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DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS AMENDMENT BILL 2004 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 1 April. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [9.21 pm]:  This is a relatively small Bill.  If the Attorney General’s media 
statement can be believed, it will generate a lot of extra work for the Director of Public Prosecutions.  As the 
Attorney General pointed out in his second reading speech, this Bill alters and enlarges the functions of the 
director, which are currently found in part 3 of the Director of Public Prosecutions Act 1991.  I wonder how on 
earth the director could possibly ever perform those functions as he has not been given any additional funds in 
his budget.  Perhaps the Attorney General will let us know.  The changes will allow the DPP to take over or 
prosecute summary offences.  I think it is a good thing.  An example of that is the case of Ms Pamela Logue, 
which was on the front page of The West Australian not long ago.  She said she feared for her life because of 
threats to kill her that were being sent to her from her former partner in Acacia Prison.  I referred to that the other 
week in Parliament.  When she visited me she had a copy of the transcript of the proceedings in the Magistrates 
Court, which is something a person does not normally get, unlike the superior courts of the District and Supreme 
Courts in which most of the work of the DPP is conducted on jury trials and sentencing matters etc.  I have not 
read all the transcript but I have been able to look at some of the issues in her case.  I believe she was in court 
giving evidence for an offence under the Police Act when the article appeared on the front page of the 
newspaper.  It could have been charged as a threat to kill because it was made in the confines of the courtroom.  
In my view, it would have constituted a threat to kill.  Not only that, the offender was in prison on an indictable 
matter, which was a threat to kill.  In my view, justice was not done to that lady in this instance because a police 
prosecutor was conducting the prosecution.  If the DPP takes over a case, a file manager is appointed.  The lady 
in question would be looked after and the file manager would have the full history of what has happened to her.  
I do not think anyone in the justice system has an understanding of what has happened to that woman as she has 
gone through the court system.  The front-page story did not do the woman justice.  What she went through has 
been horrific.  Her history is in the courts.  She has taken the time and trouble.  She has had to pay for a copy of 
the transcript from the Magistrates Court.  In my view, such women should not have to pay to get a copy of a 
transcript.  I believe the Attorney General said that a provision is coming up soon in another Bill.  All women in 
such circumstances should be able to obtain a copy of the transcript free of charge.  This is an ideal situation for 
the DPP to take over the prosecution.  I believe the DPP has taken over the lady’s case, although I am not sure.  I 
certainly hope it is the case.  I was shocked to read the transcript to see that the magistrate, in one instance, did 
not know how to deal with the victim impact statement.  It was suggested by the defence counsel that the victim 
be cross-examined.  On another level, that involves the proper training of magistrates.  Magistrates are paid a lot 
and given a big pension.  In my view, they should know about something as basic as how to deal with a victim 
impact statement in court considering that the Victims of Crime Act has been in existence since the member for 
Kingsley introduced it in 1994.  In that instance, I see the DPP as having a valid role.  Police prosecutors are 
responsible for hundreds of files.  How can they be expected to have a copy of the transcript?  It is not like the 
District and Supreme Courts in which transcripts are automatically provided.  A police prosecutor would not 
know how the man concerned behaved in Armadale.  He would not know that a magistrate had to send him to 
another court because his behaviour was so bad.  No-one has read all the transcripts of what has happened to that 
woman.  It is disturbing that the Attorney General has issued a media statement on this but he has not provided 
any extra funding to the DPP in the budget papers.  The Attorney General is just providing spin.  It does not do 
people in the State justice.  An example of that is women who are the victims of domestic violence, particularly 
those who have a long history and are in fear of their own and their children’s lives.  The women have already 
been subject to violence by offenders and are dreading and are terrified of the day an offender is released.  What 
happens?  Because the case is not controlled by the DPP, a police prosecutor is appointed.  I have nothing 
against police prosecutors as they do a great job.  If a legally trained crown prosecutor looked at the evidence, he 
would probably charge an offender under the Criminal Code.  He would certainly give a proper assessment of 
the evidence, particularly when it is in the face of the court.  This provision sounds good but it is not worth the 
paper on which it is written.  That is a shame.  I would like the Attorney General to tell me that he has given the 
DPP more money because it is an important tool.  In the second reading speech, the Attorney General stated that 
the DPP will take over such prosecutions only if there are compelling public considerations.  The type of 
example I have just given is one of those.  When I read the DPP Act, I noted that it refers to the relationship 
between the Attorney General and the director.  I stand to be corrected but it appears that, under part 4, the 
Attorney General is not at liberty to direct the director on any issue except in relation to general policy. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that is correct. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  This Bill does not change any of that.  I query why the director feels he has to ask the 
Attorney General to direct him on an offence for the Crown Solicitor’s Office.  I can understand that the Crown 
Solicitor would not - the Attorney General does not seem to know what I am talking about.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  State Solicitor, I think you mean.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I like to call him the Crown Solicitor, because his title will go back to Crown Solicitor 
when we win government; that is what I am getting at.   

