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CRIME AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Today the Deputy Speaker received, within the prescribed 
time, the following letter from the member for Hillarys -  

Pleased be advised that today I seek to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this house condemns the state government for failing to fulfil its promise to improve the 
safety and security of all Western Australians by preventing and reducing crime and antisocial 
behaviour. 

The matter appears to me to be in order, and if sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.20 pm]:  I move -  

That this house condemns the state government for failing to fulfil its promise to improve the safety and 
security of all Western Australians by preventing and reducing crime and antisocial behaviour.   

That is the motion before the house, and I am very happy to have moved it.  Quite frankly, this government has 
broken its promise time and again.  What we have at the moment in Western Australia is a crisis.  I do not say 
that lightly.  We have a crisis on the streets.  We have seen an extremely high increase in the number of violent 
crimes perpetrated on the streets of Western Australia.  Since members opposite came into government we have 
seen a 111 per cent increase in rape, serious sexual assault - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You have got your figures wrong again. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I have not.  These are official police figures. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You can’t read them right. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will put the record straight.  During question time the Attorney General said that I got 
my figures wrong when I said that there were 6 000 - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You normally do. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have to say that the figures I quoted came in an answer to a question that was put on 
notice to the Attorney General in relation to the Director of Public Prosecutions.  The answer given by the 
Attorney General stated that since 4 December 2006 there have been 3 577 new charges registered or laid with 
the courts.  In addition, 1 050 charges have been re-lodged as a result of bench warrants being executed, and 
2 159 charges have been reactivated or returned to court as a result of a breach of a disposition.  In other words, 
that is about 6 000 - I cannot remember the exact figure - cases that the DPP has to deal with, with only 
102 lawyers.  I hope that when he gets up to speak, the Attorney General will apologise for what I think was a 
genuine mistake in misleading the Parliament. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You are too kind. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I know I am too kind.  In 2001 the Labor Party promised more police and better 
policing.  Here we are today in 2007 and we have more police than we had in 2001, but only just, because we are 
losing more than we are gaining at the moment.  I lay the blame for the crisis of increasing crime on the streets 
of Western Australia fairly and squarely on three people: the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, the 
Attorney General and, for his overall responsibility, the Premier.  We have seen in this time an increase of nearly 
50 per cent in serious violent crime against the individual.  By that I mean bashings, kickings and the use of 
weapons against people.  Quite frankly, those sorts of figures are a dreadful indictment of the government.  
There is also a problem with the Attorney General.  His responsibility is to ensure that people who are charged 
by the police and whose cases are sent through to the DPP get their day in court, because the public want to see 
the people who have committed those crimes being convicted and put away for a respectable amount of time - 
not the sort of short hotel stay that people have been doing since members opposite came into government. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  I think you are in for a bit of a shellacking on this debate. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I hope not.  The official figures I have quoted are from the police themselves; they are 
from their annual reports. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  When you were in government, you did nothing about domestic violence.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Do not go on about when we were in government.  Members opposite have been in 
government nearly seven years.  Do they want me to go on about when Brian Burke, Carmen Lawrence and 
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Peter Dowding were Premiers here?  We all know what happened; we had WA Inc.  There was corruption up to 
our eyeballs from the former colleagues of members opposite; from their former government.  Do members 
opposite want me to go back to then?  I do not want to because we have to move on.  We have moved on for 
nearly the past seven years that members opposite have had responsibility for. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  For eight years you did nothing about brutal domestic violence.  You turned a blind eye to 
domestic violence against women and children. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Do not talk such absolute diabolical rubbish.  If the minister says that we are reading the 
figures wrongly, and that we have different reporting and all the rest of it, my reply is that we know a lot of these 
offences were reported differently, but that was some time ago.  That was back, I think, in 2002 or 2003.  That is 
when Western Australia Police changed its method of reporting, or the offences that were reported.  I am talking 
about offences that have increased since then.  The government cannot keep changing the goalposts.  That is all 
it ever wants to do.  All it ever wants to do is change the goalposts and say, “It wasn’t us; it was the previous 
government.  It was the federal government.  It’s got to be somebody other than us.”  Considering the numbers 
of police on duty, it is no wonder that criminals are not being caught.  Western Australia Police is operating at 
250 officers below its authorised strength.  These figures come from official police data.  I am not making these 
figures up; they come from annual reports.  The police cannot give inaccurate information in annual reports 
because they are checked by the Auditor General and various other bodies.   

When the opposition asks questions, we do not expect truthful or accurate answers from ministers.  We do not 
expect that at all; we know that that is too much to ask.  However, when a question is asked on notice and the 
answer has to come through an agency of the government, the answers have to be truthful.  That is what we 
have.  The Minister for Police knows this, because he and I attended a graduation ceremony for 60 new police 
cadets last Friday.  They are now on active duty.  These cadets are included in the official police figures during 
the six months they attend the academy, yet they are hardly doing front-line duty while training to be police 
officers.  We saw 60 new recruits graduate, and yet 55 police officers left the service during the month of July 
alone.  If members subtract the 55 officers who left the service in July and add the 60 who graduated last Friday, 
we are about five police officers up.  How many officers do members think left the service during August?  How 
many officers left the service in May or June?  We are going backwards, and this government relies on officers 
from overseas - predominantly England - to make up the numbers.  Thank God they are coming here, but they 
are not coming here in enough numbers to make up the shortfall. 

