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CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT (COVID-19 RESPONSE) BILL 2020 
Time Limits — Statement by Leader of the House 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.55 pm]: I rise to make a statement about 
the Criminal Code Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. I have consulted with party leaders and can 
advise accordingly that the maximum time available will be 60 minutes for the second reading, 40 minutes for the 
Committee of the Whole House, five minutes for the adoption of report, and five minutes for the third reading. 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 31 March. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.56 pm]: I rise as the 
lead speaker for the Liberal opposition on this bill. I will not go through the rationale given by the government in 
the second reading speech to support the measure being proposed. Essentially, it relies on the unique circumstances 
of a communicable disease that can be easily transmitted, and that the person receiving the benefit of that disease, 
if we can call it that, may not realise they even have it, may be asymptomatic and may pass it on to others. In any 
event, it will put them out of action for a period if there is a reasonable suspicion that they have it. The idea seems 
to be that increasing the penalties in the case of a serious assault under section 318 of the Criminal Code, which deals 
with serious assaults against public officers and the like, from seven years’ imprisonment to 10 years’ imprisonment 
will act as a deterrent. Likewise, a penalty of seven years’ imprisonment will act as a deterrent to people making 
threats by conveying the impression that they are subject to COVID-19. 
I simply make these points, which I hope the minister will be able to clarify in the course of the debate. I am comforted 
by the fact that there is a 12-month sunset on these provisions. I think that is wise. Otherwise, we could spend a fair 
bit of time going through the merits of this and how it is going to work, but for 12 months, it is fair enough. In the 
circumstances, if the government considers this an urgent measure, we are prepared to accommodate it. I struggle 
to think that an increase in the maximum penalty from seven years’ imprisonment to 10 years’ imprisonment is 
going to make people think twice about whether to cough at a police officer or threaten a police officer by saying 
that they have COVID-19 and are going to touch the officer, and in doing so commit an assault against the police 
officer. As a matter of practicality, if they were not deterred by a public example being made or advertising that 
seven years’ imprisonment is what they could face as a maximum penalty, I do not think they will give much attention 
to an extra three years’ imprisonment, as a potential. What might do it is some mandatory form of imprisonment, 
which is provided for other assaults against police officers when bodily harm is inflicted upon them. Simply 
increasing the penalty for 12 months, I think, is a futile gesture. Having said that, if that is what the government 
thinks is important, so be it. We will not stand in the way of that, but I seriously question the utility of it. If the 
minister can persuade us that the government has done some work on this and that we will see a decrease in the 
potential for these sorts of offences to be committed, I would be glad to hear it. 
A second question arises out of that. Would infecting someone with COVID-19 be bodily harm within the meaning 
of the mandatory sentencing provision that is currently contained within section 318(4) of the Criminal Code? If, 
in fact, that person who assaults the police officer infects them, rather than simply being a carrier, will that involve 
bodily harm, and will that attract the mandatory term of imprisonment? I would like to know the answer to that. 
The other question I have is about the drafting of one of the provisions. It particularly focuses on clause 4, which 
provides that the increased penalty of 10 years’ imprisonment for a serious assault will apply in two circumstances. 
The first is that in the commission of the offence, the offender knows that they have COVID-19, which requires 
a positive state of mind on the part of the offender to be proved beyond reasonable doubt, as I understand it, in 
respect of that circumstance of aggravation. Perhaps the minister will correct us there. So far so good. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Before the dinner adjournment, we concluded on considering the amendment 
proposed in clause 4 of the bill, which will amend section 318 of the Criminal Code to insert the circumstances of 
aggravation and the increased penalties. I was commenting on the drafting of that clause and some of the implications 
of the drafting as it currently stands, and seeking clarification from the minister on whether my apprehensions on 
that are correct, but otherwise putting on the record what the government sees as its operation. 
I mentioned that, in proposed section 318(1A)(1a), the term of imprisonment will increase to 10 years if — 

