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CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION (IDENTIFYING PEOPLE) BILL 2000 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Police) [7.13 pm]:  I thank members for their contributions to the debate so 
far.  The only problem has been the obvious reluctance on the part of the Opposition to have anything to do with 
the Bill and to progress debate.  Members opposite profess to support the Bill and state that DNA must be used 
as an investigative tool.  The tenor of comments after those remarks indicate that it is not the position they would 
prefer to adopt.  They want to procrastinate and delay, as they have done with any good law and order measure 
introduced by the Government.  Without any reference to notes, the court security measure comes to mind as it 
took months to debate in this place and was held up in the other House for even longer before coming into 
operation.  That legislation released 65 police officers to operational duty, and the equivalent of 96 police 
officers in time spent back on duty.  If that were not a good enough example, the surveillance devices legislation 
took about three years to pass through this place.  We had the memorable comments from the member for 
Burrup that the right to pilfer should be preserved.  Nonetheless, the police are now able to use this technology to 
track people and put them under observation. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  The minister is supposed to be talking about the Bill. 

Mr PRINCE:  I am.  I refer to comments made by members opposite in relation to this Bill, and their lack of 
enthusiasm to progress the matter.  The Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Bill will give police the 
ability to use science as an investigative tool as never before.  I include fingerprints in that observation.  
Fingerprints science is almost exclusive to police services around the world; it is little studied outside those 
forces.  The gentleman who did the original categorisation of marks and welds on the fingers did so in 1898 - 
about 100 years ago.  It is useful if one can find a fingerprint to compare to a print on the database, and 
computerised scanning has assisted this process considerably in recent times.  However, it has limited use. 

The introduction of DNA techniques will enable samples to be taken from human grease, from a person’s hands 
or face, or from any bodily fluid at a crime scene to be used to identify the person under scientific analysis and 
comparison to a database of known criminals.  It will revolutionise the way police investigations are carried out 
across Australia. 

Some incredibly naive and simplistic thing were said by the Opposition in the debate.  The member for Midland 
was usually simplistic and said she could not understand why we ignored the fact that people cross state 
boundaries.  That is the reason for a national system called CrimTrac, to which all state databases will be 
connected.  It will be possible to track people across Australia.  That is more necessary in States like Queensland 
and New South Wales, in which the bulk of the population live and move freely across state lines.  Hence, WA’s 
isolation gives it less of a problem.  Nevertheless, that connection is to be financed by taxpayers and operated by 
the Federal Government under the CrimTrac initiative to come online some time next year. 

The ability to take DNA and make comparisons depends on the legislation, and on two other things:  First, the 
construction of a proper forensic science service at the operational support centre to be erected at Midland, for 
which the groundbreaking ceremony was held two weeks ago.  The contract has been let and work is under way.  
That centre will accommodate a number of things, including the forensic science service; this must be at arm’s 
length from the police and have independence and scientific integrity to give expert opinion and advice in police 
investigations and in court.  Second, training is required for not only technicians and scientists who must work in 
the laboratories, but also all police officers.  This is critical.  It will be possible for a trained officer to go to many 
crime scenes, find some trace left by a perpetrator and, through scientific analysis, produce a DNA fingerprint.  
That will be compared to the database to identify the criminal. 

Latest evidence in Australia, and in comparable jurisdictions such as the US and UK, strongly indicates that 
between 90 and 95 per cent of all crimes are committed by between 5 and 10 per cent of the population.  If we 
collect the DNA fingerprints of the 3 000 convicted criminals in the prison system over three years, that should 
result in a database of the overwhelming majority of recidivist criminals.  We can then match them to crime 
scenes into the future and retrospectively. 

All these matters were well canvassed and examined by a committee of the other place chaired by Hon Bruce 
Donaldson.  It was an exemplary committee and did an excellent job.  It looked at what is happening elsewhere 
in the world, and assessed the Government’s proposal.  It produced a first-class report.  I suspect the member for 
Bassendean spoke with no prior warning or research, as he did not know the Donaldson report had been 
produced.  I was not going to tell him.  He said that a Green Bill should have been released for consultation and 
extensive debate.  He totally ignored the fact - it was probably unknown to him - that this had already occurred 
in the parliamentary process.  A standing committee of the other place undertook an inquiry over some time to 
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produce a first-class report as a blueprint for this legislation.  If not enough, a good deal of work was done by the 
Standing Committee of Attorneys General and its officers on model criminal codes, forensic procedures and so 
on, which heavily informed the way the legislation should be structured.   