The minister will stand and speak in a minute.  He will blurt on and say, “The member for Hillarys has got it all 
wrong again.”  I have not got it wrong.  The minister knows the police figures.  He knows how many police 
officers we have on front-line duty at the moment.  He knows how many police officers are going through the 
academy, and he knows how many police officers are leaving the service.  Some of them are retiring - some 
retiring early - and others are leaving the police service to get higher-paid jobs in which they do not have to put 
their lives on the line every day of the week, and no wonder.  Why is it that a recent survey revealed that over 50 
per cent of young women have a serious fear of walking the streets of their neighbourhood at night?  Fifty-five 
per cent of young women between the ages of 18 and 24 have a serious fear of walking the streets of their local 
suburb at night.  This is something that any Western Australian should be able to enjoy without fear or favour. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Children in my area are frightened to walk to school. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course they are.  We are seeing violent attacks inside and outside nightclubs and pubs; 
violent random attacks, particularly at night; and we are now seeing violent attacks against innocent people in 
broad daylight.  In the latest incident, young children and babies were involved.  This is happening on the 
Minister for Police’s watch.  I know what he will say: “It’s not me; it’s nothing to do with me.  You’re getting all 
the figures wrong and everything’s wrong.”  It has reached the situation now that people are afraid to walk the 
streets.  I would not let my kids go into Northbridge at night-time.  I advise them not to go to any hot spot, even 
those in my electorate, at night-time.  People who go to Sorrento Quay and Hillarys marina late on Friday and 
Saturday nights could be attacked.  People are being bashed senseless and are dying because of the violent 
attacks against them, and this state government is doing absolutely nothing.  My colleague the member for 
Nedlands, the shadow Attorney General, has some pretty horrific figures that I hope will shame the Minister for 
Police and Emergency Services.  If he can be shamed at all, I hope that her comments and figures will shame 
him.  At the end of the day, the government, the Premier, the Attorney General and the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services stand condemned for allowing this situation to get out of hand. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.30 pm]:  I support the motion moved by the member for Hillarys that this 
house condemns the state government for failing to fulfil its promise to improve the safety and security of all 
Western Australians by preventing and reducing crime and antisocial behaviour.  One of the reasons that the 
government has failed is that the legislation that it introduced contributes to a sense of lawlessness and despair in 
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this state.  The Sentencing Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2002 was introduced by the Labor 
government and sold to the public as legislation that would, at long last, provide truth in sentencing.  I wish to 
address recent cases in the Supreme Court in which this legislation has hamstrung the judiciary.  At the time the 
bill was introduced, the Liberals in the Assembly opposed it.  The Attorney General said in a television report on 
the ABC on Sunday night that Sue Walker voted for this bill.  I voted against the bill.  I vehemently opposed it.  I 
was not in this place when it was returned from the Council after it had been amended.  When the bill was sent to 
the Council, the members of that place improved it.  The Attorney General originally wanted the bill to provide 
that when a person was sentenced to a maximum penalty of 18 years’ imprisonment, that person would be given 
nine years of parole.  He gagged me during that debate because I knew what I was talking about and he did not - 
or perhaps he did.  At least the final legislation did not provide that a person who was sentenced to a maximum 
of 18 years would serve nine years on parole.  When the bill was introduced, the judiciary and sentencing experts 
were not consulted.  The Attorney General said that the bill followed the Hammond report.  It did not do that 
either.  I will read what the act does and what we as parliamentarians should now be changing, because the 
judiciary in this state is hamstrung in imposing the maximum penalties that are laid down in the Criminal Code, 
the Misuse of Drugs Act and the Road Traffic Act; in fact, that legislation applies to every offence in Western 
Australia except those that have been created since 2003. 

The Sentencing Act 1995, which was amended by the Sentencing Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill, 
provides that the courts have to abide by that act.  People are calling for minimum mandatory sentences.  
However, this government has imposed a mandatory maximum sentence, but sentences do not go anywhere near 
the maximum because clause 2 of schedule 1, “Transitional provisions”, states -  

(1) If a court sentencing an offender to imprisonment proposes to impose a fixed term . . . it must 
impose a fixed term that is two thirds of the fixed term that it would have imposed had the old 
provisions been in operation at the time of sentencing. 

We may ask what the difference is if it is the same.  The point is that prior to 2003, if a person was sentenced to 
six years’ imprisonment, there was a possibility that he would serve six years if he did not behave himself; 
however, after 2003, if that person has been sentenced to six years, he is guaranteed to never serve more than 
four years.  The Attorney General knows this and it is wrong.  It hamstrings the judiciary.  For instance, the 
sentence for an offence of grievous bodily harm under the Criminal Code is 10 years.  Because of this provision, 
the courts can never impose the maximum penalty for that or any other offence under the code.  Ten years’ 
imprisonment now means imprisonment for six years and eight months.  I went to a meeting of the Homicide 
Victims Support Group the other night and had a big discussion with the members of that group about this issue.  
They are full of despair.  One person said to me, “My son was in a coma and the accused could have been 
charged with grievous bodily harm.  It says 10 years in the Criminal Code, but all he will get is six years and 
eight months.” 
Before I talk about the Misuse of Drugs Act, and about the ice problem and the government’s response to that 
problem, I will refer to the Road Traffic Act.  Maximum penalties cannot be imposed under the Road Traffic 
Act.  I will refer to a Supreme Court decision under that act and show members how difficult things are for the 
Supreme Court.  If a person is supposed to get a maximum penalty of 18 months for drink-driving or for driving 
with a suspended licence under the Road Traffic Act, and the court does not lop off one-third of the sentence, 
that person will appeal to the Supreme Court to make sure that one-third is lopped off the sentence.  That is what 
we are faced with.  I want a review.  I do not mind if there is a bipartisan committee because it is a complex area, 
but the Attorney General has done an injustice to victims in this state with that legislation. 
At the time of the debate in 2003, Dr Neil Morgan, who is perhaps the sentencing expert in Western Australia, 
said the following about the Attorney General’s bill -  

Before examining the changes in detail, it is important to record some concerns about the processes of 
sentencing reform.  Those who are responsible for policy development seem to have learnt little from 
the abject failures of the late 1990s when Bills were developed without any consultation with the courts 
and the Parole Board.  The latest Bills follow the same pattern.  They were developed within the 
Department of Justice, with some consultation with the police.  The first that most of the other so-called 
stakeholders -  

That is, the judges, the parole board, the sentencing experts and the opposition -  
saw was the draft Bills at around the time they were tabled in the Parliament. 

The former Chief Justice of Western Australia said the following about similar provisions - 
In order to prevent the appropriate sentences which the court considers should be served from being 
imposed, Parliament is proposing to compel the courts to impose sentences less severe than they 
presently consider appropriate. 
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As I say, the courts cannot impose the maximum sentence; they are told that they cannot do that.  They are told 
that they have to lop off one-third up-front.  He went on to say -  

This is wrong in principle.  This provision also seems calculated to promote further ill-informed 
criticism of the kind that has led to public misconceptions that courts in general and Judges, in 
particular, consistently impose sentences which are too lenient. 

