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MARIJUANA — DECRIMINALISATION 

Motion 

HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [1.04 pm]: I move — 

That this house supports and endorses the WA state Labor Party policy to decriminalise the possession 
of small amounts of marijuana for personal use and return to a system of infringement notice penalties 
and diversion to counselling services. 

I rise to propose the motion in my name and to commend the Western Australian Labor Party for its consistent 
approach over a long number of years in favour of sensible drug reform, particularly cannabis. To be clear, the motion 
is worded to mirror exactly the state Labor Party’s position and would see a return to the measures that were 
introduced by the Gallop government in 2003 that effectively permitted the possession of small amounts of cannabis 
and the growing of a few plants for personal use, albeit under the spectre of a police warning and the need to see 
an educational video. I quote — 

WA Labor will decriminalise the possession of small amounts marijuana for personal use and return to 
a system of infringement notice penalties and diversion to counselling services. 

There is no ambiguity in that statement, is there? It is there in black and white for all to see, if members would 
care to read, in item 140 on page 135 of the Labor Party state platform policy. Upon reading it, we can almost 
believe that a Labor government would be forward-looking, progressive even. Imagine my surprise and that of my 
electorate who, when they hear about this policy, are wondering whether the government has any intention of ever 
following its own party policy. It plays into the hands of those who denigrate our political culture, who shout out 
about how little we the elected representatives listen to the electorate. Imagine how utterly disappointed they are, 
in having voted to support a party with such a platform, only to see that chunks of that policy have been buried, 
cast into oblivion. It means effectively that they have been misled, at least a little, by a government that, in fact, 
has no intention of delivering what its own party policy stipulates. The question remaining is: when is this going 
to happen? That remains up in the air—when? 

Let us not limit ourselves, however, to the words laid down in black and white in the Labor Party’s state policy 
document. We should look at those who have advocated this policy position in the past. Amongst them at the time 
was a promising backbencher who had a good deal to say about this matter. He is, of course, now our Premier, a man 
I deeply respect and admire. Great leaders are known for the quotations that survive them. I lived in China for 
a while and we all know the quotations of Chairman Mao Zedong. I also lived in the Soviet Union for a while and 
there are the comments on Karl Marx about labour and the common good—and, of course, there are the comments 
of his cousin Groucho, who once observed that politics is the art of looking for trouble, finding it everywhere, 
diagnosing it incorrectly and applying the wrong remedies! 

Perhaps there are already plans afoot for the words of our Premier to be made public in the future. There are plenty 
of examples of eminent politicians who have put their thoughts down in writing, and I look forward to those days. 
But, for now, it would suffice us to look back on what Hon Mark McGowan said in 2003, specifically on cannabis 
reform. I think members will find his comments enlightening; I know I certainly do. The year 2003 was, of course, 
when the Gallop government brought in the Cannabis Control Act, a piece of legislation, as I said earlier, that 
effectively decriminalised the possession of a small amount of cannabis for personal use and also the growth or 
cultivation of a few plants on private property for personal use. 
A few months ago Hon Stephen Dawson, when responding to yet another question of the Legalise Cannabis Party 
of WA, informed the house that the harms brought about by the decriminalisation of cannabis for personal use 
outweigh the possible benefits. I, of course, disagree. I speak from a position of considerable personal and professional 
knowledge about the medical and social issues arising from the prescription and prohibition of cannabis. Other 
members may also disagree, and that is quite all right. They may be constrained by the political limitations placed 
upon them, but I will speak for them in this place by quoting the Premier’s words in 2003. What did our current 
Premier say back then? 
Hon Mark McGowan gave an account of his personal experience from his time as a lawyer in Rockingham. I find 
these words resonate with me because they mirror what I have personally experienced in my work as a doctor in 
similar areas. The Premier stated — 

I once appeared as duty counsel in the Rockingham court … when a man in his forties came into the court. 
He was hunched, his fingers on both hands were bent, he walked with a stoop, his backbone was twisted 
and he was obviously in a lot of pain. He suffered from an extreme form of arthritis and was before the 
court for using cannabis. … He appeared before that … magistrate who fined him $1 000 and awarded him 
with a criminal record for using cannabis to relieve the constant pain he was in. That is wrong. 
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For what it is worth I agree with the Premier wholeheartedly. It may have been lawful, but was it moral? It was wrong 
then; I put it to you, it is wrong today. It is 20 years later and many people struggle to afford the medicines that 
they need and may be tempted, in an attempt to find that medication, to circumvent the law by growing a few plants 
for their own personal use to relieve their symptoms. Little has changed in over 20 years. 
In debate on the Cannabis Control Bill, later the act, Mr McGowan said — 

I congratulate the Minister for Health on the Bill that he has presented. He has done an extremely good job 
on an extremely difficult subject; one that is difficult for any Parliament to address. He has come up with 
an arrangement that meets the community’s needs. 