(i) at the commission of the offence the offender knows that the offender has COVID-19; or 
(ii) at or immediately before or immediately after the commission of the offence the offender makes 

a statement or does any other act that creates a belief, suspicion or fear that the offender has COVID-19; 
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I looked to the second reading speech to see whether there was any guidance on or qualification of that. There does 
not seem to be. From the manner in which it is drafted, it seems that even an unintended reference to COVID-19, 
or what could be interpreted as a reference to COVID-19, might hold a person liable for the increased punishment 
prescribed under that intended amendment. I say that because it does not specify the accused’s state of mind. It 
simply says that the offender makes a statement or does any other act that creates a belief—presumably creates 
a belief on the part of the victim—or a suspicion or a fear that the offender might have that disease.  
I do not advocate that a person who commits an assault against a public officer is in any way blameless, but let us assume 
that a police officer is assaulted by someone—pushed, shoved, or whatever it happens to be—in the course of their duty 
and at the time, given the heightened tensions and concerns about COVID-19, the offender coughs and the police officer 
forms a suspicion in the circumstances that they may have COVID-19. That would be a genuinely held belief perhaps, 
or a suspicion or fear, but not one that was intended by the offender. Let us say the offender, being intoxicated or under 
the influence of drugs, uses a throwaway line about suffering from some disease and that, then, introduces the offender 
into the higher category of penalties, or the offender may make a joke about it. It seems that the belief, suspicion or fear 
need not have any objective touchstone, but there is a risk, whether or not the offender intends it, that if they commit an 
act or make a statement that gives rise to the belief on the part of the victim, whether reasonable or unreasonable, they 
could be punished with this increased term of imprisonment. I would have thought that perhaps the drafting could be 
refined akin to that used in the case of robberies. In that case, the aggravating circumstance is being armed, or pretending 
to be armed, with a weapon. It is a simple formulation of pretending. Pretending implies a state of mind and an intention 
to create a certain belief. Pretending to have COVID would be a tighter way of framing that and more focused on the 
offender’s misconduct rather than the reasonableness or unreasonableness of the belief, suspicion or fear in the victim, 
and a more objective test. I leave that aside. This is a sunset provision of 12 months. If this is the way the government 
feels people ought to be dealt with, so be it; we will not stand in the way of that. 
I have already raised the subject of whether mandatory minimum terms of imprisonment might be more effective 
than simply increasing the maximum sentence and leaving it to the discretion of the court. I would have thought 
that a sensible court in the current environment would take into account any pretence on the part of an offender 
that they have COVID, and conveying that pretence to a police officer or other public officer would attract a higher 
penalty anyway, in the order of seven years’ imprisonment. I do not know whether the Leader of the House has at 
her disposal any data, even under the current provisions, about anyone getting anywhere close to seven years’ 
imprisonment. I doubt that that has happened. I do not think that three years’ imprisonment on top of that is going 
to attract anything like 10 years’ imprisonment. It will not even attract seven years’ imprisonment, I would have 
thought, but perhaps we can be assisted with that. Otherwise, it raises the interesting question of what happens 
afterwards. There may be an answer partly in the Interpretation Act 1984 and other places, but it ought to be clarified 
and put on the record what happens if within that 12-month period, someone commits the offence but is not charged 
until after the 12 months and the sunset occurs and the provision is no longer in the code. What is the maximum 
penalty that would be applied in those cases and to which the offender would be liable? In circumstances in which 
the offender is charged but the aggravating circumstance disappears, what is the maximum penalty that can be 
imposed on the offender if the conviction occurs after that 12-month period? Those are the issues that I would like 
clarified. I feel that, in the circumstances, they ought to be made plain.  
Other than that, if the Leader of the House can satisfactorily provide information about those matters—I had 
discussions with her behind the Chair during the dinner adjournment so, hopefully, she has been able to get some 
advice on that—I do not see any need for us to go into Committee of the Whole House on this bill.  
HON CHARLES SMITH (East Metropolitan) [7.10 pm]: I rise to say a few short but robust words on the 
Criminal Code Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. Members will know that throughout my time in this 
house I have always lobbied for greater and firmer sentencing options, and protecting our police is, of course, no 
exception. As this house knows, I believe in, and campaign on, mandated minimum sentencing. It is my view, from 
my personal experience, that merely extending sentencing options is not worth doing. Why? It is because the judiciary 
constantly fails to meet community expectations. The government obviously understands that. It understands that 
the community expects violent and nasty offenders to be dealt with firmly by our justice system. Obviously, the 
government knows that the judiciary cannot be relied upon to jail people appropriately. 
The government and I certainly have our disagreements on policing and the implementation of policing policy; 
however, in this instance I must give credit where credit is due. The coronavirus, or COVID-19, is the unique 
challenge of our lifetime. There is a lot of uncertainty and fear and it is something on which we need to come together, 
figuratively speaking, to respond to. This bill seeks to make it a criminal offence for a specified period to infect, 
or threaten to infect, with coronavirus a public officer performing a duty of office. Although it is indeed already 
a crime in Western Australia to knowingly infect a person with a disease—that falls within the grievous bodily 
harm provisions of the Criminal Code—this bill takes a noticeably more robust approach, which is to be welcomed. 
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To conclude my small contribution, I commend the work of those on the front line. The police face extraordinary 
challenges in the course of their normal duties. As I well know from my own experience, police are assaulted and 
spat on on a regular basis anyway. I have lost count of how many times I was spat on or smeared with blood and 
so on. That is part of frontline policing, and now it is even more insidious with this new threat. I say thank you to 
those on the front line, be they police, medical staff or anyone still doing their duty to protect and help the people 
of Western Australia. To support the people of Western Australia, I will not oppose the bill on this occasion. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [7.13 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the Greens on the Criminal Code 
Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. Like the bill we debated previously, our time to scrutinise this 
legislation has unfortunately been severely truncated. I received a final copy of this bill on Monday afternoon and 
unfortunately I had to have my briefing only two hours later and I had not even had a chance to open the email at that 
point because I was in meetings between receiving the bill and when the briefing was given. I acknowledge that 
there has been no time to give the bill the scrutiny that I would normally give to legislation. Having said that, I am 
pleased to see that the bill, in effect, includes sunset provisions by limiting the scope of this bill specifically to the 
COVID-19 crisis. It obviously seeks to amend the Criminal Code by increasing the penalties for offenders who 
assault or threaten certain classes of frontline workers, including public officers such as police officers, and medical 
workers such as doctors, nurses, paramedics and ambulance officers. As I said, this is specifically in the context 
of COVID-19. The bill amends two sections of the Criminal Code for a period of 12 months the day after royal 
assent. I asked about the 12-month period and was told that it was hoped or anticipated that by then, the COVID-19 
crisis would have effectively passed. Let us all hope that that is absolutely the case. 

