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POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Third Reading 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [10.12 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.13 am]: I want to make 
a few comments on this bill now that it has come out of committee. We would have contemplated supporting this 
bill, because, as I said in earlier debate, we support in principle the engagement of additional police officers to 
support the police in their work. However, we do not support the engagement of the new type of police officer—
police auxiliary officer—that is proposed in this legislation. These new police auxiliary officers will not be 
provided in addition to the 500 fully sworn police officers that the government promised during the election but 
will take away from the numbers that were promised. These new police auxiliary officers will also have a role 
and function that is vastly lower than that of fully sworn police officers.  

It is obvious that the concerns that we raised during the committee stage have not been picked up by the 
government. We see in this bill—as we see in almost every bill that we deal with in this house—that the 
government is not prepared to look at ways of improving legislation by tightening areas in which there might be 
holes, or fixing flaws, but has made its decision and just wants to ram its legislation through.   

We are still not satisfied that the government has ensured that Parliament will have a role to play in the oversight 
of these police auxiliary officers. It will be left to the goodwill of the Commissioner for Police of the day to 
determine what role these officers will play in the community. It is still strongly our view that this legislation has 
come about purely and simply because this government needs to cut costs. The government needs to achieve a 
three per cent efficiency in the police service. The appointment of these new police auxiliary officers is one way 
of providing a salve for, or placating, the police commissioner, who was anticipating his 500 extra police officers 
as promised by this government. The government is seeking to satisfy the police commissioner’s need for people 
to fulfil minor administrative and ancillary service roles, rather than the community’s need for an additional 500 
fully sworn police officers. Under this legislation, we will now have a second class of police officer, whose rate 
of pay, and whose conditions and certainty for the future, will be substantially less than that of fully sworn police 
officers.  

Special constables have been established under previous legislation. The role and functions that are described for 
police auxiliary officers could just as easily be performed by special constables. The government failed to clearly 
explain during the committee stage why we need to create these new police auxiliary officers. We believe this 
legislation is unnecessary, because these extra positions could be filled by special constables.  

The government is simply seeking to break an election promise. It does not want to deliver the extra 500 police 
officers that it promised to the community. This bill is just a cost-cutting and cost-shifting exercise. We are not 
prepared to support the government in its endeavour to break an election commitment to the community. We are 
also not prepared to support the government in giving the Commissioner of Police the power to make these 
decisions, without any level of transparency, and without any accountability to the Parliament. We are not 
prepared to allow the government to devolve to the Commissioner of Police the power of this Parliament and its 
responsibility to the people of Western Australia. Therefore, on this occasion, we will not be supporting this 
legislation, because even though we support the idea of — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You are trying to have two bob each way! 

Hon KATE DOUST: No. We support the idea of employing people to serve the community. But we do not 
support the government in breaking its election promise. Therefore, we will not be supporting this legislation. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [10.17 am]: I want to make a few brief comments on the third 
reading of the Police Amendment Bill. The Greens (WA) also will not be supporting this bill. We indicated that 
our support of the second reading would ultimately be dependent on what happened with the amendments that 
we had proposed to this bill. It is not that we do not support the objective of employing additional police officers. 
The problem with this bill is that it will give a wide discretion to the Commissioner of Police and the Minister 
for Police. We have gathered from the debate in this place that that discretion will extend to the point that these 
police auxiliary officers will be given all the powers of fully sworn police officers but will basically be in 
another category. There will be no restrictions on the powers of these officers unless the police commissioner 
decides to impose a restriction.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 26 November 2009] 

 p9851c-9852a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson 

 [2] 

I have heard the concern expressed by the opposition that this bill will create a second class of police officer that 
will not be subject to the same restrictions and the same salaries and conditions as fully sworn officers. For those 
reasons, we are unable to support this bill. We put on record that we would have supported the bill had we been 
successful in amending its provisions to give the Parliament greater control of the powers and functions of these 
police auxiliary officers. Again it is critical that the control of the powers provided to the police stays in the 
hands of the Parliament. The police service is given extraordinary responsibilities and, at the same time, 
extraordinary powers over other citizens. The Greens will always take very close notice of the provisions we 
make to regulate the activities of police officers. We do not support this trend. We believe that Western Australia 
is not the crime capital of the world that some people would have us believe and, in fact, that, by and large, 
policing is well managed and effective in Western Australia. If we are to have police auxiliary officers, 
Parliament and the community need to be very clear about what their powers and responsibilities are. The Police 
Amendment Bill 2009 does not deliver that; therefore, we will not support it. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Noes (14) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Jock Ferguson Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson  

            

Pair 

 Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Adele Farina 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 
 


