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CRIMINAL PROPERTY CONFISCATION BILL 2000 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [3.31 pm]:  I move  - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the House to - 

(1) forthwith consider a motion for pro forma amendments to the Criminal Property 
Confiscation Bill 2000 prior to the conclusion of the second reading debate on the 
Bill; and 

(2) consider in detail the Bill as amended pro forma, immediately following the second 
reading debate. 

This will allow a significant number of amendments to be included in the Bill and make it easier for the House to 
conduct the debate.  There will be a consequential amendments Bill, which has no policy content but will include 
effective changes to other legislation required as a result of this Bill.  The Government will ensure there is 
adequate time between the second reading debate and the consideration in detail of the Bill. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle) [3.33 pm]:  I express some concern about the procedure outlined by the Leader of 
the House.  After the Bill had been introduced, I presume with some haste, 16 pages of amendments were 
introduced, and that has given rise to the need for a composite Bill.  I understand a further two pages of 
amendments have been drafted, and a consequential provisions Bill will be needed.  The Government is 
proceeding with this matter with significant haste, and as each day goes by more defects are uncovered, more 
problems are found and more amendments are introduced. 

I understand the proposed composite Bill will not be a true composite Bill, and will include some, but not all, of 
the amendments.  If we are to go down that path, we should include all the amendments and the consequential 
provisions.  I express my reservations about a composite Bill which is not truly a composite Bill, because it 
includes only the amendments proposed a couple of weeks ago and not those introduced today.  It would be 
more appropriate to finalise with the minister the necessary amendments and then produce a true composite Bill.  
The Bill is somewhat controversial and it contains fairly extensive, and perhaps unprecedented, powers.  It 
should be available to members to enable them to debate it, rather than more amendments being produced and 
considered on the run because the current Bill does not incorporate all the amendments before the House. 

Perhaps the Animal Welfare Bill could be progressed until a proper composite Bill is available.  I would then be 
more than happy to go ahead with a cognate debate to expedite the legislation.  We should make sure we know 
what we are dealing with, because it is possible to make mistakes when matters are dealt with on the run. 

The SPEAKER:  I remind the House that the pro forma amendment process is relatively new in our standing 
orders.  I am sure we would all prefer legislation to come before the House without too many additional 
amendments but sometimes amendments are necessary after consultation and the like.  The process is designed 
to clean up the Bill and not to prevent debate on it.  That is of great assistance to the officers, as it reduces the 
paperwork.  Also, members in this House may propose further amendments and if amendments are coming from 
all over the place, the situation can become difficult as certain amendments must be moved before others.  I am 
not sure whether the Opposition is just expressing concern or intends to oppose the motion.  I share its concern.  
I would prefer Bills to be introduced in the first instance in this place in their final form. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Police) [3.36 pm]:  A significant number of amendments were proposed 
after the Bill was introduced, and it is those to which this motion relates.  Further minor amendments have been 
received today.  It would be most desirable, for the reasons outlined, to have one cognate Bill for the 
consideration in detail stage.  Perhaps it would be best to proceed - I note the Leader of the House nods his 
head - with the second reading debate on the Bill.  If we pass this motion, we can then produce one pro forma 
Bill which incorporates all the amendments.  I am not sure how we could have a cognate debate on the 
consequential provisions Bill, which I am about to read for the first time.  I will talk to the Clerk about that at 
some stage.  Certainly, it would be far better to introduce Bills in their final form rather than for this to happen.  
However, for the purpose of this debate, particularly in the consideration in detail stage, it is preferable for the 
Bill to be in a pro forma form. 

MR WIESE (Wagin) [3.37 pm]:  I do not fully understand what is being done.  I do not have a problem if it is 
proposed to pull the Bill together, include all the amendments, and then allow the second reading debate to 
continue.  I indicate to the House, as I indicated to my colleagues in the joint party room and the minister, that I 
propose to move some amendments.  Certainly, I want an opportunity to speak in the debate to explain where I 
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am coming from and what I am endeavouring to do before we consider this Bill in detail.  I am happy for this 
proposal to proceed if it allows that; however, if it does not, I have big problems with it. 

The SPEAKER:  I understand the plan is to have one copy of the Bill as the minister wants it to be.  It will 
contain only the minister’s amendments, but other amendments can be made. 

