
Extract from Hansard 

[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 3 May 2012] 

 p2371b-2373a 

Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [1] 

COMMUNITY PROTECTION (OFFENDER REPORTING) AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 30 November 2011. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [3.57 pm]: I rise to support this legislation. Some members who have been 

in this house for a while will recall that back in September 2004 I, as Minister for Police and Emergency 

Services, introduced the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Bill 2004. I introduced that bill because 

sex offences, and particularly those involving paedophilia, are some of the most heinous crimes committed in 

our community. I think all of us want to see children afforded as many protections as possible in terms of 

protecting them against sex offenders who are released back into the community. When we introduced that 

legislation in 2004 it was as a result of discussions at the then police ministerial council. There were moves afoot 

in all states to introduce a form of register. In 2004 Western Australia was at the forefront of introducing that 

legislation. WA was one of the earlier states to enact the community protection offender reporting legislation. 

We also put in place what were then the strongest provisions of any of the legislation that was introduced around 

the country. Quite appropriately—I think it was actually a requirement after five years—a review was 

undertaken in 2007 by the Ministerial Council on Police and Emergency Management—Police, which I note was 

led by New South Wales and was a review of its legislation. They examined the New South Wales legislation 

and attempted to come up with a revised model based on the report of the working party that was presented to 

the ministerial council. One of the things that concern me is that it now seems that we are lagging behind just 

about every other state given that review was done in 2007. Just about every other state has not only reviewed 

their legislation, but already put into place those amendments or amended their original legislation. Nonetheless, 

the opposition of course supports this legislation. It is a shame that it has not been acted upon earlier. I do not 

intend to go through all the provisions of the bill. I believe the Minister for Police has done that more than 

adequately.  

We support the fact that updates have been put in place, because when we put in place the legislation back in 

2004 there was no working model and none of the police forces in any of the states had experience in how the 

system would work and the legislation that was required. We now see that to make this more workable for the 

police to monitor offenders, they need things such as the passwords that accompany a reportable offender’s 

email address or internet use; they should be provided to the police. The police also need offenders to present 

their passports to them so that international travel can be better monitored and they can obtain better details 

about unsupervised regular contact with minors. The bill contains other important amendments concerning the 

Registrar of Births, Deaths and Marriages to regulate any change of name application. Importantly, a new 

information sharing provision will enable public authorities to share information with the police about the 

management of an offender. I quite understand that has been an impediment for various government agencies 

other than police. It is important for police to able to share information about an offender who is being managed 

as part of this register.  

The opposition fully supports the minister bringing forward this legislation. We will ask some questions of a 

more technical nature at the consideration in detail stage. I note the minister’s amendments on the notice paper 

and I thank him for giving me a copy of the explanatory memorandum for the amendments that he has listed. I 

understand they will be incorporated into the bill before the house next sits so that we can have a nice clean copy 

of the bill when we debate it in consideration in detail. I congratulate the minister for at last bringing this bill 

before the house and I am hopeful we will be able to give it a speedy passage.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [4.04 pm] — in reply: I thank the shadow Minister for 

Police for her cooperation on the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Bill 2011. As she said, it is a very 

important and essential bill to follow on from the many other bills that try to protect our children from 

paedophiles. I acknowledge that the now shadow minister, who was then the Minister for Police, brought in the 

original bill back in 2004 to try to protect the children in our community. We have always had bipartisan support 

for passing legislation in this area as speedily as we can to ensure the safety of our children. Unfortunately, in 

this world some nasty people out there prey on our children. We have to wonder what sort of minds they must 

have. They must be so wicked and so evil that they would prey on young children. We have to make sure that in 

the future we do everything we can to protect children.  

I am sure this bill will get speedy passage through Parliament. As the member has said, after the second reading 

vote I will move that the amendments on the notice paper be moved pro forma so that a clean bill can come 

forward when we return in just over a week. This is one of the pieces of legislation that I will try to put on the 

notice paper for that first day back, because I do not believe it will take too long. We can certainly tease out any 

questions that members may have in consideration in detail, which is the way we should do things.  
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Obviously, since the bill was introduced our legal experts have found some areas that we need to amend again. I 

am normally critical of ministers who bring in bills that continually need amending, particularly when there are a 

substantial number of amendments, but our legal experts have found some shortfalls in the area of forensic 

evidence gathering. I know that the shadow minister will be supportive of those amendments. I am certain of 

that, because that will be crucial in trying to protect our children.  

It looks as though we might get an early night. I agreed that once we finished this bill and the other two 

messages from the Council, we would move the very welcome motion I move whenever we have a break 

between one week’s sitting and the next sitting, which is more than a week away.  

I thank the shadow minister for her cooperation and her support on this and I hope, as she does, that it has a very 

speedy passage through both houses—not only this one.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Pro Forma Amendments 

On motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Minister for Police), resolved — 

That the amendments listed on the notice paper standing in the name of the Minister for Police be made 

pro forma. 

The following amendments were agreed to pursuant to the foregoing resolution — 

Clause 33  

Page 27, line 5 — To insert after “substance,” —  

or requires a reportable offender to comply with an order of the Commissioner to undergo 

treatment that consists of or includes the taking of any specified medication, 

Page 27, line 12 — To insert after “blood,” —  

hair,  

Page 27, line 15 — To insert before “specify” — 

state that the reportable offender is to accompany a police officer to a police station or another 

specified place or  

Page 28, line 12 — To insert after “blood,” — 

hair, 

Page 28, line 17 — To insert after “blood,” — 

hair,  

Page 28, line 26 — To insert after “blood,” — 

hair, 

 