Another issue concerns prosecutions undertaken by the Crown Solicitor’s Office.  I really cannot see why the 
Director of Public Prosecutions would want to take over prosecutions under fisheries legislation and that sort of 
thing.  However, I must admit that it was a shame when the DPP was created that lawyers at the Crown 
Solicitor’s Office lost the opportunity to continue with civil and criminal matters combined.  Having said that, 
this Bill seems to be good.  The Opposition supports the Bill.  However, I would like the Attorney General to tell 
me, first, how much extra money the Government has given the DPP, because I do not think he has been given 
any; secondly, whether the Attorney General’s relationship with the director is at all affected in relation to part 4; 
and, thirdly, why the director is seeking to have the Attorney General direct him.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The last point about directing - 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General is worried about that.  Where did I find that? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am at a bit of a loss to understand the point.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is in the Attorney General’s second reading speech.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Sorry, I am with you now.  That is section 27.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General has the flu too! 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I understand your point now.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Good.  We support the Bill.  I support giving resources to the director.  I think the Director 
of Public Prosecutions does a fantastic job.  When I was at the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions I 
was worked to the bone, as I am sure are those who are there now.  It is a shame that the Government has cut 
resources.   

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [9.31 pm]:  I thank members opposite for their indication 
of support for this legislation.  It is something that I am sure will enable justice to be done in a range of cases in 
the future, some of which the member for Nedlands has referred to.  In the second reading speech on page 1536 
of Hansard I state - 

It is envisaged that, due to its finite resources, the DPP will become involved only in the most serious or 
complicated summary offences of this type.  