For goodness sake, it is not the judges who should be blamed; it is the Attorney General and the Carpenter 
government.  If a person has an appalling driving record and is supposed to be sentenced to 18 months’ 
imprisonment, this tricky bit of legislation forces the court to lop off one-third of the sentence immediately.  It is 
disgraceful.  The judge went on to say -  

Whether and to what extent any sentence or any approach of the courts to sentencing will result in any 
or any significant increase in the prison population is a matter which should be entirely irrelevant so far 
as the courts are concerned. 

There is an issue with the prison population.  I accept that, and I accepted it at the time the bill was debated.  In 
fact, I thought that the community should be educated more about the policy behind the original remission.  Prior 
to 2003, when a person was sentenced to six years’ imprisonment, he was released after two years and had to 
serve two years on parole in the community.  If he behaved himself, he got the two years off then.  That is the 
possibility of serving six years.  The community did not like that, but we now have a guarantee that that person 
will serve only four years.  That is the problem with this legislation.  It has been picked up in the community.  
Having prosecuted in the courts, I know that when Parliament and parliamentarians are seen to be weak, it filters 
down through the system.  Defence counsel say to their clients, “Mate, you’re on a GBH charge, but don’t 
worry; it says 10 years but you’ll never get more than six years and eight months.”  It is a bit of a joke, really.  
That is the point, but let us not stop there.  Let us look at the problem.  What did the Premier say on 28 August 
2007 when we talked about ice?  He said that one of the key initiatives of the ice summit was to make the sale or 
supply of drugs an aggravated offence if the drugs are sold to a child near a school.  He said -  

The courts will have the power to impose harsher sentences on drug dealers, with the maximum penalty 
being 25 years’ imprisonment or a $100 000 fine - or both. 

The sentence will not be 25 years.  My calculation is that it will be 16 years and eight months.  That is the 
maximum sentence that a court will be able to impose.  Parliament needs to know that if the government is going 
to make a feature of aggravation, the court will say that, under the Sentencing Act, it must lop off one-third of 
that 25-year sentence.  That is what will happen under the Misuse of Drugs Act. 

Let me turn now to the Road Traffic Act.  In the Supreme Court judgement in the case of Moody v French and 
Anor delivered on 17 August, there is authority for the proposition that Road Traffic Act offences are subject to 
a one-third discount for particularly serious offences.  The offender in this case has a long record.  She was 
driving under the influence and while her licence was suspended, among other offences under the Criminal 
Code.  The grounds of appeal were - 

The learned Magistrate erred by imposing 12 months imprisonment - 

For her drink-driving offence -  

. . . by either failing to reduce the sentence by one third in accordance with the transitional provisions or 
alternatively failing to reduce the sentence imposed as a result of the guilty plea. 

Under “Ground 1”, the court said - 

. . . the magistrate either failed to reduce the sentence by one third in accordance with . . . the 
Sentencing Legislation Amendment and Repeal Act . . . (“the transitional provisions”) or, in the 
alternative, failed to reduce the sentence imposed as a result of the appellant’s plea of guilty. 

The Road Traffic Act of Western Australia contains all the road traffic offences, which must all be cut by a third.  
At page 23, Justice Johnson states - 

The maximum penalty for subsequent offences of driving under suspension is 18 months imprisonment.  
Taking into account the transitional provisions, the maximum term of imprisonment which may be 
imposed is 12 months. 

Justice Johnson said that it was a very serious offence - 

. . . particularly in circumstances where the commission of the offence involves a willed defiance of the 
law and a willed disobedience of the order of suspension . . .  
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She said exactly the same about the offence of drink driving.  She says - 

The way in which the transitional provisions are applied in relation to offences with a comparatively 
low maximum sentence, such as is the case with many traffic offences, is to deduct one third from the 
maximum sentence and then determine where within that range lies the sentence which is most 
appropriate for the offence taking into account the circumstances of the offence and all matters in 
mitigation.  When that exercise is carried out with respect to the offence of driving, which has a 
maximum of 18 months in this case, the maximum sentence is 12 months. 

It is not just me saying this; victims of crime and the courts are saying it.  In 2005, in the case of Worthington v 
Western Australia, Justice Pullin said - 

In the Second Reading Speech the Attorney referred to the more detailed aspects of the Sentencing 
Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill and said that the key reforms included “abolition of the one-
third remission on sentences.”   

The Attorney General also said - 

Under the current system, a one-third remission on sentence is virtually automatic and, as such, not only 
serves no purpose but also brings into disrepute the sentencing system and the courts. 