According to the Premier, saddling self-medicating patients with a criminal record is wrong. Cannabis control 
properly lies with the Minister for Health and a measured approach is needed to meet the valid needs and expectations 
of a community. That is not a bad start, is it? It is not a bad start at all. The Premier did not stop there though. 
Hon Mark McGowan went on — 

The central reason for this Government’s — 
That is the Gallop government — 

introducing this Bill is because it does not want those people in our community who may be small-time 
users—once or twice or even 10 times—to have a criminal record. That is the point behind this legislation. 
It is a commonsense Bill. We do not want it to have an impact on young people’s employment prospects 
or their capacity to travel. 

He went on to say — 
No parents want their children, who may have used cannabis on a couple of occasions, to receive a criminal 
record as a consequence of that use. That is the point behind this legislation. This Government — 

That is a Labor government — 
is about solving a community problem. We will put in place a set of rules dealing with this community 
problem in a sensible and commonsense way. 

He went on — 
This is a serious issue and it requires serious measures by serious people—not that sort of intemperate, 
frenzied, political activity encouraged by the Leader of the Opposition. We know what it is all about. The 
Opposition’s debate on this issue is about creating fear among parents and people in the general community 
to win votes. It is creating in our community a fear of reasonable measures. 

He went on then to quote from a then recent select committee into the Misuse of Drugs Act, which was set up under 
a Liberal government, by the way. He quoted the report, which states — 

there is no evidence to suggest that the use of cannabis leads to the use of heroin or other ‘hard’ drugs. 
Mr McGowan continues — 

It further stated — 
It must be recognised that the majority of cannabis users do not progress to other illicit drugs 
such as heroin. 

Those two statements were made in a report that was signed off by members of the now Opposition. On 
occasions during this debate last week, members who signed off on this report were saying the opposite. 
That is cant and hypocrisy. 

Hear, hear! Premier. Hear, hear! Hon Mark McGowan went on — 
It shows that the Opposition is not dealing with the merits of the issue but the politics of it; it is about 
frightening the public and not listening to the merits of the various arguments. 

The Premier clearly does not want to play politics with cannabis reform. He urges us to focus on the merits of the 
issue and not the scare stories that abound. I personally could not agree more. He continued — 

All we are trying to do is ensure that some people who might make a mistake are not burdened with 
a criminal record for the rest of their lives. 
… 
As we have seen with this issue, over fifty per cent of young people admit to having used cannabis or will 
use it. 
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Again, I could not agree more. The stigma against which the Premier argued almost 20 years ago is still with us today. 
We need to be mindful about our children and our grandchildren and to consider their future. Hon Mark McGowan 
went on and took another series of shots at the Liberal opposition. He said — 

The circumstance may arise in which a person may have a puff of a marijuana cigarette at a party. He 
may leave with his friends, return, and have another joint. That represents two offences. That rules a person 
out of the cautioning system. The Opposition — 

The Liberal opposition — 
would say that person is a criminal. What if a person uses marijuana when he is 18? He may travel upstate 
when he is 50 and have another puff when he is staying with a friend. Under the Opposition’s system, although 
the events are 30 years apart, the person would be a criminal. That is what the Opposition is proposing. 

I do not particularly want to be distracted by what the Liberals were proposing at that time, and given that they now 
have in the lower house as many members as we have in the Legalise Cannabis WA Party in the upper house, I think 
they might want to reconsider their proposals and policies regarding cannabis as one of the many things they could 
be considering. Nor do I want to be distracted by the male gendered approach to the speech of today’s Premier. Times 
have changed. We recognise that this is not appropriate language. The young woman would be equally at risk as 
the young man; the young woman equally liable to have the same problems as the young man. This affects everybody, 
especially our young people. Having said that, as a doctor I can tell members that when I ask my elderly patients 
about half of them have tried cannabis in the past. Everyone is at risk. 
Also, I take exception, as indeed our party does, to the use of the word marijuana. Marijuana was a word created 
in a xenophobic racist attempt to marginalise communities in the southern states of America. It is something that 
has a sordid history and that we want to avoid altogether. We do not use that word at all. We use the word cannabis; 
it is far less affected by a xenophobic racist history. But, that aside, Hon Mark McGowan was soon on more solid 
ground saying — 

