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TERRORISM (PREVENTATIVE DETENTION) BILL 2005 
Third Reading 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [10.58 am]:  On behalf of the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services, I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [10.58 am]:  In my contribution to the third reading of this bill I just want to go 
over a few of the highlights of the consideration in detail stage and share with the house some of the differences 
that came out during consideration in detail of this bill and similar bills of other states and jurisdictions.  I want 
to highlight a couple of areas after I have done that, and go into these matters in a bit more detail.   
For the house’s benefit, I will note some of the differences between Western Australia’s terrorism bill and the 
acts of other states.  One difference is the rights of the detainees to inform others.  In Western Australia the 
detainee is not entitled to disclose even that they have been detained nor the period of their detention, whereas in 
New South Wales the detainee is entitled to disclose those details.  The minister during the consideration in 
detail stage could not really give a reason that this state’s legislation differs from that of New South Wales.  I am 
not saying that I favour the New South Wales legislation in that aspect, but that measure must make life very 
difficult for detainees.  I am not advocating the civil rights of detainees, because obviously the police in Western 
Australia would detain them for very good reason.  It is important that it be explained.  The minister is not in the 
chamber, so he will be unable to give that explanation during the third reading stage.   

This legislation is forming part of what is considered uniform legislation throughout the Australia, but I do not 
think we have it right here in Western Australia.  I do not think the country has got it right, because the 
maximum period for which a person can be subjected to a preventative detention order is 14 days.  It was 
explained during consideration in detail that if, for instance, the Australian Federal Police takes somebody into 
custody, it can hold that person for only 48 hours.  If that person is then transferred to WA Police, that 48 hours 
will be deducted from the 14-day period.  I believe the United Kingdom has got it right in this instance.  It 
specifies a period of 28 days in its legislation.  In its original anti-terrorism bill in 2000, a person could be 
detained for only seven days.  Let us not forget that the UK has been subject to terrorist acts for the past 30-odd 
years, mainly by the Irish Republican Army.  However, I believe the UK saw the need to increase the detention 
time of seven days after the London bombings and after the experiences in other countries, in which terrorist 
activities have escalated to the degree that dozens, hundreds or thousands of innocent people - not armed forces, 
police officers or government officials - going about their working lives are being killed by terrorists who engage 
in these sorts of dreadful acts. 

This area of the UK legislation that was revisited started off with a three-month detention period, I think.  It was 
believed that it was necessary to go into such detail.  Unfortunately, the government in the UK - probably the left 
wing of the Blair government, which obviously is more concerned about the detainees than the innocent people 
that those terrorists might be planning to kill or injure - reduced that period to 28 days.  However, at least 28 
days is a respectable and much-needed length of time for the security services to carry out thorough 
investigations. 

These terrorist cells are very well organised.  They are spread throughout the whole of Australia.  They are not in 
just Canberra, Sydney or Melbourne.  Some people involved with terrorist organisations are living in Perth.  
Those who do not live in Perth may visit Perth on a regular basis.  We should never be so lax as to think that it 
cannot happen to us.  It is a bit like the young car drivers - the young boys between 17 and 24.  They think they 
are invincible. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  The police captured two of them yesterday.  You are right. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, they are here. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Yes.  Jack van Tongeren fits that description: fire-bombings and threatening behaviour.  
That’s terrorism. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is a form of terrorism.  I do not disagree with that. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  I was just saying that it is an example. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is the member agreeing with me? 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Yes, I was. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Excellent.  More people in this state, other than Jack van Tongeren and his cohort, are 
planning terrorist activities or are associated or involved with terrorist organisations, and anybody who thinks 
otherwise is living in cloud-cuckoo-land. 
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Mr R.C. Kucera:  Quite a few people in this state have been convicted of terrorism. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, but I am saying, member for Yokine, that there are still some in the community 
whom we do not even know about.  Our security services know of some of them.  I was involved in one 
particular case in which a computer had to be taken for examination by the state security services people.  It was 
owned by a Muslim gentleman, and the security people wanted to access the details stored on the computer.  I 
will not go into the details of the case.  However, I can tell the house that terrorists are here in Western Australia. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  We should never forget that the person who did the Oklahoma bombing was a fundamental 
Christian. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member can get up and make a contribution to the third reading debate, which would 
be good. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  No, I am just saying - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If the member agrees with me, that is fine.  I am not looking for compliments or anything 
like that.  I am trying to say that our police, in particular, need to be given the amount of time that is necessary to 
carry out investigations once they have detained somebody under a preventative detention order.  I do not 
believe 14 days is long enough to detain someone for some of the worst crimes imaginable.  I would have 
preferred something like 28 days.  The people involved in these activities have computers, and most of the 
computer hard drives are encrypted.  Therefore, it can take ages to get into the hard drive and find all the 
information.  Some of the information can be linked to another computer system through a server, and it can be 
hidden.  The terrorists, and those people who are involved in terrorist organisations, are using this new 
technology.  Therefore, I do not think 14 days is long enough.  I believe the UK has a more appropriate length of 
time in its legislation.  It is not just WA; the whole of Australia has made a mistake in this area.  We in Western 
Australia will be subject to terrorist activities, as will the rest of the country, at some stage; these people will not 
just go away.  That is one of the areas in which I feel there is a difference between WA and not just the other 
states, but also other countries.  The important point is that those countries have had the dreadful experience of 
being subjected to terrorist attacks and losing hundreds, if not thousands, of people through the activities of those 
terrorists.  Thank God we have not had that in this country yet.  It happened in Bali, of course, where Australian 
lives were lost.  However, make no mistake about it, the day will come when we will be subjected to a dreadful 
terrorist attack in Australia.  I hope to God it is not in WA, but I would not want it to happen anywhere in 
Australia.  When that happens, I can assure members that this provision will be changed from 14 days to at least 
28 days.  If governments are serious about protecting innocent Australians, they will do that. 

