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CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [4.40 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That order of the day 10, Criminal Investigation Amendment Bill 2009, be discharged and referred to 
the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report not later than Thursday, 25 March 
2010. 

I have been quite delighted with the way in which the house has dealt with the legislative program in the past 
few weeks. There is no question that the figures used by the Leader of the Opposition are correct. Indeed, the 
house has made significant progress. I cannot, however, say that that was the case about a month ago when we 
made no progress at all.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Indeed, I accept that that is the way the house operates from time to time. So it does 
tend to crawl at times and to make significant progress at other times. The difficulty that Leaders of the House 
have, which I do not suspect Hon Ken Travers will ever have to worry about—this was a problem for my 
predecessor as it is a problem for me—is that we never know how long debate on a bill is going to take. I 
expected that some bills would take a lot longer to deal with than they did, and I expected some to be dealt with 
quicker than they were. 

We have had a very long debate on the waste avoidance bill. That went on for about two weeks before we started 
to deal with other legislation. I assumed that we would have a similar debate on the Criminal Investigation 
Amendment Bill, not just because the Labor Party has a problem with it, but because the Greens also seem to 
occupy a fair amount of the speaking time in this chamber, which is their right, and that is quite appropriate. My 
assumption was that if we were to try to conclude the debate on this bill this year, the house would need to sit at 
least another week. I make the point that this week was an additional week on top of what we had already 
planned anyway. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ken Travers does not have to make a comment on everything that is said by 
everybody, surely. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The reason why he does that is that he is the only person I know who knows 
something about everything. 

Hon Ken Travers: Like Wilson Tuckey! 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us get back to the orderly conduct of the house. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The difference between Hon Ken Travers and Hon Wilson Tuckey is that Wilson 
Tuckey is an expert on everything, but Hon Ken Travers knows something about everything, and there is a 
significant difference between the two. 

It is my view and that of the government that this bill would probably benefit from going to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. A number of issues have been raised in the public forums, and there are a number of 
issues that members may wish to have teased out through a committee process. I would have thought that the 
opposition would applaud this decision as opposed to telling me that we could have dealt with the bill next week 
if we had wanted to. However, I acknowledge the comments made by the Minister for Police and say that the bit 
about the fact that every member can speak with unlimited time is not correct. I shall inform — 

Hon Sue Ellery: It shows his ignorance of how this place works, doesn’t it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I must say that the Leader of the Opposition can make that comment if she wishes, 
but in my time in this place I have not met many Assembly members who have the faintest clue about what goes 
on in this place. Therefore, I would not identify one minister as being in that category alone. 

I think it would be a worthwhile exercise for this committee to look at this bill. I have put in the motion the date 
25 March, which is about three weeks after the house resumes next year. It would be an opportunity for the 
Standing Committee on Legislation to provide its input and that of the community to this bill, and it may well 
lead to better legislation when we debate the bill next year. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [4.44 pm]: If there were a way of 
taking the comments that I made previously and saying ditto, that is what I would do. I want to reiterate my 
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objection to and my anger about the way in which the Minister for Police has characterised the motion that is 
before us today as being a result of Labor’s position that somehow we were intending to delay consideration of 
the bill. I reiterate the remarks that I made in that we had fewer sitting weeks scheduled for this year, so we 
added additional sitting weeks at various points. We also were sent home at various points because there was 
nothing for us to do. 

The other point I make is that in the past three sitting weeks I had expected at various points to be approached 
about sitting beyond our scheduled sitting time, and I never was. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Maybe we would have, because the Minister for Police said in his media release today — 

“As it was, the legislation, even with the majority of Liberal-National members in the Upper House 
supporting it, — 

I suspect that is not true as of today — 

appeared unlikely to pass before summer unless debate was gagged. 

It could have passed this place if there had been enough scheduled time. It could have passed this place if 
additional time had been made available, even this week, and certainly next week. We all heard the stories, 
which I am sure we were supposed to hear, three weeks ago when it was suggested that we clear our diaries for 
next week as well. I assumed that there was a purpose in that message being sent out; that is, we were to prepare 
ourselves to be available to sit next week as well. It was possible for us to start the debate on this legislation on 
Tuesday this week. It was not on the list. It was possible for us to sit late on Tuesday night. I was not asked to sit 
late. In fact, on Tuesday night Hon Simon O’Brien came to me and said, “I don’t think we need to sit late.” I 
said, “Well, that’s your call”, because he was the acting Leader of the House at the time. We could have sat late 
tonight, and we could be back here next week if there was a will to do it. 

I do not have an objection to the referral to the committee, because I think that will provide a good opportunity 
for the views of a whole range of stakeholders and community representatives to be put before the committee, 
and for an examination of how these laws might be improved by looking at what happens in other jurisdictions, 
for example. Therefore, my objection is not to the referral to a committee. My objection is: “Don’t you dare 
blame us for this; don’t you dare!” The government has not asked us to sit additional hours. It has not even 
started the debate. The problem is on the government’s own backbench, and if the government wants to refer the 
legislation to a committee because it cannot get support for it within its own group, it should have the guts to 
come out and say that. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.47 pm]: The Greens (WA) support the referral of this bill to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. I think it is a very welcome gesture by the government to refer a bill that has 
clearly raised a range of questions in public debate. I believe it is very proper that the Standing Committee on 
Legislation hear that evidence and be able to consult with a range of interested parties and stakeholders. That is a 
wise choice for this house to make. 

Mr President, I want to clarify whether the wording of the referral includes the capacity for the Standing 
Committee on Legislation to investigate or inquire into the policy of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT: I do not have the motion in front of me, but it is just a standard motion. In light of the fact 
that it has been referred before the second reading stage — 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I understand that, under the current standing orders, specific words are required to be 
included in the referral. I will seek some clarification of that. It used to be the case that if a bill was referred 
before the second reading debate was completed, the committee could inquire into the policy of the bill, but I 
believe that it now has to be a specific form of words. 

The PRESIDENT: Yes, the member is correct; it does have to contain a specific set of words to include the 
policy of the bill. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: In that case, I will move that amendment. I seek your guidance, Mr President, on exactly 
what words I need to insert.  

The PRESIDENT: I will just get a bit of assistance from the Clerk to get the right words. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I will move the amendment to include a second part, which will state that the committee 
will have the power to consider the policy of the Criminal Investigation Amendment Bill 2009. 

The PRESIDENT: Let us be sure we have this correct. This is how the motion the Leader of the House has 
moved, without notice, will read upon amendment — 
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That order of the day 10, Criminal Investigation Amendment Bill 2009, be discharged and referred to 
the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report not later than Thursday, 25 March 
2010, and to have the power to consider the policy of the bill.  

Is that wording correct, Hon Giz Watson? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, Mr President, unless it has to state that the committee has the power to consider, but 
I think that is implicit. 

The PRESIDENT: I think it is implicit and I think it is pretty clear. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Thank you, Mr President.  

Amendment to Motion 
Hon GIZ WATSON: I move — 

To add after “March 2010”, the following — 

and to have the power to consider the policy of the bill 

The committee inquiry will benefit from having the capacity to consider that aspect, because a considerable 
proportion of the public disquiet about this bill is about whether this approach to resolving matters such as 
concerns about violent behaviour in Northbridge—or violent behaviour in Western Australia in general—is 
useful, and whether this sort of legislation actually achieves that policy outcome. The amendment means that we 
can consider the intent of the second reading speech.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [4.48 pm]: I indicate that the 
government will support the amendment. 

Question put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended, Resumed 
Question put and passed.  
 


