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CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [2.50 pm]: Before the lunch adjournment I was quoting from the minister’s 
second reading speech in relation to — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, just a moment. I do notice, members, that many of you are engaged 
in conversation. Can I humbly request that you take those conversations outside this place? I would like to hear 
the business before this house. I would like the opportunity to be provided to the member for Girrawheen. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I was quoting from the minister’s second reading speech in relation to the rationale for this 
legislation. He referred to a committee that reviewed the recommendations of the parliamentary committee 
inquiry into the prosecution of sexual assaults. He referred to the deliberations of the Community Development 
and Justice Standing Committee and said — 

In order to address the shortcomings in the provision of services to victims, this group identified that 
suitably trained nurses should be allowed to conduct certain forensic procedures. SARC — 

That is, the Sexual Assault Resource Centre — 

is aware that there are nurses in regional Western Australia who would be willing to undergo an 
approved course to enable them to perform internal forensic procedures. SARC has agreed to develop a 
training package to be used by Western Australian Department of Health medical practitioners working 
at SARC to train nurses in conducting these internal forensic procedures. 

This is pedantry, I know, but the implication from that quote from the minister’s second reading speech is that it 
was in fact the recommendation of the committee. In fact, the recommendation of the committee, which looked 
at this issue in some detail, was that there was a problem with the availability of nurses. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Doctors. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The availability of general practitioners. Recommendation 18 reads — 

The Minister for Health ensure that rural and regional GPs be provided with training and incentives to 
properly manage victims of sexual assault with a view to improving services in the regions. 

Recommendation 35 reads — 

The Department of Health, the Department of Indigenous Affairs, the Office of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, the Western Australia Police, the Office of the Public Advocate, the Sexual Assault 
Resource Centre, the Victim Support Service, and the Department of Child Protection establish a task 
force which would review both the adequacy of the provision of services in response to sexual assault in 
regional and remote communities, and identify innovative and collaborative strategies to address the 
shortcomings. 

This initiative to be driven by the Premier’s office. 

I make the point, and it is pedantic, that it is the committee that I presume was set up pursuant to 
recommendation 35 that in fact recommended the idea of nurses; and that in fact the parliamentary committee 
was focused on general practitioners. It is only a minor matter, but for the purpose of accuracy I need to correct 
the implication in the minister’s speech that this was a direct recommendation of that parliamentary committee. 
In this regard I have to say that the committee’s report is an extensive and a very comprehensive one and I 
commend the committee. My colleague the member for Joondalup was the chair of that committee and he will 
speak a bit later about some of those findings. 

The committee report notes — 

This Inquiry was instigated to review the extent to which prosecutions of sexual offences were impeded 
by aspects of the judicial process that were poorly executed; and the extent to which prosecutions are 
negatively impacted by the systems which make up the formal response to such crimes. 

It was therefore in that context that the review committee looked at the issue. 

In the context of forensics, which is dealt with at chapter 5, the parliamentary committee noted — 
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Chapter Five One of the reasons provided to the Committee as to why prosecutions might not proceed, 
or having commenced might then fail, was that of problems with the provision of forensics. In 
particular it was suggested that there are significant delays in the provision of forensics. 

That is the first point I need to make. The opposition has no problem with this legislation, but I think for the 
purpose of accuracy I must reiterate that the laws before us are a departure from what the parliamentary 
committee actually recommended. The committee obviously has given up on GPs and instead wants suitably 
qualified nurses to conduct these intimate searches. 

Clause 4 of this bill will permit a qualified person under section 103 of the Criminal Investigation Act to conduct 
certain searches, in particular searching a person’s orifices, other than mouth, for a relevant thing and also 
removing a relevant thing from or taking a sample of a relevant thing in any such orifice. As the law presently 
stands, only a doctor can do that. This bill does not say that a nurse can do that, as one also might infer from the 
minister’s second reading speech; it says that a “qualified person” can do that. Really this bill empowers a 
qualified person to do that. We therefore need to make the point that in some cases that qualified person may not 
be a nurse. I would seek clarification of that when the minister responds. It might be the intention solely that the 
person be a nurse; if so, this bill is broader than that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Can you just repeat that? I am sorry, I missed that. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The bill refers to a “qualified person”, not to a “nurse”. Potentially, therefore, it could be a 
person other than a nurse who conducts this examination. “Qualified person” is defined in section 73 of the act 
as — 

