


 

2011376/rgeare…2 

We have run out of time, but there is just one other question on which I would be grateful 
for the views of the Law Society. It is about the issue of strict liability in the offence. It 
is a matter that the New South Wales Bar Association's submission deals with. Again, 
if you could give us some assistance with what I find to be the somewhat baffling 
answer that the police have given to a question on notice. I will read you the question 
and the answer from Acting Deputy Commissioner Walton. I put to him:  
 

Again, I will ask if you could provide on notice whether or not the Minister's 
proposition in the second reading speech accurately reflects 51J(1)(b), where he 
says "For the new offence to apply, the person must be aware that the 
manufacture is illegal, that it is not authorised under a firearms dealer's licence". 
That statement from the Minister seems to be in error, but I would be interested 
if you would respond to that on notice.  

 
The Acting Deputy Commissioner responds:  
 

The legislation provides that a person must knowingly or ought to have known 
that the manufacture is illegal.  

 
Then we get this:  
 

The rationale for the introduction of 'ought to have known', i.e. the introduction 
of a strict liability or 'negligence' fault element is because there is an absolute 
test in firearms manufacturing in that either a person is licensed or not – which 
requires a baseline enquiry in order to establish this fact.  

 
I do not know what that means, but perhaps you could shed some light on it. 
 
In the Law Society’s view, if s51J(1)(b) is enacted in the form proposed in the Bill, it will create 
an offence where an accused knowingly takes part in the manufacture of a firearm or firearm 
part in two situations. 
 
Firstly, where the accused person “knowingly takes part” and actually knows that the 
manufacture of the firearm or firearm part is not authorised by a licence or permit, an offence 
is committed.    
 
Secondly, where a tribunal of fact (typically a jury), finds beyond reasonable doubt that the 
accused “ought reasonably to know” that the manufacture is not authorised by a licence or 
permit, an accused person will also have committed the offence. 
 
In the second situation a person may be guilty of the offence despite the fact that the person 
did not actually know that the manufacture was unauthorised.  
 
Absent some provision similar in nature to that contained in paragraph (b), the new section 
would criminalise conduct which is otherwise authorised in the Act, such as taking part in the 
manufacture of a firearm under the authority of a firearms dealer’s licence. This cannot be the 
legislative intent. 
 
An offence committed with full knowledge that the manufacture is not authorised is potentially 
qualitatively quite different to an offence committed in circumstances where the accused 
“ought to have known”.  
 
An accused person might not know the manufacture is unauthorised because they have not 
made any enquiries, or they may have made some limited enquiries, or they may have made 
extensive enquiries, or they may have been actively misled by the principal manufacturer that 