That is exactly what happened.  The Attorney General said, “Here is the remission.  I’ll take that away from you 
but I’ll let the judges lop it off up-front.”  The Attorney General knows that that is the case.  From the Hammond 
report I understand how the prison population is operating and I understand also that those things must be taken 
into account.  In my view, it is contributing to a sense of lawlessness in the state. 
The Liberal Party and I totally opposed that legislation at the time.  Besides the CEO parole in the bill, my 
concern revolved around the Attorney General’s new bill, in particular when the Attorney General said that it 
involved truth in sentencing.  On page 2674 of Hansard on 28 November 2002, the Attorney General said that it 
involved an “element of truth in sentencing”.  That is what it does.  We were opposed to the bill because it was a 
further con on the public.  It was much worse because it did two things that I believe contribute to the sense of 
lawlessness in the state.  Firstly, it froze the courts from accessing the maximum penalties across a range of 
offences.  Secondly, it guaranteed convicted offenders that they would receive a one-third discount off their 
sentence, whereas prior to 2003, an offender who was sentenced to six years’ imprisonment had a possibility of 
serving a six-year sentence.  It is now guaranteed to be a sentence of only four years. 
I can give members a variety of offences from the Criminal Code regarding this matter.  Serious offences are 
occurring in our community at the moment.  People are being attacked.  Our senior citizens and elderly people 
are being viciously attacked in their homes.  We have seen on the news the damage caused to one poor lady’s 
face.  That offender would be charged with grievous bodily harm but the court would not be able to access the 
maximum penalty.  The court has a role that we have given it.  One of its significant roles is that when there is a 
spike in offences in the community, the courts are able to respond on behalf of the community concerned.  The 
courts have been frozen from doing that.  An example is when the courts responded to the dangerous driving that 
occurred in the early or middle 1990s when a number of young people stole cars and killed people.  The courts 
and the Parliament responded to community concern and the sentences were elevated.  That sent a message to 
the community.  The message gets around very quickly in Perth. 
This government has a soft-on-crime approach.  We know that from the Attorney General’s reduced 
imprisonment strategy.  The current system is much worse than the previous system.  The system we had before 
would guarantee the possibility of the maximum sentence being imposed, whereas now it guarantees that a 
prisoner will get one-third off the sentence.  We are doing a great disservice to the victims in this state.  I am not 
advocating an across-the-board increase in penalties; I am advocating what I think is a thoughtful and considered 
position.  We can give back to the courts the discretion that they are supposed to have to respond to serious 
concerns from the community about particular crimes.  I will give members a further example.  Some people are 
carrying knives.  If there was a prevalence of offences committed by people using knives, the courts would 
respond.  That is the discretion that we give them.  They would increase the penalties.  The word would get out 
and the message would be sent that tougher penalties would be imposed.  Currently the courts are frozen from 
doing that.  The Attorney General must act and give back that discretion to the courts.  I trust them to have that 
discretion. 
I have taken some time to look at this issue as a result of going to the Homicide Victims Support Group and from 
listening to other victims of crime.  I looked at this legislation and worked back to see what the Liberal Party’s 
position was on this.  We totally opposed the legislation because it weakens considerably the maximum penalty 
or any penalty that is imposed on a person.  The maximum penalty for grievous bodily harm is 10 years’ 
imprisonment, but offenders are given six years and eight months.  When there is a possibility that someone will 
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serve six years, they are now guaranteed to serve only four years.  That is what this Labor government did with 
this legislation.  I totally opposed it.  I think the Attorney General owes me an apology because on Sunday on the 
ABC he told the community that I voted for this bill.  I totally opposed it but the Attorney General gagged me 
during the second reading debate.  I hope that the Attorney General will give bipartisan support to the bill I will 
introduce, and I wait to hear what he has to say. 
MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [3.47 pm]:  I will deal with a range of matters.  I will 
start with the member for Hillarys.  He issued a press statement today under the heading “Criminals walk free as 
McGinty under-resources the DPP”.  I will inform the house about the budget of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions and the additional resources that have been provided to it.  In the financial year 2005-06, the budget 
of the DPP was $19 million, and in 2006-07 it had dramatically increased to $25 million.  That is a $6 million 
boost to the funding of the DPP, which was around a 30 per cent increase in the budget for the DPP, recognising 
the pressures he was under and that he wanted to more effectively prosecute matters before the courts.  The 
budget of the DPP in 2007-08 is $27.7 million.  It has continued to rise.  The point I make is that it is not a 
question of under-resourcing.  Significant resources have been given to the office of the DPP since November 
2005 to enable it to be properly resourced.  That deals with the heading of the matter raised in the press release 
of the member for Hillarys. 
The second issue was raised in question time when the member for Hillarys said that the DPP has been given 
almost 6 800 cases to prosecute.  He then drew attention to the fact that the DPP lawyers have an average of 
18 cases at any one time.  In the short time available to me, I have received advice from the DPP.  A caseload of 
18 matters per prosecutor is one of the lowest case loads in the country.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It is actually 66. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member said 18 in his press release.  He states - 

“Because of the Carpenter Government’s under-resourcing of the DPP - 
Which I have already dealt with; we have very adequately resourced the DPP - 

each DPP lawyer has an average of as many as 18 cases at any one time to deal with. 
That is what the member for Hillarys said in his statement.  In response, the DPP said that a caseload of 
18 matters per prosecutor is one of the lowest caseloads of any DPP office in Australia.  South Australia is the 
highest with 75 cases per prosecutor.  In New South Wales, the average is 21 cases per prosecutor.  It is clear 
that our DPP prosecutors, despite the figures relied upon by the member for Hillarys, are not overburdened when 
compared with interstate figures.  The DPP also advised me that he received 2 262 new matters in 2006-07.  
Generally speaking, the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions receives between 150 and 200 new matters 
a month.  He also advised that there has been no significant change in the trend for several years, and that the 
trend for the number of cases received by the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions is downward, albeit 
slightly.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you arguing then that since December 4 2006, there have been 3 577 new charges 
registered?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, I am.  I suspect that the member for Hillarys asked one question and then used the 
answer for another purpose.  I am reading out what the DPP has said to me.  He disputes the member for 
Hillarys’ figures.  There has been no dramatic change in the trend for several years.  The trend is slightly 
downwards; that is, there are fewer cases each year.  The DPP commented that significant and difficult cases 
seem to be increasing.  The number of cases being referred to the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions is 
declining because of legislative changes in recent years.  For example, either-way offences are now dealt with in 
the Magistrates Court where the DPP does not prosecute.   
I have already made a point about the budgetary allocation of the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions.  
It was significantly increased in 2005 to $6 million a year.  The issue is not the resourcing of the Office of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions; rather, it is the capacity of the DPP to spend the money that he has been given.  
There are currently 10 prosecutor vacancies at the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions.  Treasury has 
authorised a staffing level of 214 full-time equivalents.  That includes lawyers and non-lawyers.  At 31 July 
2007, the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions had 204 full-time equivalents, 10 short of what had been 
approved by Treasury.  The Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions recently advertised for more 
prosecutors, with applications closing on 3 September.  There is no need for additional funding, because funding 
for that level of staffing has been provided and the selection process has commenced.  
Another fairly critical point is that the Director of Public Prosecutions very much disputes the member for 
Hillarys’ figures on conviction rates.  The DPP has stated that the conviction rates of the Western Australian 
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions have been relatively constant over time and that the member may 
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have fallen in error because each state has different counting rules, so national comparisons are not easy.  He 
made the comment that the Australia Bureau of Statistics’ data for 2005-06 do not reveal only matters for which 
the Director of Public Prosecutions has responsibility.  The quoted acquittal rates cannot relate only to jury trials.  
The DPP refers to Queensland’s 4.7 per cent acquittal rate, and states that that figure suggests a 95.3 per cent 
conviction rate, which cannot possibly reflect only jury trial outcomes.  That is why the figures that have been 
relied on cannot be correct.  The Director of Public Prosecutions advised me that he looked at the ABS figures, 
and the number of matters for each state suggests that the ABS is not only counting matters that the DPP has 
prosecuted.  He suggests that it is the position in other states so that the figures from the other states also include 
some matters resolved in the Magistrate Court, where the conviction rate is higher because of the many 
regulative offences, and traffic matters where much higher conviction rates occur for a number of reasons.  He 
then goes on to say that when one compares conviction rates after trial for cases prosecuted only by Director of 
Public Prosecutions officers across Australia, the Western Australian Director of Public Prosecutions has 
consistently achieved one of the highest conviction rates of any jurisdiction in Australia.  That puts some of the 
issues raised in context.  