… in relation to a forensic procedure, means a person who is qualified under the regulations to do the 
procedure; 

Elsewhere in section 103 of the act there is specific reference to a “nurse”. If the intention is not to open up the 
searches to all nurses but to only nurses who have done special training, that should be said, rather than a 
“qualified person” because potentially that could be someone who has done the training but who is not a nurse. If 
it is the minister’s intention to use only nurses, it seems to me that the minister should have put a “nurse who has 
done the prescribed training” or something to that effect. I only make the point as there is a gap between what 
the second reading speech says this legislation will do and what it will in fact do.  

Which qualification under the regulations is appropriate? Regulations 6 and 7 of the Criminal Investigation 
Regulations deal with the issue of relevant qualifications. Regulation 6 refers to the commissioner approving a 
course for certain forensic purposes and to any act done by the Commissioner of Police under this regulation 
being in writing. Regulation 6 reads — 

The Commissioner may approve a course of training or study in relation to exercising a forensic 
procedure power if satisfied that a person who satisfactorily completes the course is competent to 
exercise the power when doing the procedure on another person. 

That is the authorisation for the approval of a course of training. Regulation 7 states that if the commissioner is 
satisfied on the basis of a person’s qualifications and that a person has successfully completed an approved 
course, the commissioner may give that person a certificate that says that the person is qualified to exercise the 
power. Those are the two provisions that make someone a qualified person. As I indicated earlier, there are 
specific references in section 73 of the act, which is the definitions section. It defines “doctor” as a person 
registered under the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (Western Australia) in the medical profession; 
similarly, “nurse” means a person registered under the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (Western 
Australia) in the nursing and midwifery professions whose name is entered on division 1 of the Register of 
Nurses kept under that law as a registered nurse. I hate to take the minister on a perambulation around the 
legislation, but it seems to me that if the intention is to allow nurses with a certain qualification to perform these 
tests, the legislation should say that. What the minister has in fact potentially done is open it up more broadly, 
and I expect a response to that issue shortly. 

I want to make a few more general comments. Firstly, there is an increasing phenomenon—certainly it is 
referred to in the parliamentary committee report, but a number of operational officers have raised it with me 
also—of what is known as the “CSI effect”. That is when juries and triers of fact have seen on television shows 
such as CSI: Crime Scene Investigation how they think the police operate, and they believe that acquiring 
forensic samples, firstly, is routine; secondly, is easy; and, thirdly, will secure the necessary evidence. In many 
cases, for a range of reasons, securing forensic evidence is not possible: the material may have deteriorated in 
some way due to the effluxion of time or the circumstances in which it was collected, it may not have been 
collected by officers with the right training, or the alleged offence may have been reported some time after it 
occurred. There is a range of reasons that forensic material is not collected. Unfortunately, members of the 
public who see this work on fictional television programs such as CSI are increasingly reluctant to convict in the 
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absence of forensic evidence, because they believe that if there is no forensic evidence, the police must have 
something to hide and perhaps the person is not guilty. I accept that it is becoming increasingly important to 
have first-class forensic evidence that is admissible. It is not a good situation when the capacity in remote and 
regional Western Australia to deliver that unimpeachable forensic evidence is under threat because of the 
unavailability of people to collect those forensic samples in a professional and timely fashion. There is a real 
education issue for the public and for jury members about what inferences they can draw if forensic samples are 
not present. 

The first of the other couple of issues that I want to raise relates to the fact that the report of the Community 
Development and Justice Standing Committee on the prosecution of sexual assaults was tabled in this place in 
April 2008. Before the then government could respond to that report, an election was called and the report 
effectively lapsed. The 36 or so recommendations in that report were not acted upon and there was no formal 
response from government. The Minister for Police was on that committee; he was co-opted to the committee. I 
would like to know whether there has been any progress nevertheless in implementing the recommendations in 
the report. Despite the requirement that the minister should report the government’s response to this place, it is 
important that we at least know what other measures are being taken to ensure that the very legitimate concerns 
raised by that parliamentary committee about a range of matters relating to sexual assault and the prosecution of 
those offences are addressed to the best possible standard. 