… we have all sorts of police resources tied up in the courts every day waiting for what are very often 
minor matters to come to trial … Such matters could be dealt with through infringement notices; that is, 
a system similar to that of speeding fines, albeit with heavier penalties. They could be dealt with in a way 
that frees up resources to pursue the Mr Bigs. The minister knows all that yet we have members who want 
to run only a political argument—a vote-catching argument. They are frightening people in order to secure 
a few votes. The minister has to battle with that sort of attitude to this issue. He is a serious politician; we 
are a serious Government dealing with a serious issue in a commonsense way. 

Yes, you were, Premier. Yes, you were. He went on to say — 
Why do members opposite think the Government is doing this? Do they think we are putting this in place 
because we want to lose votes? We are doing it because it is right. 

I will let that hang there for a moment, President. Listen to those records of our Premier again — 
We are doing it because it is right. 

He went on — 
This measure will remove 18-year-olds—sons and daughters of members—from the criminal justice system. 
Members opposite should be very pleased about that … This is a minimalist change, but it is a change for 
the better, and the Government is doing it for the right reasons. For the Opposition to come in here and 
attack the Government over this does it no credit whatsoever.  

I could not agree more. Again, I agree with our Premier. All these years later, far from attacking the Labor Party, 
we are actually supporting the policies that it had in its 2019 policy platform. We support this position; we are 
not criticising it. Of course, it goes without saying that we in Legalise Cannabis WA Party want legalisation, not 
decriminalisation, but we recognise that small steps are important and the inherent good sense in the ideas that the 
now Premier was bringing forth in Parliament 20 years ago, and that has not changed. 
It was right then to ensure that people who use cannabis infrequently—once, twice or even 10 times, as Mr McGowan 
put it—did not get a criminal record, and it is still right now. As Mr McGowan said only a person reduced to 
“cant and hypocrisy” would say differently; would they not? If it was right that a personal choice to use cannabis 
recreationally should not have an impact on young people’s employment prospects or their capacity to travel 20 years 
ago, will any members present in the chamber now in 2022 say that is a perfectly valid thing to do now? If the 
Cannabis Control Act 2003 was, as Mr McGowan stated on the public record, a commonsense bill aimed at addressing 
a serious issue that requires serious measures to be taken by serious people, who in this chamber will tell me that 
the issue is any less serious or demands a less serious response today? 
I think I have proven over the last 12 months that I am a reasonable, sensible, serious person. I am a professional 
with extensive professional experience on this matter. I am someone who should be taken seriously on this matter. 
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I think over the first course of this Parliament, I have proven that we in the Legalise Cannabis WA Party are willing 
to work in a commonsense, collegial and supportive manner with the different parties to reach common goals and 
shared outcomes for the good of the people of Western Australia whom we serve. I ask members of this house, but 
particularly those opposite: What has changed? Do government members not support the measures supported by 
their own Premier back in 2003, which, in his own words, were “commonsense” provisions? Are members opposite 
any less serious than we are about finding a solution to the problems that still plague us 20 years later? This has 
happened not because of anything the government has done but because when the Liberal Party regained power, it 
reversed those very sensible laws on the pretext of law and order, which, of course, resulted in the opposite—the loss 
of law and the loss of order. Would government members risk being called hypocrites? That is what Mr McGowan 
said in 2003 about members refusing to speak up or bring in what were at that time transformative and revolutionary 
approaches to handling all aspects of cannabis use, and that are now mirrored in other parts of the world. If members 
refuse to accept that, why? What has changed? Where is the idealism of 2003? Where is the innovation? Where is 
the compassion? I see all those elements and more in what our now Premier said in 2003 and, indeed, in 2010 and 
2016. I consistently acknowledge and appreciate those words. I appreciate the words our Premier said then and 
probably would say today if he had the same knowledge and experience as me and others in this professional field—
even more. I have come to see that all members of this house have assembled to serve the people of Western Australia. 
Honestly, people have dedicated their lives to doing what is right for the people of our state. Therefore, agreeing 
with what Mr McGowan had to say on that issue in 2003, I call on the government that bears his name and all members 
in this chamber to express support for the stance he took on the public record and for the consistent and progressive 
position taken by the WA Labor Party for many years now. It was right in 2003; it is right in 2022. Labor’s state party 