When it came to writing the Bill, we had not only the Donaldson committee report but also the information from 
the Standing Committee of Attorneys General and other well-known, competent, qualified commentators on 
which to draw.  The result is an excellent piece of legislation.  However, the Opposition has clearly indicated, as 
it did with the Court Security and Custodial Services Bill and the Sentencing Matrix Bill, that it agrees up to a 
point and in principle; yet it then proceeds to gut it and sends it back without any particularly good, operable 
provisions.  It looks like the same thing will happen to this DNA legislation.  It is something which anyone who 
has an interest can look at and comment on.  People are free to do so and I invite them to do so.  Although the 
Bill has been introduced, what will happen as a result of the delay in the progress of this Bill of some three or 
four months until after the election?  The answer is that those who oppose this form of, as they see it, intrusion 
into privacy will continue to oppose it.  Those who think this measure should have been brought in some time 
ago to give the police modern science and a complete revolution in investigative techniques, which is capable of 
being used by any police officer, not just detectives, dealing with any crime that has any trace of DNA or the 
cells of another human being, will continue to do so.  This will be delayed probably until the end of the first 
quarter of the next calendar year, maybe thereafter.  Why?  Because the Opposition does not know anything 
about it.  By that I mean the opposition members in this Chamber, not those in the other place, because they were 
on the Donaldson committee.  Opposition members in this Chamber are so narrowly focused and wool blind - 
namely, how they can win the next election by any means at all - that they are not interested in, nor engaged in, 
doing proper research and evaluation of this legislation.   

Members opposite knew this Bill was coming.  The members in the other place have had a hand in the 
preparation of the leading report that has formed the content and quality of the legislation.  It is excellent 
legislation; it empowers the police.  With regard to the way in which it is structured, the police would far rather 
have something much more simple, which enables them not only to go into a crime scene, search it and take 
DNA samples, which of course they will be able to do, but also when it comes to commanding samples from 
anybody else, whether it be a suspect, a person of interest or someone who may or may not have been at the 
crime scene and needs to be eliminated, the police would like to be able to demand from someone a sample by 
way of a cotton bud rolled around the inside of the person’s mouth without having to resort to magistrates, 
justices of the peace, warrants and so on.  Yet, written into this Bill to protect the interests of juveniles, people 
with disabilities of any nature and others is a complex system of checks and balances.  Therefore, the police 
cannot do that necessarily, without consent or, if consent is withheld, orders from some formal judicial authority 
and, in the case of children, the involvement of some responsible adult or, in the case of a person with a 
disability, an authority and even the guardianship administration people.   

It is a complex piece of legislation, which will make the life of the police to some extent even more complicated 
than it is now.  Why?  Because we have endeavoured to look after the considerations of people’s individuality 
and general vulnerability in investigations.  There are many who would say that that is not called for when police 
are investigating a crime and that it should be the overriding public purpose.  However, that is the situation with 
the Bill.  I have no doubt that there will be those in society, particularly the Greens (WA), the Australian 
Democrats and the left wing of the Labor Party, which seems to be so dominant these days, who will protest and 
object to this legislation on the grounds that it gives the police the power to convict people.  It does.  However, 
when only 5 per cent of the population is responsible for 90 per cent of the crime, so it should.  Insofar as it can 
be used to eliminate people from any form of criminal suspicion, it should be in place today, not halfway through 
next year or thereafter.  The reality of the matter is that even if we were to progress into the consideration in 
detail stage tonight, tomorrow or at any other time, we would be here for weeks, as we have been when any other 
good law and order initiatives are dealt with by the Opposition in both this House and elsewhere.  I am simply 
not prepared to do that at this time.  This matter will be taken to the people at the election.  We will canvass them 
and campaign on the basis of this DNA legislation being fair and reasonable and something that we want a 
mandate to pass, with proper debate, not with lengthy, exhaustive and filibustering debate, which is what almost 
every other law and order issue that we have brought into this place has been subjected to for the past four years.  
I appreciate the opportunity to make those few remarks, and it gives me great pleasure to support the second 
reading of the Bill.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
 