Finally, I will refer to the investigation and prosecution of sexual offences by police. We frequently hear about 
the increased police numbers that this government and the previous government are bringing on board, but 
sometimes quality, not quantity, is an issue. By that I mean that these are serious offences on the criminal 
calendar. They need to be prosecuted by more experienced police officers and, in many cases, by detectives. We 
have found in recent years that the pool of experienced detectives is limited. The corporate knowledge has very 
much disintegrated or left. A recent enterprise bargaining agreement meant that it was more attractive for some 
of the detectives to go back into uniform. I think there is an insufficient number of experienced detectives who 
can pursue this kind of investigation. That view is consistent with the findings of an inquiry conducted by the 
Scottish police who were brought out here to look at the prosecution process. There certainly is room for 
improvement. I know that a number of training courses have been put in place for detectives. If we are really 
dinkum about prosecuting serious sexual offences, we need a corps of first-rate detectives who have the training 
and resources to do so. We need to address the fact that our detective pool is diminishing, as is that corporate 
knowledge, which is crucial to ensuring that all the hoops can be overcome so that a matter can be successfully 
prosecuted. 

Having said that, the opposition supports this bill. I am concerned about the inconsistencies between the second 
reading speech and the legislation. It is too easy for the government to say that it is changing only one section of 
the legislation and that it is not a big deal. In my very simple exercise of looking at the act and the regulations, I 
have discovered that there may well be a lack of precision in the drafting, but it is not fatal. We certainly support 
the principle of forensic testing being much more readily available in regional and remote Western Australia. 

MR A.P. O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [3.08 pm]: I also rise to support the Criminal Investigation Amendment 
Bill 2010. I even commend the government for taking at least one step forward in the prosecution of sexual 
assaults. As members in this place know, this report came about as a result of a motion moved in early 2007 by 
the now Minister for Police. I was a bit cynical about it at the time. I thought that he moved the motion for purely 
political reasons. Yes, I know the minister finds it shocking that I think he is cynical! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Oh ye of little faith!  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It was a bit of a play around at the time. But by the time the committee had finished this 
inquiry, we had actually come up with some really significant recommendations. When the Liberal–National 
government came to power in September 2008 and I heard that the member was to be Minister for Police, I 
thought, “Oh well”. This report was tabled in April 2008 and it should have been responded to by about July, 
but, as everybody knows, Parliament does not sit in July, and when we came back in August it was a very brief 
sitting and we went to an election. As we all know, reports then drop off; they are no longer required to be 
responded to and they sometimes just wind up gathering dust somewhere. But I thought that as the Minister for 
Police had been a member of the committee that had held this inquiry, this report would be resurrected and a full 
response would have been given to this house on its recommendations.  

As I recall, the member—the now Minister for Police—was very insistent that certain recommendations be put 
in the report. We worked long and hard, I have to say, to try to frame those recommendations in words that were 
usable for the minister of the day. We worked very hard to make sure that we got those recommendations into 
the report.  
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Mr R.F. Johnson: Various ministers were involved who needed to respond; it was not just the Minister for 
Police, as you will remember. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I will come to that; I think, actually, about four ministers were involved, if I remember 
rightly, including the Attorney General. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: A number of ministers were involved, but, unfortunately, as I said, the report basically 
got lost in the processes.  

But it is good that this particular recommendation is being followed up on. I share the same concerns as the 
member for Girrawheen about who can collect those samples. It is mentioned that it can be only an authorised 
person, and that person, I believe, will be authorised by the Commissioner of Police. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: They are nurses, but I will explain that. It will be only nurses—I can assure you of that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It should have been in the second reading speech. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: There is also the possibility of general practitioners being authorised to do that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: GPs can still do it, obviously.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: But there are a number of other recommendations, minister, and as we have not had a 
full response to this report, I will touch on a few of those recommendations with the forbearance of the house.  