It is not intended to significantly impact on the work done by police prosecutors.  In particular, the DPP will take 
over prosecutions only in cases in which particular issues are involved.  I will give an example from today.  As 
members are aware, last week there was a fracas, to put it mildly, between the police and students from the 
University of Notre Dame Australia in Fremantle.  If the media reports are correct - that matter needs to be fully 
investigated - the behaviour of the police left a lot to be desired.  Nonetheless, it will be followed up.  The police, 
as essentially parties to that fracas, then laid a charge of bodily harm, as I understand it, against a student who 
was also involved in the fracas.  I think most people would be uneasy about that; that is, one party to a dispute 
charging the other party with a criminal offence.  Fortunately, assault occasioning bodily harm is an indictable 
offence, so the DPP was able to take over the prosecution of that offence, as he did yesterday.  He took that 
prosecution out of the hands of the police, which I think was highly appropriate.  The DPP has indicated that he 
will be seeking to have the matter adjourned, I understand until the behaviour of the police has been fully 
investigated.  That is an appropriate intervention by the DPP in a matter that would otherwise have left us all 
with an uneasy sense of where we go from here.  If, however, the offence were not an indictable offence, the 
DPP would have had no capacity to become involved in that matter.  I will need to double-check this, but I 
suspect that we had a similar problem about 18 months ago when some quokkas were killed on Rottnest Island.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  I offered you a solution very quickly and you took it, but it took you a while to get there.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member might well have done.  If things appear to be going off the rails - if matters are 
handled inappropriately or by people who have a conflict of interest - it is important that the DPP have the power 
to intervene immediately and take over the handling of a prosecution.  It is not the purpose of this Bill to enable a 
significant transfer of prosecutions from the police or the State Solicitor’s Office to the DPP; it is simply an 
enabling Bill to give the DPP the power to do that.  That issue arises on a number of occasions.  The most recent 
intervention in the case of the Notre Dame students was most worthy.   
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Ms S.E. Walker:  Did you just say that the DPP would not be able to intervene in the case of the student because 
it was not an indictable matter?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Fortunately, he was able to and has done so, because the charge laid against the student was 
assault occasioning bodily harm. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Will he be able to take over summary prosecutions once this Bill is passed?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If the nature of the charge against the student were a simple offence rather than an 
indictable offence - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, once this Bill is passed he can.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, he will be able to take over any matter, which he is currently not able to do.  It is an 
enabling Bill.  The member for Nedlands is right; no additional money has been provided to the DPP for taking 
over this function.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Isn’t that a big mistake on your part?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, because it is not currently the law.  We will need to assess, in the totality of things, the 
number of cases that the DPP takes over.  The funding will relate to the experience involved.  If this Bill passes 
through the Parliament and becomes law, as I expect it will, we will need to look at the experience and at making 
funding available on that occasion.  The DPP labours under a very tight budget in his various areas of activity.  
We are entrusting an additional function to him to undertake within the resources he currently enjoys.  If we find 
that this imposes on his office, we will obviously have to take up this matter through the budgetary process.   

The member for Nedlands referred to the case of Pamela Logue and the threat to kill.  That is an indictable 
offence, so the DPP has that power.  However, I can readily envisage a number of cases in which the DPP does 
not currently have the power to take over those functions but which would benefit from the DPP having that 
power.  We are enabling that to occur through this Bill.   

On the issue of direction under section 27 of the Director of Public Prosecutions Act, as was said in the second 
reading speech the relationship between the Director of Public Prosecutions and the State Solicitor’s Office and 
their functions in handling routine prosecutions on behalf of the State is quite clear at the moment.  With the 
passage of this Bill, the line will become completely blurred.  The concern was expressed to me by the State 
Solicitor that giving the DPP the power to take over all the prosecutorial functions of the State Solicitor’s Office 
could give rise to problems.  Consequently, a protocol has been drawn up.  We have indicated that, when this 
Bill is enacted, the DPP will request the issuance of a direction under section 27 of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions Act to give effect to the protocol agreed between the State Solicitor and the Director of Public 
Prosecutions to ensure that there is clear understanding of and a procedure in place for the handling of non-
indictable prosecutions by their respective offices.  That has been the subject of discussions and agreement 
between each of us.  That is an appropriate mechanism that is contained in the Act.  That does not foreshadow 
any change to the independence of the Office of the DPP.  I very much respect and value the independence of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, who can, without fear or favour, go about these prosecutorial functions in this 
State.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  It could lead to the politicisation of the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, could it 
not?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Not if I am responding to a request from the DPP and the State Solicitor to issue a direction 
to define and demark their respective roles in prosecutions on behalf of the State.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  There is nothing in the Bill about that, is there?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, which is why I thought it was important, because it raises a question about the 
interaction between the State Solicitor’s Office and the Office of the DPP, which is currently crystal clear.  It 
will not be clear under this Act.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  To put it on record, the Attorney General will only issue a direction in relation to a prosecution 
if the State Solicitor and the DPP ask him to direct. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I will not be issuing any directions in relation to a prosecution; it would be improper 
for me to do so.  I will be giving effect in advance to a general protocol regulating the general nature of the 
relationship between the State Solicitor’s Office and the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions.  I will be 
doing that with regard for not specific prosecutions but the general functioning of those two offices and the way 
in which the new provisions and new powers in this Bill will be applied in the general case.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Perhaps I can go into that in more detail in consideration in detail.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Having said that, I thank members for their support for this Bill. 
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Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.   