Section 318 of the Criminal Code refers to serious assaults as a category of assault against various kinds of public 
officers such as the drivers of public transport, including taxis. As I mentioned, ambulance officers and emergency 
officers, including volunteers and prison officers, are included in a private context. That already attracts a maximum 
penalty of 10 years’ imprisonment if the offender is armed or in company; otherwise, the penalty is seven years’ 
imprisonment. The bill increases this penalty to 10 years if the offender knows that they have COVID-19 at the 
time of the offence or if they make a point of creating a belief, a suspicion or a fear that they have it. No other 
changes are made to section 318. I note that the usual court processes will apply, the usual defences will also apply 
and the usual factors will be taken into account at sentencing in addition to those in the bill. 

The main issue for the Greens is that the Criminal Code already provides—I note that this will not change as a result 
of the passage of this bill—that if the offence is committed against a specified subgroup of those people listed and 
the officer suffers bodily harm from the assault but not necessarily from COVID-19, even if the person has COVID-
19, a mandatory minimum prison sentence applies. We are talking about at least three months’ imprisonment if 
the offender is 16 or 17 years old and at least six months if the offender is 18 or older. Neither of those terms can be 
suspended. I note that the sentence could potentially go up to nine months in specified circumstances. Section 338 
defines the term “threat” and section 338B makes threats a crime with the following maximum penalties: seven years’ 
imprisonment if the threat is to kill or in circumstances of racial aggravation; otherwise, it is three years’ imprisonment 
unless in circumstances of racial aggravation, which attracts a penalty of six years’ imprisonment. The bill seeks 
to increase the maximum penalty from three years’ imprisonment to seven years if the threats to injure, endanger 
or harm any of the public officers referred to in section 318 expose them to COVID-19. 

In answer to a question that we asked, the government responded by saying that section 318 of the Criminal Code 
is regarded as a serious offence under schedule 2 of the Bail Act 1982. The presumption against bail applies under 
the provisions relating to committing a serious offence while on bail for another serious offence. It goes on to say 
that section 338B does not fall under that schedule, so ordinary bail provisions would apply. 

