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CRIMINAL LAW AND EVIDENCE AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Third Reading 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Child Protection) [2.24 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [2.25 pm]: I speak in support of the third reading of the 
Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill 2006, which I believe has been strengthened by the amendments 
passed with bipartisan support in this chamber earlier this week. In saying this, it is certainly not usual for me, as 
general practice, to contribute to the third reading debate; however, as the lead speaker for the opposition on this 
bill, I believe it is important to make a few brief observations. These observations follow comments made by the 
Premier and some members of his government about the bill’s passage in the Legislative Council. I think these 
comments need to be corrected before the bill’s final passage. As we all know, the Premier, when placed in a 
corner, will always go on the attack, however unjustifiable it may be.  

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE: I am struggling to find the relevance of the line being pursued by the honourable member, 
which seems to be something to do with the Premier. The Premier is not a part of order of the day 346. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: If it is appropriate for a member to contribute where that member believes the 
relevance of the comments lies, Mr Deputy President, I seek the Chair’s call to make that contribution. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): Yes, indeed—Hon Simon O’Brien can address the point of 
order. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Thank you.  

The reason this bill was dealt with in its second reading and went to the committee stage on Tuesday, the reason 
the committee’s report was adopted yesterday and the reason the bill is being third read now is the matter that 
Hon Donna Faragher is addressing. We would not be having this third reading if it were not for the intercession 
of powerful forces, misguided though their remarks may have been—I do not wish to comment on that. 
Therefore, I respectfully submit to the Chair that it is appropriate for Hon Donna Faragher to canvass these 
matters in the third reading debate. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): I thank the member for that contribution to the point of 
order. The Leader of the House raised a point of order and indicated to the Chair that he had some difficulty in 
following the line of reasoning that was being proposed. That is probably because the speaker had not had time 
to develop her particular reasoning; she had only just started to raise issues. The fact is that we are dealing with 
the Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill 2006 as it came out of the Committee of the Whole and as it 
was reported. Hon Donna Faragher will no doubt address that during her third reading contribution. From what I 
could glean from the comments made so far, I understood that Hon Donna Faragher was about to, or had just 
started to, raise procedural matters. Therefore, the comments are within the scope of a third reading contribution. 
However, Hon Donna Faragher knows the rules and I am sure she will abide by them. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Yes, I am about to outline more procedural 
matters about the passage of this legislation, because these matters have been raised and I believe they need to be 
corrected before the bill’s final passage. The reality is that significant comment has been made about the passage 
of this bill, and the Premier said that it had been stalled in the upper house because, and I quote — 

. . . the Liberal Party, the National Party and the Greens have the majority in the Upper House. 

Perhaps Mr Carpenter needs a lesson on how government works. Perhaps he needs to have a basic lesson on 
parliamentary procedure. The government, not the Liberal opposition, not the National Party and not the Greens 
(WA), has responsibility for the legislative priorities in this chamber. I would have thought that he and his 
colleagues would have known that by now, but obviously not.  

From a procedural point of view, this bill, now amended, had been sitting on the notice paper since August last 
year—since its return from the Standing Committee on Legislation. It was listed on the order of business on just 
six out of the 26 parliamentary sitting days after that time, and was well down the government’s priority list. The 
government did not list it for debate in the last sitting week before the summer recess, despite the assertions of 
the Leader of the House that it was listed. In fact, the last time it was listed on the order of business was 25 
October 2007. It was not on the provisional priority list released by the government on 21 January 2008. The 
Leader of the House has taken the blame for this and I certainly acknowledge that. However, the fact is that the 
Premier, in full knowledge of the Leader of the House’s error in this matter, continued to perpetuate the myth 
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that it was the Liberal Party’s fault for the bill not being progressed. I want to make one thing very, very clear so 
that police officers, members of the community and anyone who cares to read Hansard will know the accurate, 
rather than the inaccurate, version of events. It was the Premier, and his incompetent government, who did not 
view this piece of legislation as a priority; not the Liberal opposition. This bill was not a priority. 

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE: The rules governing the third reading debate are extremely narrow. I am yet to hear a 
single reference to a matter relevant to the third reading of the bill. We have heard a narration of unrelated 
matters about the priority of bills before the house, but not related to this bill, except incidentally. It is not a 
procedural matter about the bill. Certainly, it is a procedural matter, but we are listening to a procedural matter 
about the management of the house, not this bill. I reiterate my concern that the debate that is allowed at the third 
reading stage of a bill, as distinct from the second reading stage, is very narrow. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): The Leader of the House is correct when he says that the 
third reading is a narrow debate. However, members are entitled to explain to the house why they believe the bill 
should or should not get a third reading. As I understand it, Hon Donna Faragher is saying that the bill should be 
given a third reading, but that before it is agreed to the house should take note of certain comments that have 
been made outside this place about the progress of this bill.  

Hon Donna Faragher appeared to be drawing her comments to a conclusion. She has the call. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I will not take much more of the house’s time. 
However, I will say that the Criminal Law and Evidence Amendment Bill was not a priority for the government 
until the issue of police assaults came to the forefront once again, with another brutal attack against a police 
officer in Joondalup—an attack that has been highly publicised. That is when this bill became a priority for the 
government, not before. 
At no time has the opposition sought to delay this bill. Indeed, the opposition has strongly supported its passage. 
This has been clearly shown this week. In support of the third reading, I will say that the bill, as amended, is now 
far stronger than it was when it came into this place. That is a good thing, and it shows the strength of this place 
in putting forward good legislation. However, I also wish to put on the record as lead speaker for the opposition 
on this bill and, more importantly, as the daughter of two retired police officers and therefore someone who has 
very much grown up within the police family, that in no way would I have ever sought to delay a bill that 
increases the penalties against the thugs in our community who think it is okay to belt up police officers, who put 
their lives on the line every day in the name of protecting the community. 
I find the comments made by the Premier truly offensive, deliberately misleading and, as it turns out, completely 
without foundation. Unfortunately, we have come to expect such comments from the Premier and that is hardly 
something that he can be proud of. I support the third reading. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments.  
 