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General is reading from official data that he has been given from the 
Director of Public Prosecutions.  I ask him to table those pieces of paper rather than hide them.  The Attorney 
General has been referring to official notes.  I ask him to table all three of them.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members!  

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Hillarys, I have heard what you have had to say.  You can make a point 
of order but you do not make a decision about that point of order.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  If the Attorney General has any official document from which he 
has quoted, I ask him to table it.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will go on to deal with the issue that was raised by the member Nedlands.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you going to table anything or not? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Acting Speaker asked me to table any official documents.  I do not have official 
documents.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What are you afraid of?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have my notes for speaking.  Does the member for Hillarys not understand the standing 
orders?  

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General has misled the house.  I saw him shuffle all his papers.  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I call the member for Hillarys to order for the first time.  The 
Attorney General has stated that he does not have any official documents.  I take the word of the Attorney 
General.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I don’t. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  For the benefit of members, there are two requirements.  The first is that they be official 
documents and the second is that they be quoted from.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You quoted from them.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I quoted from them but they are not official documents.  My notes for addressing -  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I have made a ruling on this.  I ask the Attorney General to get on 
with the debate.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will deal with the issue raised by the member Nedlands. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Bloody disgraceful.   

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order and ask him to withdraw his remark.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw the comments “bloody disgraceful”, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the second time.  I ask the Leader of 
the Opposition to make a proper apology; otherwise, he will be named.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I did. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I ask that you make a proper apology, and not in the manner that one was just 
given.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw the comments, Mr Acting Speaker.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will deal briefly with the issue raised by the member for Nedlands.  In 2003 -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Are you going to apologise? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will tell the house what the member did.  The member for Nedlands issued a press 
release that stated that, among other things, she vigorously opposed the sentencing legislation.  I will tell the 
house how vigorous it was.  I looked up the Hansard of that particular debate.  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Just listen! 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Perth is not in his seat.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  I am the Whip.  The member should read the standing orders.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Perth, I will rule on the point of order.  There is no point of order 
because the member for Perth is sitting in the Whip’s seat.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  After the member for Nedlands issued a press release about truth in sentencing on Sunday 
morning, I looked at the Hansard and found that the member for Nedlands had done two things.  First, she 
stated, on behalf of the opposition, that the opposition supported the legislation. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, I did not.  I said we would give tentative support until we went into consideration in 
detail.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands did not say “tentative”. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I did! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The word “tentative” does not appear in the transcript.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  I’ll find it while you’re talking. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands should do that.  

In the Hansard of that debate, the member for Nedlands said that the opposition supported the legislation.  I then 
looked up the second reading vote on the bill.  Members opposite supported the legislation.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There was no division; the opposition supported it.  No-one opposed it.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The first point is that the member for Nedlands indicated that the opposition supported the 
legislation, and members opposite voted for it. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, we did not. 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Was there a division? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, there was not even a division; that is how passionately members opposite opposed it!   

I stopped reading then because I had to go and speak to the press; it was Father’s Day; and I had other 
commitments.  The mistake I made is that I did not read on beyond the second reading vote, just before which 
the member for Nedlands had indicated support from the opposition. 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Point of order, Mr Acting Speaker.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Are you participating in the debate? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, minister!   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General has misled the house. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to page 2680 of Hansard: “The Opposition gives tentative support to this Bill.” 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  What is the point of order?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Get your facts right, minister. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order, member for Nedlands. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is an abuse of parliamentary privilege. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, minister! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Members, we are becoming a rabble.  The minister is on his feet; members 
have had a chance to have their say and now the minister is having his. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In a nutshell, the opposition supported the legislation and then voted for it at the second 
reading.  It came out on a Sunday and it transpires that, subsequently, the member for Nedlands raised objections 
to some parts of a clause and voted against the third reading.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Rubbish!  You could not lie straight in bed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I beg your pardon? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You could not lie straight in bed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Well, good on ya!  That is scarcely vigorous opposition - indicating support and then 
voting for it. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I vehemently opposed it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member changed her mind.  The fact that she changed her mind was not something 
that was apparent to me on the Sunday because I only looked at the second reading debate, in which the member 
for Nedlands said she supported the bill.   

Let me finish on this point: the real issue is that prior to 2003 and the introduction of the truth in sentencing 
legislation, prisoners had one-third of their sentences struck off the minute they left the courtroom.  That brought 
sentencing into disrepute and it was recommended that remission be abolished by the Chief Judge of the District 
Court, Judge Kevin Hammond.  He recommended that change; we implemented it, with the member for 
Nedlands’ support, at least at the second reading stage. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  However, we did not have her support at the third reading stage.  That is the truth of the 
matter. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We did not vote for it at the second reading; we did not oppose it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes you did. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We did not oppose it.  There is a big difference. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Nobody voted against it at the second reading.  Anyway, let me move on, because time in 
this place is precious. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  This is a semantic argument at best.  The question the member for Nedlands really poses 
is: should one-third of the sentence be taken off administratively the minute the sentence is imposed by the court 
or should it not be imposed in the first place?  That is the real issue; it is what the debate is about.  The public 
need to have confidence that the sentence handed down by the court is what will be served.  That is what the 
legislation in 2003 did on the recommendation of Judge Kevin Hammond, the Chief Judge of the District Court.  
It adds to the transparency of the process.  There is now no longer any need, as the law had previously required, 
to take off one-third of an offender’s sentence. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is why it is semantic.  It does not mean a thing because it is a transitional provision, 
which says that people being sentenced should not spend any more or any less time in prison on account of these 
changes that were designed to introduce greater transparency into the process.  It is as simple as that.  We now 
have that transparency in the process.  Every time this Parliament changes the law to rewrite the substantive 
provisions of the law or the penalty, we revert to having the ability to apply the full penalty under the law.  That 
is all that is involved and that is increasingly happening over time. 