Recommendation 7 related to the Dante Arthurs case and why previous prosecutions against that person had 
failed. Recommendation 7 was about the simple thing of adding a column on the form to record what had 
happened to every piece of evidence as it was tested. If I remember correctly—the minister will correct me if I 
am wrong, I am sure—that was something that the current minister felt really passionately about, and that it 
should be just a tick-off to specify whether, yes, it had been done or, no, it had not. That is essentially, if I 
remember correctly, where a previous case—not the one involving Sofia—against Dante Arthurs had fallen 
down. If that case had not fallen down, there would have been a good possibility that that young gentleman 
would not have been on the streets at the time and would not have been able to prosecute the subsequent act. 
Minister, I know it is a little outside the scope, but it is a huge issue.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will try to give you a positive response. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I will not go through every recommendation, but I have picked out a couple that I 
thought were particularly relevant—the minister was particularly passionate about some of them—and I would 
like a response to them. 

The committee recommended, as a result of its findings, that a system be put in place to allot case identifiers to 
be used by the police and the Director of Public Prosecutions so that things did not fall through the gaps. Another 
recommendation that I thought was really good—I remember we had lots of discussion about this—came from 
the fact that sometimes, particularly in regional areas, the young woman or young person who is making the 
complaint knows the police officer. The committee recommended that there should be a way for the police to 
exclude a police officer who knows the complainant. Does the minister remember those discussions we had? It 
was a bit of an issue, particularly in regional areas.  

We were also greatly concerned about the treatment of young people who had been sexually assaulted. We made 
a number of recommendations about that, but rather than go through all of those and read them out, I will go 
through them generally and let the minister answer.  

A number of recommendations were made about how child sex offences should be dealt with, such as how the 
evidence should be gathered and how many times we have to put particularly a young person through an 
interrogation or inquiry process to find out what exactly happened and the evidence that could be used in the 
prosecution. 

One of the other things that was very prominent, minister, was the East Perth watch-house. Recommendation 10 
states — 

The Government expedites the recruitment of extra security personnel, other than police officers, to 
manage the East Perth Watch House. 

That has been done. 

Another recommendation that the minister was pretty keen on—in fact, I think he wanted us to go to London on 
this one — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The minister knows what I am going to say, does he not? Recommendation 14 states — 
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The Attorney General implements changes to Western Australian legislation which incorporate the 
principles and safeguards of the United Kingdom’s Police and Criminal Evidence Act which bear on the 
accused’s right to remain silent. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Don’t you watch The Bill? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The minister has introduced the Criminal Investigation Amendment Bill 2010 today 
with a view to being able to collect some forensic evidence, particularly in remote areas, and to authorise and 
train nurses to be able to do that. I think that is commendable. This report contains a number of other 
recommendations that would help victims of sexual assault and would help with the prosecution of offenders. If 
the minister remembers, the report stated that there is a very, very low reporting rate and, of that reporting rate, a 
very, very low success rate in the court. I do not think that will have changed too much—I hope it has, but I do 
not think it will have. I ask the minister to address some of those committee recommendations—I think he knows 
which ones, because he will have been through this report numerous times—to explain to the Parliament exactly 
what the Barnett Liberal–National government is doing for victims of sexual assault and the prosecution of those 
offences to make the system better than it was. I think we all acknowledge that it was pretty pathetic and that we 
need to have in place something that is a lot better than what was there.  

Some recommendations were made also about victim support models. The member for Girrawheen raised the 
recommendation about people with decision-making disabilities and how they are represented in the system. 
Does the minister remember us having a conversation with the public advocate who came to the committee and 
talked to us about that? These people did not make the right decisions and did not have a process to go through, 
because their disability prevented them from making the right decisions. Does the minister want me to read the 
recommendation? He is looking a bit confused. I can read the recommendation or the finding—maybe the 
finding might be better.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, it is just that I have not got the report in front of me, obviously, and we are talking about 
something like—what—four years ago when we considered all of this.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Yes, I realise that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: But I will respond to you in general terms, and bring you up to date in any way I can. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Yes, in general terms; I accept that. Finding 29 reads — 

Adults with intellectual and decision-making disability are vulnerable to sexual assault and in need of 
special support. There is a lack of specific, dedicated and ongoing support/counselling services for 
victims of sexual assault who have intellectual and decision-making disabilities.  

