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JURIES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The following amendments made by the Council now considered — 

No 1 

Page 28, after line 14 — To insert —  

(c) the Clerk of the Legislative Council, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, Deputy Clerk 
of the Legislative Council, Deputy Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, Clerk 
Assistant, Usher of the Black Rod or Sergeant-at-Arms of the Parliament of Western 
Australia. 

No 2 

Page 28, line 18 — To insert after “Court” —  

or an associate to any such officer 

No 3 

Page 28, line 20 — To insert after “Court” —  

or an associate to any such officer 

No 4 

Page 28, line 22 — To delete “magistrate or registrar” and insert —  

magistrate, registrar or judicial support officer 

No 5 

Page 28, lines 23 and 24 — To delete the lines and insert —  

(e) a judge, magistrate, registrar or judicial support officer of the Children’s Court or an 
associate to a judge of the Court; 

No 6 

Page 29, lines 3 to 6 — To delete the lines. 

No 7 

Page 29, lines 9 and 10 — To delete the lines and insert —  

3. Australian legal practitioners 

A person who is an Australian legal practitioner. 

No 8 

Page 29, lines 12 to 33 — To delete the lines. 

Leave granted for the amendments to be considered together. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I move — 

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This message contains a number of amendments that, during consideration in detail, I 
urged the government to consider. Mr Deputy Speaker, you are a legal practitioner and you will well recall the 
debate. We debated whether the people set out in this message should be included in the classes of people who 
should be excluded from jury duty. Of course, the first amendment includes the Clerks of this chamber and the 
other place, associates of the court and associates of any such officer. All these matters were debated in detail in 
the consideration in detail stage following the second reading debate. During the debate in consideration in 
detail, as I recall, the Attorney General said he was not totally opposed to any of the amendments I was 
proposing, but asked whether I would take it on trust that he would consider these amendments and deal with 
them in the Council and return them to this place. I say two things about that: first, the Attorney General can 
always be taken on trust. He gave me that indication; I waived that undertaking through; it went to the Council; 
the amendments were effected; and they came back here, so there is no further debate on them. Before I sit 
down, however, I would like to make one other comment in that regard. It has been my experience with this 
Attorney General that he has been amenable to discussion and persuasion. I think that that probably is reflective 
of his previous occupation as counsel, whereby he was in an adversarial situation but he was always open to take 
on board part of his opponent’s propositions because they might, in fact, be substantial. On this particular matter, 
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he took on board the issues that I had brought to this chamber after great thought and said, “Take it on trust; I 
will give them consideration” and they have all come back in the Council’s message. This is not the first 
occasion on which the Attorney General has listened to points of view put by the Western Australian opposition. 
I can think of the other occasion when I spoke strongly in this chamber about inflicting the burdensome yoke of 
mandatory sentencing on children. Although the Attorney General did not go as far as I urged him to go in the 
debate in this chamber, he once again said, “I will take on board what you have said and consider it and take it to 
my colleagues in the Council.” And, lo and behold, what came back to this chamber were amendments to 
mandatory sentencing. They did not go far enough and left that heavy yoke on 17 and 18-year-olds, who still in 
many cases do not have the brains to make rational decisions when they are hot-headed. Some ground was made 
for the Western Australian community by the intelligent approach taken by the Attorney General to the 
propositions. 

The opposition notes the honourable conduct of the Attorney General on this particular matter. On behalf of the 
opposition, we thank the government for taking on board the amendments. They were not ideological 
amendments, as would be dealt with in privatisation; they were just amendments for the working of juries. We 
commend these amendments to the chamber and we thank the government. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