My question about the relationship between the High Risk Offenders Bill 2019 and offences was not answered. 
The bill has not been passed so we do not ultimately know what form that bill will take. It is possible that one or 
both of these offences will attract its provisions. The problems for us are obviously around the mandatory minimum 
sentence and the presumption against bail in certain circumstances, which is already attached to section 318, as 
indicated, plus the possible consequences under the high-risk offenders legislation, which, as I said, are as yet 
unknown because it is yet to be passed. I note that none of those consequences are as a result of the bill itself but 
they all relate to the provisions in the bill. Of course, the Greens and I have been very consistent in this place in 
opposing mandatory sentencing and presumptions against bail, and also opposing the continuing detention of 
someone after they have completed their sentence. As noted, although this bill does not specifically contain any 
of those provisions, it does attach itself to provisions that already do. 

I also want to acknowledge that it is disgusting to spit on anybody, and it is particularly disgusting to spit on people 
who are simply trying to do their jobs. In the same way, it is absolutely disgusting to threaten to spit on people and 
to infect them. Clearly, that can never be acceptable and should never be deemed to be acceptable behaviour or 
something that anyone should have to tolerate throughout the course of their employment. I think that in this 
situation the added concern also has to be noted that anyone affected by this will then have to effectively go into 
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self-isolation for 14 days. That is obviously beyond the pale, because we recognise that now is the time we need 
as many people as possible to be capable of working. If someone is not sick, we want them to work; but if people 
have been exposed to threat, they will have no choice other than to self-isolate to make sure that people’s lives are 
saved. Therefore, I understand why this has been put forward. 

I remain concerned about people who are mentally impaired making terrible decisions. The concerns I have, 
particularly around mandatory regimes, have never changed. They have not changed in 10 years, since 2010, when 
I tried to move an amendment to mandatory sentencing laws that were presented at the time. Mandatory regimes 
continue to be a problem for me. However, having said that, I recognise why this bill is being presented at this 
point. It is certainly the case that our frontline officials, across the spectrum of essential services that are contained 
within this bill, need to be able to work safely and are certainly entitled to work without fear of deliberate infection 
and threat. I am glad that the specified time period is limited because it means that any concerns I have about 
a potential miscarriage of justice emerging is limited at least in that regard. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [7.22 pm]: I do not have much to say on the Criminal Code 
Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. The broad policy behind it is something that I support. I merely 
have a few things I would like clarified and those questions could perhaps be quickly answered in the second 
reading reply rather than during Committee of the Whole House. The first matter I would like clarified is whether all 
hospital staff will be covered by the provisions of this bill. I was advised in a briefing that a serious offence would 
apply to all hospital staff. I would like that clarified and put on the record, please. I also would like to know whether 
there are existing criminal offences for threatening to infect someone with an infectious disease? I understand that 
threats are included in the Criminal Code, but is there an offence or an aggravated circumstance specifically for 
that? I would also like to know whether it will be a criminal offence for a person to have an infectious disease, or 
to know that they have an infectious disease, when carrying out an assault or serious assault. If I can get answers 
to those questions, that should satisfy me. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [7.24 pm] — in reply: I begin, perhaps a bit 
unusually, by giving a shout-out to all our public sector officers who are putting themselves, literally, in serious 
harm’s way more than they ever have done before with the degree of uncertainty that exists around COVID-19. 
I have had the opportunity in the past three weeks—I wish that I did not—to observe at close quarters the conduct 
of the Commissioner of Police, Chris Dawson. On some days over the past few weeks I have been in meetings 
with him every single day and sometimes every second day. The man is a machine and an outstanding individual. 
He is under enormous pressure and operates for days in a row with two hours’ sleep. I am in awe of the man and 
the team he has around him. I take this opportunity to acknowledge him. 