That recommendation is pretty close to my heart because I have personal knowledge of someone with that type 
of disability. She can be taken advantage of because she does not know how to best deal with those situations; 
she does not know how to say “no”. When she becomes a victim, extra support is needed to get her through that 
ordeal.  

I am conscious that it is pretty late on a Thursday and that we do not want to delay the house too long. I ask the 
minister to address some of the other recommendations generally. I ask the minister to also indicate whether he 
might talk to the Premier and the other ministers about the recommendations, with a view to returning a response 
to the report. The minister made a very passionate plea for this inquiry, and it would be a shame for the report to 
disappear onto a shelf and for many of these recommendations to be lost.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [3.20 pm] — in reply: I thank the members for 
Girrawheen and Joondalup for their comments on the Criminal Investigation Amendment Bill 2010. I am 
100 per cent confident of their support for this bill going through the house pretty quickly. I would love for the 
bill to go to the other house and be passed before Christmas so that we can put something in train to try to help 
victims of sexual assault as quickly as possible. It is a simple bill that will add just two words to the Criminal 
Investigation Act. I do not want to overburden the other house, but I think it might be able to deal with this bill 
very quickly. I will try to convince members of the other house to deal with it.  

I will answer the members’ questions in detail. The member for Joondalup was quite right. He repeated a lot of 
the history of this matter, which brought a lot of things back to me. I will not claim credit for it, but I was the 
member of this house who moved the motion to refer this matter to the Community Development and Justice 
Standing Committee and for a subcommittee to be formed, of which I was chairman, and the member for 
Churchlands and the then member for Maylands, Hon Judy Edwards, were members. The committee worked 
extremely well. It was a classic example of how committees can work. To me, there were no politics in that 
process at all. The member for Joondalup was right in correcting any misapprehension he may have had: I was 
not doing it for political purposes. I was very concerned about the death of a young girl, as the member is 
aware—I will not say her name now—and that the person who killed that young girl in tragic circumstances 
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managed to get off on technicalities and other things on a previous case. That haunts me even now. I still have a 
very thick file at home on that case. I am very concerned that this does not happen again. The committee did 
work well. We made lots of recommendations. I do not have the report in front of me because I did not know 
that we would be talking about the report in general terms; I thought we would just be talking about the bill 
before the house.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: You brought it up in the second reading speech.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Of course I referred to the committee report, because that is from where the bill emanates. 
It was a great committee. It did lots of work and made some very good recommendations. I was extremely 
hopeful that the government of the day would respond to the report and put things in place. I can tell members 
that a lot of things have been put in place. The member for Joondalup has a genuine interest in this matter 
because he was Chairman of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee. I will ensure that I 
collect the information he wants, because a lot of the recommendations have already been put in place. Only two 
or three are still being worked on and they relate to regional and remote Western Australia. Almost all of the 
recommendations in the report have been fulfilled by the responsible agencies. The Sexual Assault Services 
Advisory Group has been undertaking the bulk of this work. It is an unfunded body and it has been doing a great 
job. There are only two or three recommendations left to be fulfilled, mainly in regional and remote WA. I will 
make every endeavour to give the member the information he wants. It covers the four agencies of Police, 
Health, the Attorney General and Child Protection.  

We have boosted the sexual assault squad. It now has 25 officers.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: That was recommendation 1.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It was. I have to say that the police undertook some changes before the committee even 
tabled its report. I think the police knew where the report was going. They saw the deficiency, if I can put it that 
way, within police investigations into sexual assault, particularly of offences against children, and they took 
action and increased the number of officers in that squad. The sexual assault squad is now in its own building. It 
links with the Federal Police and others on sexual assaults, so that it can monitor what goes on not just here but 
also interstate.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: When you are making those inquiries, can you find out what stage the forensic exhibits 
register is at? That is something that obviously ties into this area.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Certainly. I will take note of everything both members said. I give the commitment that I 
will endeavour to give those members the information as soon as I can. I do not know the answers off the top of 
my head. To do it justice, I should be allowed to give members that information separately from the discussion 
on this bill today, because the bill is very simple.  