The problem is that too many people are worried about the human rights of these individuals.  These individuals 
want to take away the human rights of innocent people by killing them with explosions and all sorts of terrorist 
acts.  At the end of the day, we must strike a balance.  However, as far as I am concerned, the balance comes 
right down in favour of ensuring the safety of people in Australia. 

Another area of difference in the Western Australian legislation is that the police are not obliged to find out 
whether children reside with, or are associated with, the detainee.  Therefore, the interests of those children will 
not be protected.  I believe they should be.  When I say “children”, I mean innocent children; I do not mean 15 
and 16-year-olds.  In Queensland, for instance, inquiries must be made to find out whether there are children 
who reside with, or are associated with, the detainee.  Proposed provisions to protect the interests of the children 
are then provided at the application stage; that is, when the police apply for a preventative detention order.  That 
issue came up in consideration in detail.  The minister will report back to the Premier, and I assume all the 
details will go to the Council of Australian Governments once all the states have implemented their own 
legislation.  COAG might have to take account of comments that have been made in this Parliament.  It should 
do.  Western Australia is a very important part of Australia. 

Another area of difference is in the issue of preventative detention orders.  In Western Australia, only a judge or 
a retired judge from the Supreme Court may issue a PDO.  In South Australia, a senior police officer may issue a 
PDO if there is an urgent need for the order and it is not practical to have a judge deal with the order.  In 
Queensland, a senior police officer may issue an initial order, while a judge or a retired judge from the Supreme 
Court may issue a final order.  In New South Wales, only a Supreme Court judge, acting in his or her judicial 
capacity, may issue a PDO.  This should be uniform legislation but it differs in some significant areas throughout 
the various jurisdictions in Australia.  Therefore, COAG might want to have a closer look at that also.   

