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CRIMINAL LAW AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 November. 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [11.15 am]:  Although a 
number of issues were raised by members during the second reading debate, for the most part they were putting 
forward how they would operate if they were occupying the government benches.  I note those views.  We must 
agree to differ.  On the one hand, the Greens (WA) position does not go as far as that of the Government; on the 
other hand, the official Opposition seeks to have mandatory minima and has other proposals for sentencing with 
which the Government disagrees.  That debate has been had on many occasions in this House.  No doubt it will 
be had on a number of occasions in the future. 

I will respond to some issues.  It is pleasing to note that the Opposition and the National Party support the 
principal concept in the Bill that the penalties for the range of specified offences be increased.  It is clear that the 
Government does not support the mandatory minima foreshadowed by the Opposition.  Hon Peter Foss 
expressed an interest in figures, and referred to the 227 people who would go to prison under the mandatory 
sentencing provision proposed by the Opposition.  I have sought advice on that.  I am advised that the figure 
resulted from calculations done by the Department of Justice for the situation that would occur if the 
Opposition’s mandatory minimum sentence amendment was enacted.  The figure of 227 extra beds in prison was 
provided to the Attorney General by the Department of Justice.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Is that a figure in which he has a great deal of faith or one about which he would only say that 
the Department of Justice gave it to him and he has no comment to make? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I am advised it is the advice given to the Attorney General.  I can only relate to the 
member the advice that is provided to me via the offices of the Attorney General.  In addition, I am advised that 
the cost of those beds would be $30 million in the first year of operation of any such amendment.  The 
Opposition’s proposed amendment would result in a significant charge on the revenue.  The view of the 
Government on mandatory minima is well known, as is the view of the Opposition.  The matter could be dealt 
with further in committee. 

Question put and division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (24) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon John Fischer Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon Jon Ford Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Tom Stephens 
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon Peter Foss Hon N F Moore Hon W N Stretch 
Hon Kate Doust Hon G.T. Giffard Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Adele Farina Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 

Noes (5) 

Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  Hon Giz Watson  Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 
Hon J.A. Scott  

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and 
Gaming) in charge of the Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 12 put and passed. 

New clause 12 -  
Hon PETER FOSS:  I move -  

Page 9, after line 27 - To insert the following to stand as new clause 12 - 
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12.   Minimum Sentence to be imposed 

(1)  If a person who is not of or over the age of 60 years is convicted of an offence 
against section 297, 301, 317, 317A, 392 or 393 committed in respect of a person 
who at the time of the offence is of or over the age of 60 years the court 
sentencing the person shall sentence that offender to a term of imprisonment 
which is 12 months greater than the sentence that the Court would have imposed 
had that circumstance not existed and in any event shall sentence the offender — 

(a) to at least 12 months imprisonment notwithstanding any other written 
law; or 

(b) if the offender is a young person (as defined in the Young Offenders 
Act 1994) either to at least 12 months imprisonment or to a term of at 
least 12 months detention (as defined in that Act), as the court thinks fit, 
notwithstanding section 46(5a) of that Act. 

(2) A court shall not suspend a term of imprisonment imposed under 
subsection (1). 

(3) Subsection (1)(b) does not prevent a court from making a direction under 
section 118(4) of the Young Offenders Act 1994 or a special order under 
Division 9 of Part 7 of that Act. 

This amendment provides that a mandatory minimum sentence shall be imposed.  I think I have made it clear 
that a matrix is a far preferable way for the Parliament to have an effect on the sentences that are imposed.  
However, given that an Opposition obviously cannot impose a system of administration on a Government, but it 
can use what is available to an Opposition, which is to propose that a mandatory minimum sentence be imposed, 
we are proceeding in this manner.   