platform admits as much. So let us get on and let us get this done. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [1.24 pm]: I find it extraordinary that no-one 
else from the Legalise Cannabis WA Party is going to contribute to the debate on this motion, but so be it. 
The government cannot support the motion before the house. Although I appreciate that the Legalise Cannabis 
WA Party has a particular policy mandate, it is not one, in terms of this motion, that we can support. We recognise 
the party’s mandate and we facilitated the establishment of the Select Committee into Cannabis and Hemp.  
This matter has been before the house before, and the government’s position remains the same. This government 
does not support decriminalisation of cannabis for personal use. In November 2019, the Select Committee into 
Alternate Approaches to Reducing Illicit Drug Use and its Effects on the Community released its report. One of the 
report’s recommendations was for a health-based response to the use and possession of drugs that makes provision 
for cultivation of cannabis for personal use. Although the government supports a health-based approach to the 
treatment of people with drug and alcohol problems, its position was made clear in the response to that report. We do 
not support the recommendation to make provision for the cultivation of cannabis for personal use. The government’s 
view was then, in 2019, and is now that the evidence shows that the risks associated with decriminalisation of 
cannabis for personal use outside of medicinal cannabis, which we support, outweigh the possible benefits. There 
is a large body of evidence on the significant physical and mental health harms related to cannabis use, particularly 
for young people. Frequent cannabis use during adolescence is associated with changes in the areas of the brain 
involved in attention, memory, decision-making and motivation. It can be a harmful drug. We do, though, remain 
committed to ensuring there is access to medicinal cannabis for people with medical needs. 
The government supports the provisions that have been in place since 2011; that is, it is better for offenders caught 
with small amounts of cannabis, depending on their eligibility, to be diverted to counselling services as opposed 
to using other penalties. That is already happening. The cannabis intervention requirement scheme was introduced 
in 2011 by the then Liberal–National government as an intensive intervention for minor cannabis offenders. The 
scheme provides discretion for police officers to provide an option for minor cannabis offenders to be delivered to 
a counselling intervention program instead of attracting criminal charges. This applies to anyone over the age of 
14 years found with 10 grams or less of cannabis or in possession of drug paraphernalia containing detectable 
amounts of cannabis who have also never had a CIR or previously been convicted of an offence involving cannabis, 
and have no previous convictions for a serious, violent or sexual offence and no previous convictions for a serious 
drug offence. The Mental Health Commission provides both intervention and drug treatment components of the 
scheme. The scheme is one of two programs available to the Western Australia Police Force to use for drug diversion. 
The other program is the other drug intervention requirement scheme. In 2018–19, police issued 1 546 CIRs; and 
in 2019–20, they issued about the same number—1 530 CIRs. There are substantial benefits to issuing CIRs rather 
than preparing a prosecution brief and perhaps putting a young person who has made the wrong decision into the 
criminal justice system. Diversion complements police drug supply reduction efforts and creates an appropriate 
balance that ensures we do not end up with young people in the criminal justice system for a minor offence while 
recognising the damaging effects that cannabis can have. 
Those are the reasons we cannot support the motion and why I will move an amendment. 

Amendment to Motion 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: I move — 
To delete all words after “house” and insert — 

notes the cannabis intervention requirement scheme implemented since 2011 as an intensive 
individual intervention gives the Western Australia Police Force the discretion to divert eligible 
people found with small quantities of cannabis or drug paraphernalia into drug diversion programs, 
rather than charge them with a criminal offence. 

The PRESIDENT: The question is that the words to be deleted be deleted. 
Division 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (25) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Sue Ellery Hon Stephen Pratt Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Klara Andric Hon Donna Faragher Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Neil Thomson 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Peter Foster Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Darren West 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Lorna Harper Hon Rosie Sahanna Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon James Hayward Hon Tjorn Sibma  
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Matthew Swinbourn  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Steve Martin Hon Dr Sally Talbot  

 

Noes (3) 

Hon Sophia Moermond Hon Wilson Tucker Hon Dr Brian Walker (Teller)  