I thank members for their support of this legislation. I will now endeavour to provide members with answers to 
the questions they asked in their contributions. Hon Michael Mischin asked whether increasing the maximum 
penalty from seven years’ imprisonment to 10 years would have any real deterrent effect and whether a three-year 
difference would get through to the kinds of people who would conduct themselves in this way. It is a reasonable 
question but I think this legislation does more than just give effect to the practical components within it. It sends 
a really clear and important message to those public sector officers who are covered by it, but particularly the 
police, that we, the Western Australian community, have their back. An assistant police commissioner described 
it to me this way: although they put themselves in harm’s way every day, when they get a black eye and they go 
home to their family, their family will see the black eye and may be stressed about it, but the family is not put 
at risk. However, the degree of risk regarding the uncertainty about how people will respond to this virus if they 
test positive and the fact that we are still in new territory in terms of treatment for it magnifies the concerns that 
officers and their families have. It is important that we send them a message, and the message is that we have their 
back. After consultation with the Western Australia Police Force and the WA Police Union, the government 
formed the view that it was important at this time to acknowledge the additional stress and risk that frontline 
officers are facing. Therefore, it was deemed necessary to introduce this legislation to provide additional comfort 
and acknowledgement of the unusual risks faced by frontline officers and to send a clear message to the public 
that this behaviour will not be tolerated. The bill has been drafted and introduced on an urgent basis so I cannot offer 
Hon Michael Mischin any specific data analysis about the potential deterrent effect that it may have. I understand 
the point he is making. Elevating penalties as a deterrent is always an arguable point. However, our view is that 
legislating for COVID-19-specific circumstances, which will operate for only the 12-month period, will have 
a deterrent effect and will do no harm, at worst; it will not have a negative effect. 

The honourable member also asked whether infecting someone with COVID-19 would constitute bodily harm and 
attract a mandatory sentence. There are a number of offences in the Criminal Code that could be applicable in such 
cases. For example, section 4(c) confirms that a reference to causing or doing grievous bodily harm to a person 
includes a reference to causing a person to have a serious disease. The term “serious disease” means a disease of such 
a nature as to endanger, or be likely to endanger, life or cause, or be likely to cause, permanent injury to health. 
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Section 294(1)(h) provides that any person who intends to do grievous bodily harm or to resist or prevent lawful 
arrest and does any act that is likely to result in a person having a serious disease is guilty of a crime that attracts 
a penalty of 20 years’ imprisonment. Section 304(1) and (2) provide for offences relating to doing an act or omission 
causing bodily harm or danger when under a duty, with a penalty of imprisonment for seven years or, where there 
is intent, imprisonment for 20 years. Section 1(4A) references disease and bodily harm. This could be relevant to 
the section 318 mandatory sentencing provisions if the serious assault were committed under the narrower category 
of people listed under the prescribed circumstances. 