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed.   

Clause 2:  The Act amended - 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  This Bill amends the Director of Public Prosecutions Act 1991.  In the Attorney General’s 
second reading speech, he said the justification for these amendments was a recommendation from the 1999 Law 
Reform Commission report.  Can the Attorney General tell me which recommendation that was?  I could not 
find it.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We do not have a copy of all the recommendations with us but at least one of them, if not 
more, said that the Director of Public Prosecutions should have earlier involvement in the handling of 
prosecutions, and this will obviously give effect to that.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I could not find that.  I had a quick scan of the report and I have also printed it off.  The 
Attorney General also said in his second reading speech that a similar recommendation was made in the 1998 
report of the transfer of police prosecution functions steering committee, which report was completed following 
a review undertaken by the former Government.  It is a bit difficult when the Attorney General justifies things 
with reference to a report when, after I tried to get a copy of it today through the Parliamentary Library, I was 
told by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet that it was a report done by a cabinet subcommittee and that it 
would not be available because I would have to get the Leader of the Opposition to release it.  Is that not 
nonsense?  What does the report say?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think the Leader of the Opposition has raised that very important point in this Parliament on 
a number of occasions.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I want to know what that report says about this.  The Attorney General is using it as a basis 
for a very important Bill.  I have gone to look at it to check on the Attorney General, as I always do, and, as 
usual, it is found wanting.  Perhaps the Attorney General could tell us what that is all about.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The 1998 report by the transfer of police prosecution functions steering committee 
essentially said that it was desirable to separate the investigatory from the prosecutorial functions.  Therefore, 
there should be that separation, with one body doing the investigations and the other doing the prosecutions.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Is the Attorney General talking about the police? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am going back to the 1998 report.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Has the Attorney General got it there?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I do not have it.  My recollection - perhaps the Leader of the Opposition can correct me 
here - is that the exact contents of this Bill were brought to this Parliament by the Government in the late 1990s.  
I certainly remember a debate about it and I have a feeling that it was more than just a debate in public.  I have a 
feeling that legislation was introduced into the Parliament to achieve exactly this, because I remember 
commenting on it at the time.  However, my recollection is a little hazy.  Perhaps the member for Kingsley can 
remember.  Was a Bill brought into the Parliament to enable the DPP to deal with simple offences?  I thought 
that happened when the member for Kingsley was in government.  If there was not a Bill, there was certainly a 
debate.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Has the Attorney General seen this report?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:   No, I have not.  I am told that that is its contents.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Does the Attorney General not look at things before he brings Bills in here?  I know he 
does not, and he has not even looked at this report.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I have not.  I am told that that was the basis of what that report recommended.  It was 
endorsed by the Liberal Government of the day.  I thought it then gave rise to legislation being brought in that 
was not finally proceeded with when the Parliament was prorogued at the end of 2000.  That is my recollection 
of the event.  I may not be completely correct, but there was certainly a debate about doing exactly what we are 
doing with this Bill.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  This is very disappointing.  It is a very shallow approach by the Attorney General to rely on 
this report to bring in a Bill when he has not even looked at the report and is not allowing the Opposition to see a 
copy of it to check whether it bears out the Attorney General’s justification -  
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not think there is an issue there.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  It certainly was an issue today when the Department of the Premier and Cabinet would not let 
me look at it.  I just wanted to check out and to understand why this legislation has been brought before the 
Parliament.  The Attorney General obviously does not want to do that.  I thought the Attorney General would 
have looked at all this stuff before he brought in this legislation.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It was a 1998 report that was consistent with the general thrust of what we thought was 
desirable.  In fact, I place more emphasis on the thrust of the 1999 report by the Law Reform Commission that 
was chaired by Wayne Martin, QC, and on which the DPP served as a member in guiding us in the approach to 
these sorts of matters.  It just happened to be consistent with the recommendation made when the member’s 
party was in Government, and we thought it was worthy of a mention.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Section 11 replaced - 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  This provision concerns the expansion of the functions of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions.  I have not got the Attorney General’s media release here in which he certainly pumped up what 
the director was going to do.  However, the Attorney General is now telling me in this Chamber that the director 
does not have any extra resources to do this work, but that when the Act comes into force he will look at it.  Has 
he done any analysis at all about what extra funding the department will need and how many extra lawyers will 
be required?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I did not think so.  Has the Attorney General done any analysis of what type of offences the 
director might be likely to take over?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Only as indicated in the second reading speech; that is, the more serious and complicated 
summary offences.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Can the Attorney General tell me why, if he suspects that this Bill may go through this year, 
there is a 3.5 per cent cut in real terms in the budget of the Director of Public Prosecutions?  Why has the 
Government cut his budget when it has brought forward this Bill? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In this year’s budget, for reasons that are not completely clear to me, Treasury reduced the 
budget of the DPP by some $200 000, and did not apply indexation or escalation to the budget.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  So the Director of Public Prosecutions, the main law enforcement agency in town for serious 
criminal offences, has not only a $200 000 cash reduction, but also a budget that was not indexed.  That is 
amazing.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  This matter is being discussed with Treasury.  As I indicated earlier this evening, the 
Director of Public Prosecutions is currently acting under extremely tight budgetary constraints.  I am keen to 
ensure that the budget meets the real needs there.  I am concerned that the budget for this year is very tight, and 
that is why I intend to discuss it with Treasury.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  When will the DPP get the money he deserves, and is missing out on?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That will be the subject of discussions with Treasury.  