Let me make this point: although we are supposedly light on it, in terms of our commitment to law and order, the 
imprisonment rate in Western Australia is the highest of that in any other state in Australia.  In other words, in 
this state we imprison criminals at a higher rate than does any other state in Australia.  The Australian average on 
a per capita basis is 165 prisoners per 100 000 of population.  The Western Australian figure is 233 prisoners per 
100 000 of population.  In other words, we are harder on criminals: we lock up more people and we lock them up 
for longer, as we should be hard on those people who commit offences that warrant a jail term.  Victoria 
imprisons criminals at less than half the Western Australian rate at 103 prisoners per 100 000 of population.  The 
2003 sentencing changes, which introduced the truth-in-sentencing reforms recommended by Judge Kevin 
Hammond, abolished the one-third remission by which prisoners automatically had one-third of their sentences 
taken off the minute they left the courtroom.  The sentencing changes tightened eligibility for parole, which 
meant that people were not eligible for parole with the same laxity as existed previously, and they increased the 
period to be served before parole was granted.  That is why that legislation enjoyed the confidence of this house 
and of this Parliament, and that is why it is now on the statute books. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [4.05 pm]:  The motion we 
are debating touches on an undertaking given by the government to improve the safety and security of all 
Western Australians by preventing and reducing crime and antisocial behaviour.  We have a proud record that 
we have delivered on that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Hillarys! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We have, of course, areas of great concern.  There are areas in which we can do better 
and we are certainly looking to make sure that we do better and provide even greater protection for the 
community.  Clearly, in some areas, we need to do better.   

Members opposite are taking a set of numbers and just putting spin on it; they are totally misconstruing the 
answers they get to questions they ask.  I will take just one example: last week the member for Hillarys stated in 
a question that the number of police on the streets had fallen from 4 459 in 2001 to 4 403 in 2006, which is 
56 fewer than when the Labor Party came to government.  He based that false assertion on answers that I had 
provided about the number of police in the regions.  However, time and again, members opposite get it wrong 
because they do not understand the questions they ask.  Therefore, when they ask how many police are in the 
regions, their questions do not reflect the fact that under the Liberal government previous police commissioners 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 4 September 2007] 

 p4724a-4737a 
Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr 

Paul Omodei; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [11] 

had an issue with taking specialised squads and putting them into the regions.  Now, under Commissioner of 
Police O’Callaghan, specialist units have been set up, so we cannot take the number of police in the regions and 
say that it represents the number of Frontline First police, because that number does not count the tactical 
response group and the traffic enforcement group, which has dozens of cars patrolling the streets.  The number 
does not include the specialised units such as the liquor squad, which is out in the community going through 
hotels and other licensed premises, because intoxication is a major cause of crime.  I can go on and on about all 
the specialised units, such as the cyber predators unit, whose members lock up people: they spend time in an 
office looking at a computer, but they make investigations and they make arrests; they are front-line officers.   

The opposition simply leaves out all those numbers to concoct a figure that suggests there are fewer police, 
which is totally false.  The latest figure I have is that we have 374 extra police above the number in 2001.  That 
is the additional number of sworn officers in the Western Australia Police.  We know that in the last four years 
of the Liberal government, it did not provide funding for one additional police officer.  In the last four years of 
its term, the Liberal government did not budget for one additional police officer.  We have 374 extra police 
officers, but on top of that, in the order of 400 police are being moved from desk jobs into front-line operations.  
Through the civilianisation program, we have replaced those in administrative jobs with public servants, or it has 
been done through Frontline First, which involves a re-prioritisation to make sure that there are more police out 
on the front line.  Although credit must go to the police - they are doing it - it is the government’s commitment to 
make sure that there are extra police and we resource them.   

In terms of the budget, the WA Police has had a 69 per cent increase in resources between 2000 and 2007, which 
is way above the inflation rate.  In fact, in Western Australia, the financial resourcing of police is, on a per capita 
basis, 18 per cent higher than the average of the other states.  Western Australian taxpayers pay, per capita, 
18 per cent more for a police service, and I believe they get great value for money.   

As the Attorney General has pointed out, we are making sure through a range of changes to the law that people 
who are guilty of crimes are caught and locked up, and are locked up for longer.  However, time and again we 
find that when members opposite ask a question they either misunderstand what they are asking or they engage 
in deception by saying that the numbers mean something that they simply do not mean.  I gave an example of a 
question that was asked about the number of police in the regions; however, the member for Hillarys turned that 
information into the total number of front-line police officers and, therefore, the number had gone down.  He did 
not acknowledge the administrative changes that had taken place over the years.  Time and again members 
opposite hear half an answer to a question and use it in an inappropriate and inaccurate way.  It is therefore 
appropriate that I try to make some sense of the statistics and give some background so that when the opposition 
asks these questions quite rightly - they are very good questions - it will understand how to interpret the statistics 
so that members opposite know what they mean.  Crime can be difficult to measure.  It is important to note that 
the full extent of crime will never be completely known.  Only crime that has been reported to police or 
estimated by crime victimisation surveys can be measured.  We can look at the actual police data - I will explain 
how that changes - or look at data collected from victimisation surveys in which people have been asked for 
information.  The rate of reported crime does not necessarily reflect the rate of crime that is occurring; that is, 
police statistics do not necessarily reflect what is happening on the streets.  It could be far worse, or it may not 
be.  They are quite different matters.  The fluctuations in recorded crime figures over time can occur due to a 
number of factors.  I will refer to the factors that affect the recorded crime statistics.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Can I ask a question?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I want to get this information out, then I will take an interjection. 