Amendment thus passed. 
Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [1.36 pm]: I was going to rise to support the motion in its 
previous form. I do not support the amended motion because there are serious flaws with the intervention scheme 
in WA. Before I go into the reasons that I think it is flawed, I will state that I support the recreational use of marijuana 
here in WA, and, by association, I support the motion in its previous form, which talked about the decriminalisation 
aspect. That is a reasonable stepping stone along the journey of getting to a point at which we can all enjoy 
marijuana and have a thriving recreational industry in WA. 
When I was originally looking at writing this speech, I was going to start waxing lyrically about my time in Seattle, 
which has a thriving recreational marijuana industry. I can confirm from living there that no, the sky did not fall 
down; people were able to moderate their use of marijuana and use it as an alternative to alcohol and, in some 
cases, for harm prevention. Rather than just rely on this testimonial, I decided to do some digging and really get into 
the weeds on the topic of weed in WA. It turns out we have a cannabis intervention requirement scheme that falls 
under part IIIA of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981. Under this scheme, a police officer may give a cannabis intervention 
requirement to a person who they believe has committed a minor cannabis-related offence. The alleged offender 
will then avoid prosecution by completing a cannabis intervention session within 28 days. In order for the scheme 
to work, people need to be diverted to the scheme by the attending police officer. In my mind, this is where the 
scheme has some deficiencies. 
A study, completed by the National Drug and Alcohol Research Centre, was released in May 2019 on the reach of 
Australian drug diversion programs around this country. It found that the proportion of the offenders apprehended 
for drug use or possession and diverted away from court by police in WA was the lowest in the country. To put 
this another way, it means that more offenders were prosecuted and punished for drug use or possession in 
Western Australia than in any other state or territory in Australia. In 2019, the incidents of police diversion ranged 
from 32.4 per cent in WA to 98 per cent in South Australia. This means that in South Australia, people were 
three times more likely to be diverted to this scheme rather than face criminal prosecution. This report really 
highlighted three main reasons why diversion to the cannabis intervention requirement scheme was low in WA. 
Firstly, Western Australia switched from a cannabis infringement scheme to a therapeutic cannabis diversion scheme 
during the first year of analysis, which limited access during this transition period. Secondly, there were strict 
eligibility requirements for people who were diverted to the scheme. Finally, geography was an issue. This comes 
up a lot in WA. The report noted that the drug diversion scheme is more restricted in rural and regional areas in 
Australia. This falls to the lack of availability of drug treatment services and also the structural barriers to offenders 
accessing services. Another issue that we often hear about aside from the lack of resources in regional areas is the 
overrepresentation of Aboriginal people. In this case we have an underrepresentation. The report notes that Aboriginal 
people make up 31 per cent of people appearing before the Magistrates Court and only six to 13 per cent of drug 
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diversions. The committee also notes that the operation of the scheme in these regional areas is more limited compared 
with the metropolitan area. We can interpret that to mean that there currently exists a geographical and a race bias 
against the CIR scheme. If we legislate a statewide response, we are basically removing the institutional bias and 
police officer discretion when deciding who to divert to this scheme, which unfortunately is not the case right now. 
The diversion scheme remains largely ineffective and WA has the lowest rate of people being diverted of any state 
or territory. 

An excellent report was produced in the last Parliament by a committee that was chaired by Hon Alison Xamon 
and entitled Help, not handcuffs: Evidence-based approaches to reducing harm from illicit drug use. The members 
here who were part of that committee are Hon Colin de Grussa and Hon Samantha Rowe. The report made some 
observations based on the research that the committee conducted during its term and states — 

• Some people will always use drugs, regardless of the legal frameworks in place. 

• Not everyone who uses drugs does so in a harmful way. 

• For those people addicted to drugs, complete abstinence will not always be a realistic goal. 

• Removing criminal penalties for drug use and possession for personal use is unlikely to significantly 
impact drug use, but it will decrease drug-related harm. 

This report also makes the following recommendation — 

A health-based response to the use and possession of drugs makes provision for the cultivation of cannabis 
for personal use. 

This recommendation basically endorses the 2003 policy that decriminalised small amounts of cannabis. We all 
know that that was scrapped during the Barnett years. As pointed out by Hon Dr Brian Walker, recently the 
Western Australian Labor Party voted in support of the 2003 scheme. Hopefully, we can hear from some Labor 
members today. Thank you. 

HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [1.44 pm]: Today I have the distinct honour of rising to support the 
motion of my colleague, Hon Dr Brian Walker. It was disappointing to see the amendment come through and to hear 
the basis for that. There is no scientific basis to saying that cannabis causes a range of issues, including addiction. 
What has been found in all the research is that trauma is that gateway drug, not cannabis. As I have spoken about 
before, with cannabis use currently being illegal, when people see a dealer, they are exposed to a higher level of 
criminality than they would normally be. By keeping cannabis use illegal, neither are we safeguarding children in 
that respect. No-one has ever died from cannabis use—never—unlike from COVID vaccines with the current number 
of deaths sitting at 11, according to the Therapeutic Goods Administration, but that drug is considered safe. 

The police in Western Australia are known for racism and sexism. With a skewed world view like that, any fair 
interpretation of the amendment is unlikely to happen. I have had people contact me who have used and grown 
their own cannabis for medicinal purposes to treat their cancer. They have been told that they need to do to this 
course, which will not change their habits. It will not make much difference so it is an absolute waste of their time 
and our resources for them to participate in it. Decriminalisation and the preferred option of legalisation will 
provide benefits to those people who use and it will benefit the state’s economy. Thank you. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [1.47 pm]: I was not going to speak but I have been incited 
into making a few comments to add weight to the support of the alliance for the amended motion. I am not being 
disrespectful to the mover of the motion; I can assure him of that. I greatly respect Hon Dr Brian Walker and the 
other members who have spoken, but that is not the issue. I think we need to have a little clarity behind this. 

The amended motion is not a motion against cannabis use; it is a more pragmatic motion. I will tell members a couple 
of things. I have mentioned this story once before in this chamber and I intend to talk about it again. As a former 
educator, I constantly came into contact with students who had engaged in marijuana use and they suffered the 
consequences in not only a punitive sense, but also, in a number of instances, as they moved into higher order drug 
use. I know that no logical person would say that all those people who engage in cannabis use will move into using 
higher order drugs. Unfortunately, for a number of them it is an entrance drug. 

The way that we as a society dealt with cannabis use for decades upon decades is that it was a hanging offence. It 
certainly was when I was growing up in Kalgoorlie. Everyone smoked—well, I did not; I never had a cigarette in 
my life—and cannabis use was a hanging offence. Now, interestingly enough, not everyone but a lot of people smoke 
cannabis and smoking is a hanging offence. It has completely turned around. It is true! These days a person is like 
a pariah if they smoke. Things really did change about a generation ago, I have to say, at the end of the 1990s. I know 
a bit about that as far as the education system is concerned. The Howard government established the National Advisory 
Committee on School Drug Education—Chris Ellison actually established it—and I was on that committee. We 
spent about three years doing an enormous study on drug use. At that stage there were two theatres of thought with 
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regard to drug use. There was the zero tolerance approach in which a person could not have any drugs. They were 
hung, drawn and quartered if they engaged in any way, shape or form with illicit drug use. Then we had the harm 
minimisation group, and never the twain shall meet. When I was growing up, I had this notion that I was more on 
the zero tolerance side of things. I realised that we could not win that debate. There is no way that we can win a debate 
in which we say that a person cannot have drugs or they will go to jail. That is not going to happen. Society has 
gone well past that. Harm minimisation is definitely the way of the future. 

I will give members an example of how I think we can deal with this issue more pragmatically and, dare I say it, 
more effectively. It is a practical example. I have mentioned it in this chamber once before, and possibly twice, 
but I will say it again because it is profoundly significant to the motion that we are dealing with. When I was at 
Scotch College, in addition to my academic and tennis responsibilities, I was a house master, which is a pastoral 
role. One part of that role is to look after the boys to make sure that everything is fine in their lives, as well as their 
academic, sporting and musical and theatrical credentials, and to bring out the best in them. We used to have a house 
meeting once a week. In 2003, we had had the house meeting for the mighty Ross House, the boys with orange blood. 

A member interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, mate; Ross all the way. 

At the end of the meeting, a little year-8 boy brought a wallet into my office and said, “Sir, someone has left his 
wallet.” I opened the wallet to see who it belonged to, and there was a little satchel of marijuana in it. I saw who 
the boy was. I will call him Max, as I have called him before when I have used this story. I thought I would wait, so 
I sat there and was marking away, and about 10 minutes later a young year-11 boy raced into the office and said, 
“Sir, I left my wallet behind”. I asked him whether it was this one, and he said, “Yes, Sir.” I said, “No worries, Max”, 
and gave him his wallet, and I could see the blood drift back into his face, because he thought that he had dodged 
a bullet. As he started to walk out of the office, I said, “Max, if it ever happens again, it will be not just you and me 
who are going to know about this, mate”, and he said, “Yes; thanks, Sir”, and walked out. He knew that he had dodged 
a bullet. 