The last difference in the legislation that I will mention in this third reading debate relates to applications by 
detainees for variations or revocations of PDOs.  In Western Australia, the detainee cannot apply to the Supreme 
Court for revocation or variation to the order, whereas in Queensland the detainee may apply to the Supreme 
Court for an order revoking or varying the order.  That is a difference.  I think we have it right in Western 
Australia, which is good. 
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The other area I wanted to touch on initiated a fair bit of interest in consideration in detail; that is, a PDO cannot 
be applied for, or made, in relation to a person who is under 16 years of age.  I feel very strongly about this.  I 
believe it will give terrorist organisations an open invitation to recruit mainly young boys aged 15 years.  At 15 
years and 10 months, they cannot be subjected to a PDO.  We know that in other parts of the world terrorist 
organisations have used 14 and 15-year-olds, sometimes children even younger.  I do not know how this 
government and other governments in Australia came up with this magic age of 16.  These days, 15-year-olds 
are mature and politically involved, and they think more about their actions.  We have seen that in so many 
areas.  Sixteen years is definitely not the right cut-off age.  It gives terrorist organisations an open invitation to 
recruit young people.  Very often they brainwash these young 15-year-olds, knowing that they cannot be made 
the subject of a preventative detention order.  They can carry out just as horrific crimes as a 16-year-old or an 
18-year-old.   
I was not the only person who felt this way.  The member for Cottesloe felt so strongly about this particular 
section of the bill that he was encouraged to speak on it.  He obviously feels the same as I do - that we are living 
in a fool’s paradise to think that 16 years of age should be the cut-off age.  It should be younger.  Some silly 
comments were made during consideration in detail by the member for Pilbara-Mid West, or whatever his 
electorate is called in the north west. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You should know the names of the electorates. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  His is a long one. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You should know the names.  You’ve been here long enough to know the names. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Does the minister know all the names?  They all changed at the last election.  What is my 
electorate? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I don’t know. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly!  The minister has to think about it now.  Humour aside, the member for Central 
Kimberley-Pilbara made a rather stupid comment by way of interjection when he said, “Are you going to take 
two-year-olds into preventative detention?”  Those comments are inane and unnecessary in a serious debate on 
terrorism and the implications and the aftermath of terrorist attacks.  The member for Cottesloe and I said that 
we think he got it wrong because we believe that the police would not arrest children.  They should be able to 
pick up a 15-year-old under a PDO.  Some people might say that terrorist organisations will recruit 10-year-olds.  
They may well do that.  In some countries 10, 11 and 12-year-olds are forcibly conscripted into rebel groups and 
are given old-fashioned rifles with which to shoot people.  That is the way some of these people live and die.  I 
think that is disgraceful.   

We did not propose an amendment because we knew it would be rejected.  I asked the minister to seriously 
consider the possibility of amending that part of the legislation, so that terrorist organisations could not get 
through the net and utilise young people of 15.  There is no age limit in the United Kingdom.  They rely on the 
police not to pick up four, five and six-year-old kids.  They will pick up only those people who are actively 
involved and responsible.  We know that 15-year-olds in this state are responsible for their actions under the 
Criminal Code.  They can be arrested for committing a criminal act.  Why can they not be subjected to a PDO?  I 
do not think it will ever be used.  I hope it will not be used.  The member for Cottesloe and I did not want these 
terrorist organisations to recruit 15-year-olds.  

Our suggestions, which were made in good faith and in the interests of the safety of Western Australians, fell on 
deaf ears.  I did not really expect much else.  I felt I had to do it.  I know the member for Cottesloe felt the same.  
We highlighted that particular area.  The minister who has carriage of this bill through the house will have to 
explain to people in the future if, God forbid, a 15-year-old is part of a terrorist group that causes death or injury 
to Western Australians.  I will not say that he will have blood on his hands.  He will have to explain to the 
relatives of anybody who is killed why he was not prepared to listen to the Liberal Party and delete the 16-year-
old age limit for any person who is considered to be planning a terrorist attack, or even after a terrorist attack.  
People can be picked up under a PDO, provided a terrorist act is imminent, or will occur within at least 14 days.  
That is obviously the basis of the 14-day limit.  It also covers what happens after a terrorist act has occurred.   

One day the minister may have to explain his actions - I hope he does not have to because I hope we never 
experience a terrorist act in WA - to the relatives of those people who may have been killed or severely injured 
as a result of a young person of 15 years of age being involved in a terrorist act.  Terrorist organisations in many 
parts of the world use people as young as that to carry out suicide bombings.  They conjure, threaten and 
brainwash them.  They promise they will go to a place better than this earth that we live on.  They often get those 
young people to carry out those dreadful suicide bombings.  
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We have had our say.  The government will have its way.  I hope with all my heart that I am wrong, and that the 
minister will never have to explain the dreadful consequences of his intransigence in not agreeing to delete the 
age limit of 16 years for those who can be the subject of a preventative detention order. 
DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [11.18 am]:  During the second reading debate, I mentioned some of my 
concerns on the Terrorism (Preventative Detention) Bill 2005.  I said then, and I believe now, that many 
members in this house are not happy that the government introduced such a bill.  We have to accept this bill 
because, as the member for Hillarys just said, we do not want to have blood on our hands should there be a 
terrorist attack at Subiaco or some other place in Western Australia.  The bill is one of a series that have been 
passed in WA since the terrorist attacks in New York, London, Madrid and Bali.  The commonwealth 
government introduced many pieces of legislation as a result of those attacks.   
When the federal legislation does not cover the states, the federal government has asked the states to refer 
powers to it, which this house did in 2002.  As a result of the agreement of the states at the Council of Australian 
Governments meetings, the commonwealth government also asked the states to introduce legislation that 
complements the commonwealth legislation.  The bill currently before the house is such legislation.  The 
Terrorism (Preventative Detention) Bill 2005 mirrors the 2005 commonwealth anti-terrorism legislation.  It does 
not completely mirror that legislation, because Western Australia introduced other legislation last year that is 
also derived from that legislation.  The Western Australian legislation does not include the expanded concept of 
sedition that was part of the commonwealth legislation.  The new sedition offences contained in the 
commonwealth legislation are being reviewed by the Australian Law Reform Commission.  When the 
commission has finished its analysis of those provisions, they may be reintroduced under another name or in 
another guise.  Many people say that those offences should not have been placed under the terminology of 
sedition and that they will restrict human rights.  Although the commonwealth has that aspect in its legislation, it 
is not included in the bill now before the house.  I have been assured by the minister’s advisers that if someone 
were put into preventative detention for 48 hours in Western Australia under the commonwealth powers for one 
of those new sedition offences, at the end of those 48 hours, if the commonwealth asked the Western Australian 
government to take over that detention for a further 12 days, that would not be possible because of the meaning 
given to a terrorist act in clause 6 of this bill. 