The amendment does not deal with standard assault.  The Government has included standard assault as one of 
the offences for which the maximum penalty is to be increased.  There may be some doubt about whether that is 
a sensible thing to do, but it is up to the Government to decide what to do about that matter, and that is the 
Government’s decision.  I believe that standard assault does not justify a mandatory minimum sentence.  
However, all of the other offences that have been left in the amendment are extremely serious, and it is hard to 
envisage a circumstance in which a person who had been convicted of committing one of those offences against 
an elderly person could escape some sort of prison sentence.  The problem is, however, that unless the figure that 
was quoted by the Minister for Racing and Gaming of an extra 277 people relates purely to standard assault, it 
would appear that up to 270 people who are guilty of serious personal offences against elderly people will not go 
to jail.  That is a horrifying statistic.  However, the only thing that gives me some measure of comfort about this 
Bill is that I do not believe the statistics from the Department of Justice.  I say that from long experience, 
because whenever I have asked for statistics from the Department of Justice it has taken me about three weeks to 
get an answer, and for the next three days I have then been given three separate answers. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  How long was your experience, and why did you not do something about it? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I did.  I was about to get to that, and I thank Hon Nick Griffiths for raising that matter.  In 
the time that I was Minister for Justice, I did a tremendous amount to try to improve the statistics.  However, I 
struck two problems.  The first problem was that it takes some time to accumulate the statistics before they are 
worthwhile.  The Supreme and District Courts refused to cooperate and give useful information.  That is 
disgraceful.  I do not in any way criticise the chief judge; I think he wished to cooperate, but the courts failed to 
do so.  One of the motivations for bringing in the matrix was to ensure that government had the tools with which 
to make policy.  It is disgraceful that the courts believe that they are so above the people and so unaccountable 
that they do not need to tell Governments what they are doing.  It is not surprising that the public is discontented 
with sentencing when judges take the attitude that if anyone wants to know what they are doing they should sit in 
the court and see for themselves.  They are not prepared to provide statistics detailing individual cases.  That is 
unacceptable.  It is one of the principal causes of discontent about sentencing in the community.  If they were 
prepared to provide that information, they might find that the people of Western Australia were not discontented 
with the sentences imposed.  The problem is that the Department of Justice must operate from outside to 
establish the rationale behind some penalties.  It is outrageous.   

Parts 1 and 2 of the sentencing matrix provide the Government with the power to do something about this 
problem.  The Parliament has said that it is time that the courts started telling the people of Western Australia 
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what they are doing.  There is no excuse; the minister has the power.  I did something about it, although it took a 
long time and a great deal of effort.  The Government has the tool, and I suggest that it use it.  This minister has 
much better statistics than I had when I became Minister for Justice.  It is one of the most important changes the 
previous Government had to make.  If a Government wishes to get somewhere with policy, it needs that 
statistical information.   

Even if that information is available, it is remarkably easy to misinterpret it.  I note the release of a report on 
mandatory sentencing relating to burglary.  That report has some serious shortcomings.  First, it misses the point 
that one of the main reasons for the introduction of mandatory sentencing was to ensure appropriate sentencing.  
The same is true in this case.  If people have been seriously assaulted, it is a question of not simply whether the 
penalty will dissuade attackers but of what is the appropriate response.  Should the community have to put up 
with serious assaults on vulnerable people and should the perpetrator be allowed off simply because it is deemed 
that the sentence will not act as a deterrent?  We do not apply that condition to sentencing a rapist.  We do not 
ask whether the sentence will deter rapists; we ask whether it is the appropriate sentence in the circumstances.  
The same applies to the three-strikes approach to burglary and offences against seniors.  It is appropriate that 
there be an offence and that it attract a serious punishment.   

The second point the report overlooks is the main reason that Aboriginal youths go to jail.  They are in jail 
because judges use discretion in imposing sentences.  Mandatory sentencing is discretionary sentencing, because 
decisions of the Supreme Court have meant that the Children’s Court can defer sending a child to detention 
indefinitely.  They are eventually incarcerated because there is no alternative form of supervision.  The statistics 
indicate that most Aboriginal juveniles are in jail because a judge has used his discretion.  If one adds the 
mandatory sentencing that is not mandatory, it is all discretionary.   