Firstly, there can be an increase in reporting crimes that have in the past gone unreported, such as domestic and 
sexual assaults.  We know in some areas that people do not report some crimes.  However, as a result of our 
being more proactive through advertising and changes to the law, more crimes can be reported.  Secondly, there 
can be differences in reporting practices by government agencies; that is, changes can be made to the 
information that is captured in the system.  Change can occur also because of proactive policing initiatives that 
target certain offences or encourage their reporting.  Thirdly, changes to legislation can mean changes to the 
definitions of offences; thereby, a differently defined offence may be placed in a different category.  As a result, 
the number of collections in that particular category will change.  Fourthly, changes occur in the police recording 
systems and practices whereby the collection of information changes on a definitional basis.   

Crime records are heavily affected by whether people choose to report crime to police.  Burglary and motor 
vehicle theft must be reported to police if the victim wishes to make an insurance claim.  We find that the 
victimisation survey data for crimes such as burglary and motor vehicle theft closely reflect the police data.  
Victims of burglary and motor theft report those crimes to police because insurance companies require it.  There 
is very much a coincidence between the victimisation survey data and the figures in the police reports.  However, 
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crimes such as sexual assaults and family violence are very much under reported.  National crime victim surveys 
indicate that assault and sexual assault are massively under reported, with 64 per cent of assaults on women and 
81 per cent of sexual assaults on women unreported.  The same figures demonstrate that more women today are 
reporting sexual assaults than they reported 10 years ago.  This is due to advertising by the government, changes 
to the laws and the rolling out of the federal government’s massive advertising campaign, which I fully support.  
Now more women who are victims of these crimes are coming forward and reporting them, and the figures show 
that.  In 2005, 36 per cent of women, or 70 400, who experienced a physical assault by a male perpetrator 
reported it to police; however, in 1996 only 19 per cent of women, or 56 400, reported it.  From those figures we 
can see that the rate of reporting has improved.  In 2005, 19 per cent of women, or 19 100, who experienced 
sexual assault by a male perpetrator reported it to police.  However, in 1996 only 15 per cent of women, or 
14 700, reported it.  There has been an improvement in reporting by women who have been sexually and 
physically assaulted.  I refer to the two sets of data I have mentioned; namely, crime victimisation survey data or 
figures from police reporting.  That means that we can be fairly confident that, if there is a change in the rate of 
burglary or motor vehicle theft reflected in the reports of crime, that is quite likely what is happening on the 
streets.  There is a fairly close correlation between the actual incidence of those crimes and the crimes that are 
reported to police.  If the police figures go up or down on vehicle theft or burglary, it can be fairly reliably 
accepted that that is what is happening in the community.  However, records of assault and sexual assault need to 
be interpreted with care because reporting issues are a far greater factor in fluctuations.  Changes in the rate of 
these crimes can be due to a change in the number of people who report the crime to the police.  The figures do 
not necessarily reflect a change in the number of assaults and sexual offences, but whether they are being 
reported.  That does not mean that a change has not occurred, but there is more difficulty knowing the difference 
between the figures for real victimisation and those from police reports.  

I refer now to some data that totally debunks the motion moved by the opposition.  I have with me the figures on 
the offences reported and detected by WA Police as a rate per 100 000 persons.  I will compare the figures for 
2000 with the most recent figures I have, which are for 2006.  The number of burglaries decreased from 3 250 in 
2000 to 1953 in 2006; that is, the number of burglaries went down 40 per cent from the last year of the Liberal 
government to the latest set of figures under this government.  The number of thefts decreased from 4 705 to 
4 030, down 14 per cent; car theft decreased from 695 to 372, down 46 per cent - almost half; robberies 
decreased from 113 to 93, down 18 per cent; assaults increased from 760 to 1125, up 48 per cent; sexual assaults 
went from 147 to 157, up 6.8 per cent; homicides went from eight to seven - a very small number - but the 
percentage shows a decrease of 12.5 per cent; murders went from 1.6 to 1.3 per 100 000 of population - a decline 
of almost 19 per cent.  
The rate of that broad area of offences has been declining quite markedly.  The only increase is in the number of 
assaults and sexual assaults.  

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister is clearly quoting from data from the police.  I ask that he table them.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am happy to table them.  They are not official documents; it is information I made up 
from official documents.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am very happy to table them when I have finished.  The point I am making is that it is 
official data that I have extracted to include in a table.  The issue is the reason that reporting of assaults and 
sexual assaults have increased. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, members!   
Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will table them when I have finished using them.  Records of assault and sexual assault 
show that increase.  These increases do not necessarily reflect an actual increase in crime.  For assault, the 
upward trend begins in 2004 but coincides with several significant changes.  Firstly, the police recording 
system - frontline incident management system - was introduced and domestic assaults were more accurately 
recorded, and that increased the recorded number.  Secondly, in 2004, WA Police implemented new strategies to 
address child abuse and family violence.  These included a coordinated investigative approach for the state, the 
appointment of specialised child protection and family violence officers in each police district and new 
benchmarks for police performance in this area.  Other strategies are interagency collaboration with the 
Department of Health and the Department of Child Protection and policies to positively influence community 
culture to understand that child abuse and family violence are criminal matters.  These new strategies are leading 
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the country.  In just three years, the number of criminals apprehended for family violence has tripled from 5 500 
to 16 000.  When we became proactive and this government said that domestic violence was something we 
would not stand for and would stamp out - the mob opposite let it run - the number of recorded events tripled.  
The third significant influence on reporting assaults in 2004 was legislative change.  Under the new legislation, 
police must investigate any suspected domestic violence.  That is unique because police officers generally have 
the ability to determine what they will and will not investigate.  However, this government included in 
legislation that, when accusations of domestic violence are made, the police must investigate and not simply say, 
as was the practice under the last government, that it is a family tiff; it is too difficult; the family can sort it out.  
We said no, the police will investigate.  Police also have greater powers, such as entering and searching premises 
without a warrant and removing perpetrators for 24 or 72 hours.  Those toughened laws, and the directions given 
by the government to police through the legislation, mean that police no longer turn a blind eye to domestic 
violence.  Of course, the figures for reported assaults went up dramatically as a result.   
The fourth factor influencing the figures for reported assaults since 2004 is the federal government’s long-term 
social education campaign to clarify what domestic violence is and to encourage its reporting.  This includes 
advertisements on television and in cinemas.  I have already commented on those.  It is a very good program and 
I strongly support it.  It has changed the perception, so that people will now report it.   
Between 2000 and 2006, the number of assaults that did not relate to domestic violence went down, not up.  
Assaults resulting from domestic violence have increased in number.  The number of reported assaults has gone 
up because of proactive policing, not because there is an increased level of assaults and domestic violence in the 
community.  On every score,  it can be seen that people are safer, and there is less crime in this state.  That is the 
result of this government resourcing the police and the fantastic work our police officers have done right across 
the state.  I will table my speech notes.  
[See paper 3078.] 
MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin - Deputy Leader of the National Party) [4.22 pm]:  I agree with the minister 
that the police do a wonderful job.  The problem we have in country Western Australia is that there are just not 
enough of them.  We are experiencing population growth in our regions and with that can come a criminal 
element as well, particularly in some of our smaller communities.  I have previously mentioned Dumbleyung, 
Wickepin, Kukerin and Cranbrook.  Recently we have seen the unbelievable decision to close six police stations, 
which exacerbates the very issues we are talking about in this debate.  Country police are covering huge areas, 
and therefore their response times are poor, which leads to problems.  I have three examples here that I would 
have run through, but time does not permit.  Quite often, when we have reasonable police numbers, officers are 
away on training courses, as a result of sickness or helping out in other areas.   