This is exactly how it happened. I finished at Scotch College at the end of 2004. In 2005, I moved into a new place 
in Subiaco. I had had a couple of people over, and I had ordered some pizzas from Chelsea Pizza. When I opened 
the door for my delivery, there was Max with my pizzas. He was working for Chelsea Pizza. I said, “Max! What are 
you up to, mate?” He said, “I’m doing engineering, Sir.” I asked him whether he was still doing his surf lifesaving 
at Cottesloe, and he said yes. Everything was going well in his life. It was so good. He gave me the pizzas, and I said, 
“Thanks, mate. Good on you. Keep going.” He started to walk off, and he then turned around and said, “Sir”, and 
I said, “No; it’s Peter now, Max”, and he said, “Thanks.” He knew that we had that connection, and we will always 
have it in life. I can tell members that he and I are the only two who will ever know who he is. This brings back 
the notion of a punitive approach to drug use. This is not a vanity exercise, but if I had handled that differently and 
had reported that boy, his parents would have been brought in and he would have been suspended and even potentially 
expelled from that school. He would have been tarnished, without a shadow of a doubt, and I reckon his life would 
have been very different now. As I said, that reinforces the notion that harm minimisation does work. 

The cannabis intervention requirement that is being used now, as the Leader of the House articulated, is a vehicle 
to provide assistance for those members of the community who engage in cannabis use or sustained cannabis use 
that has harmful effects. In addition to that, do not think for one moment that these intervention requirements are 
“Nigel no-friends”—that is, they sit alone and are the only thing we are doing for cannabis use. The School Drug 
Education and Road Aware program is used every single day in our schools across the state. It is a very comprehensive 
program for drug use and driver education. I assume it is still being used throughout the school education system. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Absolutely. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Absolutely, and it is very comprehensive. As education minister, I was very keen on 
ensuring that we extended this program. I am sure the current Minister for Education is as persistent with this program 
as well. We need to be mindful of the fact that early intervention in anything in life is vital. Early intervention in 
drug use will inevitably reap benefits in years to come. Chucking people in jail because they use cannabis is not 
the answer. One of the worst things we can do, particularly with the current generation, is tell them they cannot use 
cannabis, because more often than not they will do that whether we like it or not, purely in spite, in the belief that 
they will be able to retain control. 

In addition, police and community youth centres, sporting organisations, churches and a whole raft of groups 
in the community engage and assist young people in our community by educating them about drug use. I do not 
mean to be overtly critical, but recreational drug use and cannabis use might sound very attractive. However, 
regardless of whether it sounds attractive, to some people it is an entrance drug. We must do all we can to prevent 
people from going from low-order illicit drug use to higher order illicit drug use, particularly methamphetamine. 
Methamphetamine use is life and soul destroying. All we have to do is walk the streets of Perth any time after dark, 
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or even during the day, to understand the appalling impact of illicit drug use on our society. We need only to look 
at the statistics on methamphetamine use to see how people suffer. 
Unfortunately, the members behind me and I will never see eye to eye on this issue. It has been reinforced in my 
mind, as a result of the fact that I taught for 23 years, as a result of the fact that in my electorate office we see almost 
on a daily basis the impacts of higher order illicit drug use, and as a result of the fact that I was part of a national 
committee that handed down its report in 1999, that the best approach is harm minimisation. That illustrates that 
the way the current government is going, and the way our government went, is the right way to go. I intend no 
disrespect to members opposite, but I could not have supported the original motion. The amended motion is much 
more sensible, and for that reason it has my support. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Donna Faragher Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Neil Thomson 
Hon Klara Andric Hon Peter Foster Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Darren West 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Lorna Harper Hon Rosie Sahanna Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Peter Collier Hon James Hayward Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Matthew Swinbourn  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Steve Martin Hon Dr Sally Talbot  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Stephen Pratt Hon Dr Steve Thomas  

 

Noes (4) 

Hon Sophia Moermond Hon Dr Brad Pettitt Hon Wilson Tucker Hon Dr Brian Walker (Teller) 

Question thus passed. 
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