We must ask why Aboriginal people are overrepresented in the justice system.  I am very disappointed that the 
programs the former Government put in place to address the reasons that these offences occur have been dropped 
or, at best, not progressed.  It is time that this Government understood that the real problem - it was accepted at 
the summit on Aboriginal deaths in custody - is the underlying involvement of Aboriginal people in the justice 
system, which, in turn, is due to their socioeconomic status.  The best and most important thing the Government 
should do is to resurrect those programs and increase their priority.  Unless that happens we will not stop these 
criminal activities.  However, while we are waiting for them to cease, it is important that there be appropriate 
penalties for the perpetrators.  Although socioeconomic status might be a reason, it is not an excuse.   

The Opposition’s amendment provides that the sentence should be imposed only when a person who is not of or 
over the age of 60 years is convicted of an offence committed against a person who at the time of the offence 
was of or over the age of 60 years.  That means that offences committed by elderly people against elderly people 
are not caught.  Government members in the other place raised objections to this provision.  The Opposition 
addressed those objections in the hope that the Government would accept some form of amendment.  Again, 
members on this side believe that stipulating the age of 60 years is bizarre.  That is what the Government has 
proposed and we do not seek to tell it how to do its job.  However, we do criticise it when it imposes bizarre 
limits.  Hon Giz Watson asked why the Government chose the age of 60.  What about other vulnerable people in 
our community?  That is the Government’s proposal, and we will go along with it.   

The amendment further provides that a perpetrator shall be sentenced to a term of imprisonment 12 months 
greater than the sentence the court would have imposed had that circumstance not existed.  It is compared with a 
circumstance in which it did not occur.  That might be construed as making the range very broad and people 
might wonder how they could anticipate what sentence would be handed down.  We do not know what sentences 
will be imposed now anyway.  Every day judges put circumstances together and add bits here and there.  We are 
providing that the sentence must be increased by 12 months.  The final part of the amendment provides that the 
offender must be sentenced to at least 12 months in prison, notwithstanding any other written law or, if the 
offender is a young person as defined in the Young Offenders Act, either at least 12 months imprisonment or a 
term of at least 12 months detention as defined in the Act.  The same terminology is used in the three-strikes 
legislation.  It also provides that a court shall not suspend a term of imprisonment imposed under proposed 
subsection (1) and proposed subsection (1)(b) does not prevent a court from making a direction under section 
118(4) of the Young Offenders Act or a special order and so on.  That is again taken from the mandatory 
sentencing provisions.   

A government member asked to what does that apply.  Part 2 of the Bill states that the amendments in that part 
are to the Criminal Code.  It occurred to me that one could do a cut-and-paste amendment to each of these 
sections, but that would add another 10 pages to the Criminal Code.  Cut-and-paste amendments are common in 
Western Australia, and they are peculiar to Australia.  The United Kingdom has never been keen on them; it 
tends to pass another Act that amends an earlier Act.  That is why anyone perusing British legislation must often 
resort to the laws of statutory interpretation to work out what has been amended and what has been repealed 
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implicitly.  A pertinent example in Western Australia is the Constitution Act and the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act, which amends the earlier Act.  One must read the two together to work out what has happened.  
This is a simpler method because it refers to the other Act and those sections.  If someone wants to know - for 
example, the member in the other place who was confused - what is being done, it is explained in clause 2, 
which we have already passed.  It states that the amendments in this part refer to the Criminal Code.  Clause 12 
should be read in conjunction with clause 2, and clause 12 refers to the Criminal Code.  Hon Nick Griffiths has 
quickly worked that one out.  Being a lawyer of some years’ practice and standing, he was quickly on to this and 
realised what should be done.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Yes, but he has someone to help him. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Is that a footnote?  

The CHAIRMAN:  Perhaps the member could let Hansard in on the joke. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think some people understood the joke and I think that person has given up footnotes.  

I will try to persuade the Government to accept all of these various elements, but I will be happy to have the 
Government accept any of them.  The elements are, first, that it applies to a crime committed by a person who is 
not over 60 years or against a person who is over 60, for the stated sections, which are named in proposed 
section 12(1); that is, 291, 301, 317, 317A, 392 and 393.  Next, there should be a term of imprisonment of at 
least 12 months and that it should also apply to juveniles.  All of those elements should be included.  If the 
Government has objections to applying this legislation to juveniles - even though I do not think it is correct to 
take out that part - I would be happy to see the minister move an amendment that would have it apply to 
juveniles.  I am insisting that the Opposition believes it is appropriate, if these sentences are to be increased, to 
make certain that the courts do something about them.   