In response to the questions asked by the member for Girrawheen, I assure her that nurses will be the only 
persons considered appropriate to undertake training.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is administrative; it is not legislative.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have not finished. I ask the member to please be patient. A layperson off the street could 
not undertake the training.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: No, it says “a qualified person”.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I still have not finished.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Why didn’t it raise laypeople?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member just cannot help herself. It will be teatime soon; she can have a cup of tea in 
a minute. The use of the term “qualified person” is consistent with the table in section 103 and the terminology 
used within the act. That is what it is.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes, but “nurse” is also used in the act.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is, but it could also be midwives who could be trained.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is not what you said in your second reading speech; you said you would be using nurses. 
Which is it?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It could be both. That is why we have used the term “qualified person”. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: I doubt that a court will ever have to interpret this, but your second reading speech is the aid 
for the court in interpreting the legislative intent of the bill. If the legislative intent is to use people who are not 
nurses, as defined by the act, that will not be a problem if they are adequately qualified, but why don’t you say 
that?   
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Because we want to keep it consistent. The member would do the same if she was on this 
side of the house.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: I would say “qualified person” in my second reading speech; I wouldn’t say “nurses”.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I said “nurses” because it is nurses to whom we will be looking to do that training. I can 
assure the member of that. The term “qualified person” is used because there could be a case in which a midwife 
undertakes the training. Midwives are very often somewhere between a doctor and a nurse—they sometimes 
have more qualifications than mainstream nurses. We do not want to exclude them. I can assure the member that 
the main thrust will be to ensure that it is nurses. It will not be anybody other than very well qualified health 
professionals; that is, general practitioners or nurses. It could be a midwife. I used that as an example. GPs are 
qualified. There is no need for them to undertake a course or to be included in the amendment to the act. They 
are already there.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: They already have the power?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: They already have the power. They already have the professional expertise and 
qualifications to be able to undertake that. So they would not need to undergo yet another course to be able to do 
that. I emphasise again that the intention is for only nurses and midwives to undertake the training.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Now it is in Hansard, so everyone will know that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is good.   

Ms M.M. Quirk: We are singing from the same hymn sheet.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We certainly are. I love singing from the same hymn sheet as the member.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: I was making the assumption that there is a specific way, once the particular evidence has 
been gathered, of marking that evidence and keeping that evidence secure. That is why I thought there might be 
some way other than by recourse to a nurse to take the sample.    

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. The doctors already know the system and how it works. We need to train the nurses 
specifically in that area of taking those samples—those very intimate samples, as the member is aware—and 
they will be trained in the same method as the doctors already know, to keep it all consistent.  

The member for Joondalup also asked about the reference system that goes from the police to the Attorney 
General. As far as I am aware, that is definitely now in place. They will still have their own identification within 
their own agency—that is, the Director of Public Prosecutions; the forensic labs, whether it is PathWest or the 
Chemistry Centre; and, indeed, the police. But even though they will keep their own reference system for their 
own internal use, there will also be a universal reference system, which is one of the recommendations of the 
committee, as the member knows. That is one of the recommendations that has been completed. There is very 
little in the recommendations that has not been fulfilled. But I give the member a commitment that I will get my 
people to look into that and to give me a response to all the recommendations from that report. I will need to go 
to the Attorney General, obviously, and ask him to respond about his agency, but I am happy to do this, because 
this is a serious issue. Children, people with severe disabilities and frail aged people are the most vulnerable in 
our society. We need to do everything within our power to care for and make sure that these people are not 
abused, because there are some very nasty people out there who will take advantage of children, people with 
disabilities and frail aged people. That is the commitment that this government will give, and I suggest any 
government would give. We will do everything in our power to protect those people.   

I think that has answered all the questions that members have put to me. I am asking members to agree to these 
two words that will be included in the amendments to the act. Once again, I appreciate the support of both 
members opposite. I knew I would get that support — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are so persuasive! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No! They are decent people, Premier.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: We tidied it up for him, Premier!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, they have not tidied it up for me! I am glad that this is one of the measures that I have 
been able to put in place. As far as I am concerned, this is probably the final measure that the police need to have 
put in place, because the commissioner will need to be satisfied that the evidence is of a standard that can be 
produced in a court of law. So I thank members very much for their contributions and for their support.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 
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Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Minister for Police), and transmitted to the Council.   
 