MRS ROBERTS (Midland) [3.38 pm]:  The way this matter has been dealt with highlights the complete 
incompetence of this Government in its handling of law and order legislation.  The coalition Government 
promised this legislation some time before the last election.  I have reminded the present and previous Ministers 
for Police of the problems with this legislation on a number of occasions.  This Parliament waited until the death 
knell for this Government’s term in office for the legislation to be introduced, and within days 16 pages of 
amendments were listed in the Notice Paper.  It is unsatisfactory.  The Government has been embarrassed into 
producing a composite Bill because it is very difficult to follow legislation when a further 16 pages of 
amendments are released a week after it is introduced.  I am advised that another two pages of amendments will 
be produced for the first time today.  It would have been useful for the Opposition to have seen those 
amendments over the past couple of weeks.  It is a complex area of law, and a number of people have expressed 
concern about it.  It is also an important area of law. 

Currently, the police are hamstrung when dealing with people who have amassed considerable assets through 
drug-related and various other activities.  Legislation similar to this has been in operation in New South Wales 
for a couple of years, and I understand it has been working well.  This situation points to the incompetence of 
this Government.  It introduced a Bill in this House in a rush at the death knock, and it needs 18 pages of 
amendments.  It is not a satisfactory way to advance any legislation.  The Opposition will go along with the 
Government’s proposal because it has little choice.  The Government could not get its act together to introduce 
the Bill earlier this year, last year or the year before when it knew full well that this type of criminal property 
confiscation legislation had been needed for some years.  Similar legislation is in operation in other States, and I 
understand the Federal Parliament will soon introduce similar legislation.  I place on the record that it is an 
entirely unsatisfactory way of dealing with legislation in general terms but, given the undertakings by the 
Government so far, the Opposition will not oppose it.  The Opposition knows how important it is for the police 
to have this kind of legislation, which will enable them to do their job and deal with the Mr Bigs in the drug 
world and elsewhere. 

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Minister for the Environment) [3.41 pm]:  I have had a quick discussion with 
the Leader of the House and, as he is unable to respond to the comments made and sentiments expressed by 
members, I am doing so on his behalf.  Technically, all members agree.  The Government proposes that debate 
be adjourned on the second reading.  That will allow all the amendments currently on the Notice Paper and those 
that will be included on the Notice Paper tomorrow to be incorporated into one pro forma Bill.  If this matter 
were dealt with otherwise, only the amendments on the Notice Paper today would be included.  It is proposed by 
the Leader of the House that the second reading debate continue today. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.43 pm]:  The debate has been productive as opposition members have tried to 
help the Government with its problem.  We are dealing with a suspension of standing orders motion and the 
Speaker has allowed members to go into the issues involved, which has been good for the debate.  As has been 
pointed out by the members for Midland and Fremantle, the Government has made a mess of this procedure.  
However, in keeping with the spirit of the debate, I will not press that point at this stage.   

The Opposition certainly is in favour of the Bill being reprinted to incorporate all the amendments.  The 
suggestion that we proceed with the second reading debate creates a problem because if those amendments are of 
any substance, the whole basis of the second reading debate could be undermined.  At times, continuing the 
second reading debate to gain some time to undertake the necessary detailed work of preparing the amendments 
can be a productive way of progressing the Bill.  This may fall into that category if those amendments do not 
change in a major way the provisions of the legislation.  However, the Government could undermine the basis of 
the second reading debate by asking members to proceed with it when they are not sure whether they are 
debating one or two Bills and whether the amendments are substantial rather than just a means of tidying up the 
Bill.   

The Opposition’s problem is that the minister said only a few words.  He will need to give us some clear 
indication about the full extent of those amendments if he is to convince us that it is appropriate to continue with 
the second reading rather than go on to something else. 

Mr Barnett:  The additional amendments are purely of a technical, inconsequential nature and have no policy 
impact.  The only amendments of substance are those already on the Notice Paper. 
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Mr Prince:  Which have been there for a couple of weeks.   

Mr KOBELKE:  I thank the Leader of the House and the Minister for Police for putting that clearly on the 
record.  Are the amendments to the second Bill also only of a technical nature? 

Mr Prince:  Yes.   

Mr KOBELKE:  When are we likely to see that Bill?  Is it finished, and will there be further amendments to that 
as well? 

Mr Prince:  The first reading was today, and the second reading will be tomorrow. 

Mr KOBELKE:  Does the minister envisage amendments to that Bill at this stage? 

Mr Prince:  No.  I did not envisage amendments to the other Bill either, but that is beside the point. 

Mr KOBELKE:  I thank you for your forbearance, Mr Speaker.  The Opposition will support the motion.  We 
will be in a better position to handle this complex and important piece of legislation when all the amendments 
have been incorporated.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw (Parliamentary Secretary). 
 