Hon Ray Halligan referred to the statistics for the previous three years showing that it does not really matter 
what maximum sentence is imposed; the sentences imposed by the courts gently bump along at about the same 
average, irrespective of the maximum sentence.  That is not acceptable.  Is the minister capable of dissecting his 
statistics to let us know how many of the 277 refer to common assault and how many refer to the other types of 
assault?  One or two things will happen: if a large measure of them involve common assault - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You keep saying 277; it is 227. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes; I have got that wrong.  If a large number of sentences are for common assault, he will 
be happy, because the number of people who will be caught by this legislation will be hugely reduced.  If on the 
other hand a very small number of sentences are for common assault, that will establish beyond all doubt that 
this measure should impact, because it would be disgraceful if approximately 220 people have been guilty of this 
sort of offence and have not been sentenced to jail.  It would be very interesting if the minister were able to give 
us that dissection between the various offences.  If he is not able to do so, that will also be interesting but not all 
that surprising. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It will not surprise the Chamber to hear that the Greens (WA) strongly oppose this 
amendment.  It is another version of mandatory sentencing, and Hon Peter Foss has said as much.  It again seeks 
to remove a measure of discretion from the judiciary. 

I was wondering what would happen if a female of 58 years assaulted a male of 62 years, perhaps for a range of 
reasons which the court ought to take into consideration but cannot because the discretion is removed.  It is a 
disgraceful move in Australian politics to continue to push for mandatory sentencing.  Unfortunately, in this 
instance the wording tends to indicate that young equals bad, Aboriginal young equals worse and old equals 
good; it tends to perpetuate the demonising of our youth.  Unfortunately, it is part of a general move to scapegoat 
politics.  When there are massive changes in the community, it is very popular to direct people’s attention to the 
old and vulnerable - I am not talking about only the vulnerable old, but also people who are not succeeding 
because jobs are not available, who do not have access to training or to apprenticeships for a range of reasons, 
and who in lots of ways do not fit in or who feel angry about society.   

This legislation is part of revenge politics; it is also wedge politics, and it works a treat.  People saw how well it 
worked in the last federal election with how well the community could be turned against the most vulnerable.  In 
that instance, of course, it was refugees; at an international level it could be people who look different and have a 
different religion.  This is just one aspect of it.  It is scapegoat politics.  The Greens strongly oppose this 
amendment. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have just noted that there is an error in the numbering in the amendment.  Line 2 should 
refer to section 297, not 291.  I seek leave to make the alteration. 

Amendment, by leave, altered. 
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Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I do not want to surprise Hon Peter Foss.  The Government is opposed to this 
amendment. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I think I am surprising Hon Derrick Tomlinson.  The Government has changed, and this 
Government opposes the propositions put forward by the Opposition. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This Bill passed the second reading stage without any contribution from me.  I do not 
wish to revisit any aspects of the second reading debate during the committee stage - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I am sure you would not, but I was very disappointed that you did not make a contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  I think the member is about to remedy that. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr Chairman, for protecting me from unruly interjections.  The Opposition 
spokesman stated our case during the second reading stage and that is why I did not seek to contribute at that 
point.  Although I supported the party room decision on this matter without a trace of enthusiasm, this 
amendment now does the right thing in focussing on the Government’s shabby motives for presenting this Bill.   

This amendment calls the Government’s bluff.  The whole Bill does nothing to advance the protection of many 
of the vulnerable people in our society, which point has been made previously.  It makes an arbitrary decision 
that 60 years of age is some sort of cut-off limit.  If a fit 60-year-old were assaulted by a 59-year-old in any 
condition, these proposals would not create any greater sentence than would otherwise be imposed.  That view 
was put forward very well by Hon Peter Foss during the second reading debate.  Maximum penalties can be 
raised to whatever level they like, but the court will still apply only what the court deems to be an appropriate 
penalty having regard to the various forms of mitigation or aggravation. 