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  You might have to stop building the railway.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That has been a consistent theme for today, has it not?  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Still referring to clause 3, because it is the central clause of the Bill, the Attorney General in 
his second reading speech - he touched on it just now - referred to the direction he can give to the Director of 
Public Prosecutions.  The speech reads, in part - 

The State Solicitor’s Office will maintain the primary responsibility for summary prosecutions that are 
commenced by government departments and agencies. 

That is, for the purpose of this transcript, separate from police prosecutions.  The speech continues - 

A protocol agreed to by the current DPP and State Solicitor sets out the limited circumstances in which 
the DPP may take over such summary matters.  For example, the DPP would not seek to take over such 
a prosecution unless he believed compelling public interest considerations existed that required it; and 
the DPP would not seek to take over such a prosecution without first consulting the State Solicitor.  It 
should be noted that once the Bill has been enacted, the DPP will request the Attorney General to issue 
a direction under section 27 of the Director of Public Prosecutions Act 1991 to this effect. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 1 June 2004] 

 p3166b-3172a 
Ms Sue Walker; Mr Jim McGinty 

 [6] 

Just so that I understand it, the Attorney General, under section 27, is directing the DPP about the general policy 
in relation to the protocol agreement between the DPP and the State Solicitor.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, that is right.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  There is no suggestion at all there that the Attorney General will be able to direct the 
director in relation to any prosecution for summary or any other matters.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That would be a mortal sin, if I could put it that way.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I would not put it past the Attorney General.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Thank you for that!  It would be unconscionable for me to contemplate that.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I just wanted to get that on the record.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  She is judging the Attorney General by her own standards.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not need any help from the Minister for Tourism.  I just wanted to make sure of that.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I value very highly the independence of the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, and 
would never do anything to compromise that independence.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Good; let us hope the Attorney General does the same with the funding.  I am concerned 
that, in clause 3, the DPP has been given this power and the Attorney General is saying that the main benefit of 
the Bill will be more consistent, effective and fair prosecution, which will be achieved by greater coordination, 
development and maintenance of appropriate prosecution guidelines and policies across government.  In fact, 
from what the Attorney General says, the Director of Public Prosecutions will intervene only in compelling 
cases.  He will probably not get any funding.  No extra funding is envisaged at the moment, and no analysis has 
been done.  Is this Bill worth the paper it is written on?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Director of Public Prosecutions will be able to intervene in certain cases.  We have 
already discussed some of the high profile cases of recent times in which the DPP has exercised that power in 
respect of indictable offences and has not been able to do so when it has not been an indictable offence.  That 
will not be a barrier any further.  I am sure that is a power that will be exercised in a limited but effective way.  
What is not fully appreciated as one of the ramifications of this Bill can be found by reference to section 24 of 
the Director of Public Prosecutions Act, headed “Director may issue guidelines”, which reads - 