Hon Michael Mischin also asked about the level of proof of the aggravating circumstances in section 318. The 
level of proof is one of beyond reasonable doubt. In other words, the prosecution will have to prove, for example, 
that statements were made that created fear and the event was not one that occurred by accident. We had a discussion 
behind the Chair about whether it would be more appropriate to use the word “pretend”—I am paraphrasing the 
discussion I had behind the Chair—because it is an active word or a verb; it is proactive if the person does 
something. The government’s view is that no, it is important to remember that an assault has to occur for this provision 
to come into effect. An assault against frontline service officers is never acceptable. Right now, they are working 
tirelessly around the clock at great personal risk to keep our community safe. We considered various formulations 
and landed on the one in the bill before us for the following reasons. Firstly, the provision does not create a new 
offence but provides for a possible higher penalty when a serious offence has been committed. If those aggravated 
circumstances are shown to have been applicable, the courts will have discretion to consider all the circumstances 
of the event in determining the appropriate penalty on a case-by-case basis, including the nature of the serious 
assault, the statements made and the effect they had on the officer. Secondly, the wording in the bill is constructed 
in broad terms to give the best possible protection to those frontline staff and others by the provisions. Thirdly, the 
wording in the bill refers to a statement from the offender as well as the reaction to that statement by the victim. 
The view was that words such as “pretend” are more heavily weighted in favour of the point of view of the offender. 
Fourthly, while the wording covers a broad range of circumstances, they are very specific and apply only to 
COVID-19-related circumstances and, as everyone has noted, will sunset after 12 months. In the event that 
COVID-19 circumstances are triggered, and due to the broad range of behaviour they could cover, these new 
circumstances do not change the manner in which the mandatory sentencing provisions operate. This is compared with 
other circumstances that can trigger a higher penalty for serious assault, such as carrying a weapon or being in company. 
Those circumstances increase the mandatory sentencing period from six to nine months in the prescribed circumstances. 
The new provisions will not fall into any distinct category when it comes to mandatory sentencing for serious assaults 
that cause bodily harm against certain officers, nor will they of themselves trigger a mandatory sentence. 
Hon Michael Mischin also asked what happens if an offender is not charged until after these provisions expire in 
12 months; he was asking about the transition provisions. Section 37 of the Interpretation Act 1984, which the 
honourable member referred to in his comments, acts to ensure that conduct that falls foul of these provisions 
during the 12-month period may still be prosecuted after the provisions cease operation. The Criminal Procedure 
Act 2004 allows for indictable offences to be commenced at any time, while simple offences must be commenced 
within 12 months after the offence was allegedly committed. If conduct is alleged to have occurred after the 
provisions cease to operate, other offences in the Criminal Code will apply. 
The second part of the honourable member’s question asked what would happen if the provisions were still needed 
in 12 months’ time. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That was not quite the question. My point was that if the aggravating circumstance lapses 
and sunsets in 12 months’ time and someone has been charged with that aggravating circumstance as an adjunct 
to the serious assault, would they still be liable to the higher penalty that is prescribed? They may still be charged 
with a serious assault, but will they still be also liable to have inflicted on them that higher 10-year penalty? There 
are two scenarios. If they are charged during the 12 months but sentenced after the provision has lapsed, or charged 
after the provision has lapsed for conduct that they committed beforehand, what penalties would apply? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I understand. In respect of the second part of the proposition that the member has just asked 
about, section 37 of the Interpretation Act ensures that the conduct that falls foul of these provisions during the 
12-month period may still be prosecuted after the provisions cease operation. The Criminal Procedure Act 2004 
allows for indictable offences to be commenced at any time, while simple offences must be commenced within 
12 months after the offence was allegedly committed. When the conduct is alleged to have occurred after the 
provision ceases operation, other offences in the Criminal Code would apply. 
Hon Michael Mischin: It is just a question of what penalty can be applied to the convicted person after the 
provision has lapsed, and is no longer law. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will move on by responding to other members, and I will add anything else I need to add. 
The way my non-lawyer brain is reading this is that there are other offences with other penalties attached. I will 
check whether that is the case and get back to the member before I complete my reply. 
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I thank Hon Charles Smith for his contribution and his ongoing support of his former colleagues in the police force 
in particular. I thank Hon Alison Xamon. I note her and the Greens’ ongoing objection to mandatory sentencing. 
We will have to agree to disagree on that. I thank Hon Aaron Stonehouse for his contribution. His question was 
about whether all hospital staff are covered—for example, non-medical staff such as security guards and others. 
The answer is yes. The officers referred to in section 318 of the Criminal Code covers public officers and a number 
of other certain categories of people. Public officers, as defined in section 1 of the Criminal Code, has a broad 
definition that includes any person employed by the state of Western Australia, which will include many of 
Western Australia’s hospital staff, in addition to public officers. Section 318 also includes a person who — 

(i) is working in a hospital; or 
(ii) is in the course of providing a health service to the public; 

Grievous bodily harm and bodily harm provisions in the code includes and incorporates the transmission of disease. 
In respect to the other proposition asked by Hon Michael Mischin, if the conduct occurred after the 12-month 
period, then the current provisions of section 318 of the Criminal Code would apply. 
I think I have provided the answers to all the questions that were put. I commend the bill to the house and the 
indication is that we do not need to go into Committee of the Whole House. 

Point of Order 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I just wanted to make the point to the minister that she has not actually answered my 
questions. I do not intend to go into committee, but perhaps the minister could table something in due course, and 
I will formulate my questions to her. I do not want to drag the proceedings out; it really is just a matter of clarification. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will do that. 

The PRESIDENT: I will not respond to that point of order; I think it has been answered. 
Debate Resumed 

Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time.  

Third Reading 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [7.39 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [7.40 pm]: Although I maintain some doubt about the 
need for these provisions, as they are already covered in the existing Criminal Code, I am given some comfort by 
the fact that there is a sunset clause included in this bill. Therefore, although I am somewhat reluctant, I am otherwise 
happy for us to forgo the normal Committee of the Whole House procedure and pass these provisions. I will not 
oppose the third reading of this bill, but I think it sets a very good template for how we should proceed with 
legislation going forward. When there are sunset clauses, we can deal with bills very quickly without too much hassle, 
and there is comfort for members of the Legislative Council knowing that there will be full parliamentary scrutiny 
at a later date, given the current need to expedite legislation. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and passed. 
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