As someone said earlier, the former Government tried to have passed the Sentencing Matrix Bill to require the 
courts to consolidate and record sentencing statistics and information on a matrix.  

I have no enthusiasm about this Bill, which seeks not to make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear but to marginally 
improve a pig’s ear.  By virtue of this amendment, Hon Peter Foss seeks to call the Government’s bluff.  If the 
Government is dinkum about providing greater sanctions against people who have committed offences against 
people who happen to be over 60 years of age, this provision should be included.  However, the Government will 
vote against it, as we have heard from members of other parties in this Chamber who will help provide a 
majority if they vote with the Government.  However, Hon Peter Foss’s amendment illustrated what a hollow 
gesture this Bill is.  It is regrettable that these are the lengths to which we must go to show the Government’s 
insincerity towards this process, which will be obvious when it votes against the amendment.  The community 
will then see what a phoney and a fraud this Government is in its attitude to this issue. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I support the new clause moved by Hon Peter Foss.  As Chairman of the Standing 
Committee on Legislation, together with my parliamentary colleagues who are also members I have closely 
examined the Sentencing Matrix Bill.  All members should read the committee’s report on that Bill and look 
closely at the graph showing a comparison between the statutory penalties and the sentences handed down in 
Western Australia.  I was appalled at the number of minimum sentences imposed by the courts in this State for 
some horrific and violent crimes.  As I have said all along, whether we like it or not, the judiciary in Western 
Australia is unaccountable.  It is about time our judiciary was asked to justify some of the lesser sentences its 
members hand down.  The matrix Bill would have fulfilled that role.  

People are sick to death of some of the crimes that are committed, but for which the offenders receive a slap on 
the wrist, which has as much impact as a wet lettuce leaf or a powder puff.  The minister has not had a good look 
at that report.  He should examine the graph  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I was on the committee - fair go.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I had forgotten that.  He knows what I am talking about and he has even less excuse 
for not accepting Hon Peter Foss’s amendment.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I know what the report says.  You seem to be ignoring it.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Hon Peter Foss realised the damage that the judiciary was doing in Western Australia 
by not imposing realistic sentences.  

Hon Peter Foss:  They were not even telling people about them.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  That is true.  When we met with the judiciary I was pleased to see the Chief Judge 
compiling a work sheet.  I got the impression that he intended to encourage his fellow judges to be more 
accountable with their sentencing.  Although we do not want them to be controlled, they have a responsibility to 
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the people of Western Australia to be fully accountable and to explain why some of the maximum sentences are 
not imposed, when that is the will of the people.  

I was very disappointed to learn that the Government would not support Hon Peter Foss’s new clause.  It would 
give meaning to the Bill.  Without it, the Government may as well tear up the Bill.  The Government is 
becoming soft on crime and drugs and a few other issues that will be debated soon, which undermine moral and 
religious values in Western Australia.  The Government will be seen for what it really is.  The Attorney General 
will soon be opening the prison doors across Western Australia and letting out all the prisoners.  I would like to 
see a few of them live alongside Mr McGinty.  He has shown what type of person he is.   

I am very disappointed that the Minister for Racing and Gaming has received word from the Attorney General 
not to support what I believe is an excellent new clause.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  The minister barely stopped himself from saying that this Government is against mandatory 
sentencing.  The words almost came out, but he said “this sort of measure”.  This Government is against 
mandatory sentencing, but it told the people at the last election that it supported it.  The coalition knew that was 
the Australian Labor Party’s attitude and the way it would behave.  

I removed from the amendment every objection raised in the other place as justification for rejecting it.  I wanted 
to show this Government up for being hypocritical.  Government members are hypocrites on two bases: for 
telling the community that they support mandatory sentencing when they do not, and for telling seniors that they 
are doing something to help them when they are not.  They are two-faced because they tell the Greens that they 
are caring, soft-hearted people who are against mandatory sentencing and then they tell the public that they are 
tough on crime.  I do not mind which stand they take.  The Greens (WA) say the same to the public as they say 
in this place.  I do not agree with them, but I know where they stand; they are not hypocrites.  However, Labor 
members are hypocrites because they will not own up to the public on their real position.   

