minister, I do not propose to move 
that amendment.  

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Would you like to move the next amendment? 
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Hon GIZ WATSON: I would be delighted to. I move — 

Page 7, after line 27 — To insert — 

(8) A community corrections officer exercising the power referred to in subsection (1) or 
(5) must, at the reasonable request of a person apparently in charge of the premises or 
any other person on the premises, produce evidence of his or her appointment. 

Penalty: A fine of $2 000. 

I raised this in my contribution to the second reading debate. I indicate to the house that this is along the lines of 
an amendment that was made to the Legal Profession Bill in 2007 about people entering premises. If someone 
who is not in uniform—for example, a police officer or somebody readily identifiable in that way—is coming 
onto somebody else’s premises, it is not unreasonable that there be a legislative requirement for that person to 
identify themselves as they go about that act. We have some very strong legislative requirements and protections 
around people on their own property—for instance, in their house or workplace—in terms of being able to 
control who does or does not come onto their property. We debated this in regard to a bill just yesterday on out-
of-control gatherings. This amendment concerns community corrections officers, who I assume will not be 
wearing a uniform and may not be readily identifiable, being required by legislation to produce evidence of their 
identity—in the words of the amendment, “evidence of his or her appointment” to that position. I heard the 
minister’s response that this is going to be a matter of policy. I argue that it is of such significant weight that it 
should be included in the legislation. I would be interested to hear why the minister thinks it is not appropriate to 
put it in the legislation. As I say, it was considered appropriate back in 2008 when this house debated matters 
around laws concerning the legal profession. This is a comparable situation. I cannot see that any damage is 
caused by ensuring that the person entering premises is required to prove their identity, which is in effect what 
this amendment does. I think there is a danger if we leave these things up to policy documents. It is a matter of 
quite significant legal right that a person should be able to identify themselves when they are entering premises. I 
am imagining a scenario of an offender who is subject to an order being at their workplace. I think I made the 
point in my contribution to the second reading debate that whoever is in control of those premises—it might be 
the employer or a site supervisor if it is a building site, for example—will not want to let just anybody onto the 
site unless they can be sure that that person has a legitimate — 

Hon Kate Doust: They don’t let people on unless they show ID.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Exactly; unless they can be sure of the identity of that person. It might be logical that the 
officer will identify themselves, but I argue that there is no problem in requiring that they identify themselves. It 
puts it beyond question and does not leave it simply up to a procedural directive. There is precedent for it, as I 
said, in terms of the provisions of the Legal Profession Bill of 2007.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: With all due respect, I really cannot go much further than what I said earlier. I know 
that is not going to placate Hon Giz Watson. I think Hon Giz Watson heard what I said earlier, but I will say it 
again. The department already has a policy for community corrections officers to carry and produce proof of 
their official appointment when they exercise statutory powers. Therefore, we feel this amendment is 
unnecessary. There are internal disciplinary issues that will take place if someone does not have identification, 
but that is no different from, say, a detective who did not have identification. That is the same.  
Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Fair cop. As I said, the actual process at the moment is that visiting CCOs must 
identify themselves.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is a policy requirement. I think the minister will find that the analogy with police 
officers is not terribly useful because police officers are required to be identified. If I had it in front of me, I 
could quote the Criminal Investigation Act 2006. I was looking at that act yesterday when we were debating 
another piece of legislation. It requires that police officers are identified with a number or a badge at all times. 
The analogy does not actually — 

Hon Peter Collier: I think a detective can produce identification at a later time.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Sure; there is a provision for detectives. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is under the Criminal Investigation Act.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Sure. There is a provision for certain sections of the police service to not to have to do 
that, but the majority of police officers in their normal operations are required to be identified with a badge, 
number or name at all times. It seems to me that it is not unreasonable for somebody exercising significant 
powers here in terms of entering premises to enforce an order to be required by legislation to identify 
themselves. I might not win this argument but — 
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Hon Peter Collier: No. You might if you had the numbers, of course; but no. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Despite the fact that it is an excellent argument, in my view! I think sometimes we get a 
bit stubborn about these things because actually it does not — 
Hon Peter Collier: You are articulating it very well indeed. 

Hon Ken Travers: And so you don’t change based on the argument, just your numbers. 

Hon Peter Collier: Pardon? I just said she was articulating it very well. I didn’t say I agreed with it. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Order! Hon Giz Watson has the call. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It becomes a little like, “We’ve got the numbers and therefore we’ll do this.” I think that if 
we all agree that it is important that the person who is carrying out a significant power should identify 
themselves, the question becomes whether that is under policy or under a legislative requirement. I think that the 
legislative requirement is the appropriate place to put it, and I will leave it at that. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I have listened to Hon Giz Watson and to her arguments, particularly on the issue about 
entering workplaces. I sat here thinking of a number of other types of people who enter workplaces and are 
required to provide identity documents, be they WorkSafe inspectors, trade union officials or a range of other 
people, and found myself agreeing with Hon Giz Watson that although it may be policy, it really could be spelt 
out better via the legislation. I appreciate that the government will not support this amendment, and not just for 
the reason I articulate; it is just that the government is not prepared to bring the other place back to finalise an 
amendment that may be passed in this place. Hon Giz Watson has put up some very valid and strong arguments 
but, unfortunately, I think they will fall on deaf ears at this time of the year. So, although we will support her 
amendment, it may be in vain. 
Hon GIZ WATSON: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition makes a good point that the reluctance to concede 
to a reasonable argument is perhaps based on the fact that the government does not want to call the Assembly 
back, rather than any other reason. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: No? Okay. 

Hon Ken Travers: So you’ll call the Assembly back if we win? 

Hon Norman Moore: We just don’t agree with you. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. We just don’t agree with you. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The minister just does not agree with me—again! In that case I simply commend the 
amendment to the house, and leave it at that. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 7 and 8 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

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