(1) The Director may -  

(a) issue a statement of guidelines intended to be followed in the performance of the 
Director’s functions; 

(b) at any time issue a further statement amending, replacing, or revoking a statement 
under paragraph (a). 

The ability of the director to issue guidelines on police prosecutions or the prosecution of summary offences 
could have quite a salutary effect on the way in which summary matters are prosecuted before the courts.  It 
depends on the way in which the director exercises that power into the future, but there is clearly a power there 
for the director that he does not currently have to issue guidelines on the prosecution of simple offences before 
the courts.  That is one concrete way in which the objectives of this Bill will be realised.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When the Attorney General was responding to the second reading debate, he said that as 
Ms Logue’s case involved a threat to kill, the director could take it over.  In fact, there is an appeal on at the 
moment.  Firstly, is the director involved in that appeal?  Secondly, given the very serious consequences of 
domestic violence in this State - women and children are being murdered - will the Attorney General move this 
Bill very quickly through to the upper House so that it can be passed so that the director is in a position to take 
over those cases?  Will the Attorney General put his money where his mouth is in relation to this Bill and move 
it quickly through the upper House so that those women and children can be protected in this State?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  As the member will be aware, there is currently a very significant backlog of legislation in 
the Legislative Council.  I hope this Bill can be dealt with quickly on a bipartisan basis.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Will you move it through?  According to The West Australian, you have the power.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member should not believe everything she reads in The West Australian.  I tried to 
expedite the State Administrative Tribunal Bill.  It was passed by this House almost 12 months ago, and has been 
bogged down in the upper House.  I do not have the power - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I am asking you whether you will do it with this Bill.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not have the power, unfortunately, to control the Legislative Council in what it does.  
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Mrs C.L. Edwardes interjected.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Unfortunately, that is the reality.  I hope that this Bill will enjoy bipartisan support and can 
be put on a list of Bills - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  We are supporting it.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have seen Bills supported in this House, of which the members of the member’s party in 
the upper House then seem to take a different view.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  This is a very simple Bill.  It is not like the SAT Bill.  This is a very simple Bill that could 
have a profound effect on the lives of many women and children.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is the reason it has been brought forward.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  The Attorney General does have the power to move it on and move it up.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In the Legislative Council at the moment, the Government is seeking to reach agreement 
with the Opposition on non-controversial Bills.  We have provided the Opposition with a list of Bills that we 
think are non-controversial.  The last I heard - this is in the past couple of days - was that we had not received a 
reply.  I do not say that by way of criticism but, in addition to the Bills about which there will be ongoing debate 
and controversy, the Government would like a range of Bills on which everyone agrees, and which can be ticked 
off quickly, so that we can agree on a program to put them through in a non-controversial way.  I hope that this 
Bill is one that we can simply add to that list, but that would depend on the reaction of the member’s colleagues 
in the Legislative Council.  I hope, given the way we are getting this Bill through expeditiously tonight, that we 
will be able to do the same when it gets to the Legislative Council.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Is Ms Logue’s case in the hands of the DPP at the moment?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  A threat to kill is an indictable offence.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Her partner is in prison because of an indictable offence.  I understood the Director of Public 
Prosecutions had taken it over, but maybe he has not.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I cannot answer that question, because, off the cuff, I do not know.  If her partner is in 
prison on an indictable offence and he is appealing that, I would imagine that it is with the DPP.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  I think he has got it.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think it would be with the DPP.  I would be surprised if it were not, but I do not know for 
sure.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 4 to 7 put and passed.  

Title put and passed.  
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Attorney General), and transmitted to the Council. 
 