Why do they not tell the public that they do not give a darn about what happens to seniors?  Government 
members want to have it both ways.  That is the sheer hypocrisy of this Government.  This is a Government by 
press release.  It will turn any face it likes to the public when it suits it.  The Government will not get away with 
it for long.  People do not like hypocrisy.  Members can say a lot of nice things but eventually they will be 
judged because they have done nothing.  They have not even tried to explain their objections to any part of my 
amendment.  Their only objection is that they do not support mandatory sentencing.  Notwithstanding the lies 
told to the people of Western Australia at the last election, that is the Government’s policy. 

Hon Dee Margetts referred to “demonising the most vulnerable in our society”.  I do not consider that people 
who beat up old people are vulnerable.  What a way of turning something on its head!  If we sent to jail people 
who had done grievous bodily harm to others over the age of 60, would we be demonising the vulnerable and 
those least able to look after themselves?  Hang on!  We are not sending the old people, those who have been 
beaten up or those who have suffered grievous bodily harm to jail; we are sending the criminals to jail.  Nobody 
asked them to beat up or to do any grievous bodily harm to old people. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You admitted that there is no increase in the statistics.  You are demonising a class of people 
in our society just because they are young. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, I am not.  All they have to be is under 60 years of age. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I am insulted by all this debate about 60 years old. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know.  It seems strange. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Hon Peter Foss will direct his comments through the Chair. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The fact is that we are not demonising anybody.  We are just saying that it is seriously 
wrong to commit any of these serious crimes against people who are over the age of 60 years.  Who is being 
demonised?  I can understand that people’s involvement in the justice system may very well be forced on them 
by their socioeconomic position.  However, that is no excuse for committing that sort of crime against an elderly 
person.  There is no excuse - reasons, yes; excuses, no.  For us to be accused of demonising those people is 
mind-boggling.  The vulnerable people are the victims.  We seem to have a society that spends more of its time 
worrying about the people who commit the crimes than the victims of those crimes. 

One thing that really shows that is that the Attorney General has dropped the victims advisory committee - it has 
gone - while he is thinking of new ways to look after victims.  He has not done any thinking for 10 months.  We 
have no alternative for how to look after victims; we have no way of dealing with these people.  The fact is that 
this Government does not care about victims.  It cares about voters and about posturing to the public, but not 
about victims.  It cares about making mere statements.  I look forward with interest to the hypocritical press 
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release that will go out when this Bill passes this Chamber.  It will be announced by the Attorney General as a 
marvellous measure to ensure the security of seniors.  I bet he exaggerates the degree of victimisation of seniors 
and that he tries to say that this legislation makes a difference.  The Greens (WA), the Liberal Party, One Nation 
and the National Party know, and I suspect most of Labor knows, that the legislation is codswallop without this 
amendment, that it is window-dressing, and that it is a hypocritical, two-faced way for the Government to 
pretend that it supports measures when it does not.  I invite the minister to confess that his party does not support 
mandatory sentencing.  We will certainly know when it comes to a vote. 

New clause put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (11) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon N.F. Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien Hon B.K. Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon W.N. Stretch  

Noes (13) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Jim Scott Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Jon Ford Hon Louise Pratt Hon Christine Sharp Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Graham Giffard    

            

Pairs 

 Hon Barbara Scott Hon Tom Stephens 
 Hon Murray Criddle Hon Adele Farina 
 Hon Barry House Hon Kim Chance 
 Hon Alan Cadby Hon Kate Doust 

New clause thus negatived. 

Title put and passed. 

Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [12.08 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (21) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Jon Ford Hon N F Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Ken Travers 
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Ray Halligan Hon Tom Stephens  
Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon W N Stretch  

Noes (4) 

Hon Dee Margetts Hon Jim Scott Hon Giz Watson Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 

Question thus passed.   

Bill read a third time and passed. 
 