Community policing is the way we need to go.  This government has said that.  However, the government is 
doing everything against community policing.  It is taking away Neighbourhood Watch and it is taking away the 
police stations.  Today I presented a petition to the house.  One line in that petition says it all -  

A local police presence in a small town is critical and reduces the overall pressure on police resources 
by proactively preventing crime.  

This government is taking that away from my area.  It is also taking resources away from road safety.  We are 
prepared to work for road safety, but a police presence on the road is critical for road safety.   

The last issue I will refer to is drugs.  The government is soft on drugs - there is no doubt about that - and now 
that it is taking away police resources, we will have further problems in our areas. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.24 pm]:  I have just about heard it all 
today.  There is downward pressure on electricity prices, and yet the price will go up.  Now crime statistics are 
going up, but the actual number of crimes is going down.  That is the latest argument of the government.  The 
minister should tell that to the mothers being assaulted while pushing their prams.  He should tell it to the elderly 
ladies who are being attacked while sleeping in their beds.  He should tell it to the bloke who was hit with a star 
picket while he was out gardening, and the bloke who was buying a kebab.  People cannot even buy kebabs now 
without being attacked by some hood.  However, the government says it is doing a better job.  The Labor Party’s 
policy said that it would continue to improve the safety and security of all Western Australians by preventing 
and reducing crime and antisocial behaviour.  That is not happening.  The Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services has failed, the Attorney General is failing, and the Premier, with overall responsibility for the safety of 
people in Western Australia, has not done enough about this issue.  The member for Wagin is exactly right.  
How in hell can the safety of people in communities be improved when police stations are being closed down?  
People know that a police presence, whether it is a bobby walking the beat, a mounted policeman or road traffic 
officers in cars on the road, is the way to reduce crime; not some smart alec trick of trying to convince people in 
Western Australia that the statistics are going up but the crime is going down.  It defies logic and is a true 
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symbol of government spin to convince people that there is no crime in Western Australia, when in fact the 
community has never been more at risk. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.26 pm]:  I support this motion.  The minister knows that the 
population in my area has increased while police numbers have gone down.  This government said it would 
reduce crime and antisocial behaviour.  What has the government done?  More people now smoke cannabis as a 
result of this government.  More people are now on drugs than ever before, and the drugs on the market today are 
50 or 100 times more powerful than the drugs that were on the market 20 years ago.  Young teenagers are 
smoking.  The ice that is on the streets is the reason that police now have to carry stun guns for their own 
protection.  The government has not reduced crime or antisocial behaviour.  It has not improved the safety and 
security of all Western Australians. 
Another issue that comes under the minister’s portfolio is children’s crossings.  How has the government 
improved safety and security, when I see children eight years old crossing Canning Highway with no crossing 
attendant because the government has taken away the crossing guide?  The children are dodging in and out of the 
traffic.  How has the government kept its promise?  It has not.  This is just one more of the broken promises 
made by this government.  It has broken its promises on health and education, and it has certainly failed on 
safety and security.  People in my electorate will not walk the streets because of the level of crime.  I know of 
people calling the police because of parties going on next door and people urinating in their gardens.  When they 
call the police, does an officer come out and see anything?  No, these people have to wait hours for the police to 
come around.  Why do they have to wait hours when they see hooligans outside their house?  They have to wait 
hours because we do not have the police numbers. 

The police numbers in the south metropolitan area are lower than those in other districts.  The minister gave me 
that information in response to a question on notice.  I have fewer police in my area, and I have a larger 
community than when the present government was elected in 2001 and said it was going to improve safety and 
security.  It has not done so.  People still feel unsafe in their homes and walking the streets.  I know children who 
feel unsafe walking to school.  This is all because the government has not put the money where it is needed.  
That is why officers are leaving the police force in droves.  What about the hours they are working?  Is it not 
now routine for most officers to work one of the weekend days, so that they are working nine days out of 10?  
How many police around the metropolitan area are being forced to work additional time?  It may suit some to 
work overtime, but they are having to work overtime.  I know of police officers who are going in early, and not 
leaving their stations until way after they should have finished, because they have a commitment to the 
community.  They feel committed to the community, but what commitment are we giving those police officers?  
We are not supporting them.  We are watching them leave one district after another.  They are leaving in droves. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The problem is that the government is so embarrassed that it is trying to cover up the 
problem.  It is trying to cover up the fact that its own government jet was graffitied.  It has kept that quiet. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Graffiti is a serious matter, but it is not as serious as people who are living in fear in 
their own homes because this government has not improved safety and security for Western Australians.  We 
have seen an increase in crime, and a much greater increase in crime related to drugs.  That is the main issue that 
the police are dealing with in all areas.  With regard to antisocial behaviour, what are members of the public 
meant to do if, when they call the police, the police are unable to send any officers until maybe three or four 
hours later?  They are stuck at home, very stressed and very disappointed with the government. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook  
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Noes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr F.M. Logan 
 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mr J.R. Quigley 

Question thus negatived. 
 


