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CRIMINAL LAW AND EVIDENCE AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 March 2007.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.53 pm]: Eleven months ago, during my second reading 
contribution, I moved that the Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill be referred to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. I do not wish to make any further second reading comments. I am satisfied that the 
Standing Committee on Legislation has done a good job. On behalf of the Greens, I am happy to move to the 
committee stage of the bill.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [4.53 pm]: The Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill is 
of significant importance to the Legislative Council. The bill has met with significant delay after first being 
introduced in the Legislative Assembly nearly two years ago. We have just completed a debate in which a 
number of opposition members carefully and succinctly outlined how the government has failed to bring on 
legislation that it could have had passed at a time when the opposition was prepared to deal with it. The Leader 
of the House acknowledged that he made a mistake and that he has failed. He very much wanted to accept the 
blame that can be levelled at the Premier about the Premier’s false comments, which were published recently, 
about the progress of this bill through the Legislative Council. Having said that, I want to get on with the bill 
because it has significant importance and it can be passed tonight if the minister handling the bill is in a position 
to answer the questions that we ask about its various parts. Too often ministers in this place are incapable of 
answering reasonable questions, and at times that incompetence has led to bills being delayed while ministers 
run to the other place to take instructions on particular matters.  

Members will be aware that the Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill 2006 seeks to amend a number of 
acts. The first is the Criminal Code, the second is the Criminal Procedure Act 2004, and the third is the Criminal 
Appeals Act 2004. The fourth significant act that this bill seeks to amend is the Evidence Act 1906. Clearly, the 
Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill contains a number of consequential amendments that will need to 
be passed to change a number of other acts. 

The opposition last spoke on this bill on 20 March 2007. Hon Donna Faragher, the lead speaker on behalf of the 
opposition, outlined the opposition’s views on the Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill. On the same 
day, Hon Simon O’Brien also spoke on this bill, and it was subsequently sent to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation for its consideration and report. 

The committee has made a considerable number of very worthwhile amendments. I am pleased to add that, in the 
main—that is, in most cases—the government has seen the value of the committee’s recommendations and has 
agreed to amendments that will put into effect the various changes that the committee recommended. It is also 
fair to say that when a bill is sent to a standing committee of the Legislative Council, it is, in almost all cases, 
dealt with in a bipartisan manner. In this particular case, Labor Party, Liberal Party and Greens (WA) committee 
members agreed on the various aspects of the amendments contained in the committee report. In some cases, 
only the Liberal Party and the Labor Party committee members agreed to specific amendments because the 
Greens (WA) had some issues, which they will no doubt raise in committee, about particular aspects of 
amendments. However, overall, it was a bipartisan committee and the substance of the bill was dealt with in a 
bipartisan way. 

I acknowledge the work of the Standing Committee on Legislation in raising issues which clearly reflect the 
views and aspirations of the wider community and which, in my view, make the substance of the bill more 
relevant to real life in our community. That is the benefit of the committee system that we have in the Legislative 
Council.   

I agree with what members who spoke during the urgency motion earlier today said about the way in which bills 
often leave the Legislative Assembly. I have previously said that some ministers in the Legislative Assembly 
deal with bills in a very offhand way; indeed, amendments suggested in the Legislative Assembly are often not 
given reasonable consideration or are rejected out of hand. It is interesting that the government deals with 
proposed amendments in the Legislative Assembly in that way because, in due course, the bill is transmitted to 
the Legislative Council, and the government then expects the Legislative Council to carry out its proper role of 
scrutinising legislation in a proper way to ensure that when the bill leaves the Legislative Council, it is in a 
reasonable form; that is, it has undergone proper scrutiny and amendments, where necessary, have been offered. 

I have made the point before about ministers in the Legislative Assembly who send bills to the Legislative 
Council in anticipation of the Legislative Council acting in the role of a smash-repair or panelbeating shop, 
whereby it sends the bills back to the Legislative Assembly in better shape than they were sent to this place in 
the first place. At times I think that is demonstrated by the fact that, of their own volition, government ministers 
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often find it necessary to introduce major and often numerous amendments to bills after their passage has been 
completed in the Legislative Assembly. I would suggest that that fact alone is often attributed to the 
incompetence of government ministers in the Assembly to thoroughly understand the impact of their own 
legislation. I also think that is a sign of a lazy and tired government. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 86.] 
 