This bill and the other anti-terrorism bills passed by this Parliament and by the commonwealth have increased 
the powers of both state and federal police.  If the police suspect that someone is involved in a terrorist activity, 
that person can be detained for two weeks without bail.  The family of the detainee is not permitted to mention to 
anyone that the person has been detained, and limited contact is allowed.  Unlike the legislation in other states, 
this legislation contains compensation provisions for people detained illegally.  I was not able to question the 
minister yesterday on this aspect, and I am not sure whether regulations may be developed from this bill.  What 
support will be given to a mother with six or seven children at home if her husband is detained under this 
legislation?  I would like to think that the government will have some form of social worker support available.  
At present we have the three prongs looking after the person going into detention - the Ombudsman, the police 
officer not involved with the investigation, and the Inspector of Custodial Services.  I would like to think that 
whether or not the person taken into custody is a terrorist, there will be support for the person’s family, 
particularly the children.  Women are still predominantly the main caregivers in the home, but they may not have 
access to the bank account.  If a woman is not meant to be telling anyone that her husband has been taken into 
preventative detention, then there should be some arrangement to give support to a family relying on the person 
taken into custody.  The government may not know for two weeks whether that person is involved in a terrorist 
activity.   

It is a sad day when the Parliament must introduce legislation like this.  However, since the London bombings 
the concept of the home-grown terrorist has become part of the issue of terrorism.  We must ensure that both our 
state and federal police, if they suspect that there will be a terrorist attack, have the powers to conduct a thorough 
investigation and hopefully avert that attack.  I support this legislation. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [11.28 am]:  I will make a very brief comment on this bill and on previous 
bills about terrorism that have come before this Parliament.  Terrorism is not entirely new to this planet, but 
since the events of 11 September 2001 it is something that is seen as affecting many countries around the world, 
and potentially all countries.  At a national level, it has gone beyond something that involves only the federal 
government, to the extent that state governments must also become involved.  The fact that Parliament has 
responsibility for the passage of this and preceding anti-terrorism legislation shows that dealing with terrorism 
with legislative and preventive measures, and actions on the day, are the responsibility of this Parliament and the 
various agencies of government.  Because of the new and dangerous world we find ourselves in, since 11 
September 2001 the opposition has supported legislation brought before this Parliament.  As members have 
pointed out, we do not find some elements of this legislation particularly palatable.  We have taken on trust the 
legislation the government has presented.   
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As someone who is no longer the leader of a political party in this state, I can say that that trust goes both ways.  
When an act of terrorism occurs, or when there is a threat of terrorist attack, or when action is necessary to deal 
with terrorism, there is equally a responsibility on the government of the day to keep the major opposition party 
informed.  In such a situation, the government of the day will rely on public support and support through the 
media.  The last thing the government would want is a political debate erupting in the middle of a terrorist 
situation or the threat of a terrorist attack.  I will not go through the specifics, but I will place on the record from 
my present vantage point that since 11 September 2001 the present government has failed on several occasions 
to keep the opposition informed.  I will not go into details; I do not think that is appropriate for some of the 
people involved.   

My point to the government is: contrast the way this government has behaved since September 11 with the way 
the federal government has behaved.  In every situation federally when there has been a terrorist event, whether 
it be the September 11 attack, the attacks in Bali, events affecting Australians’ responsibilities, including 
ministerial responsibilities, always the Prime Minister of the day - who happens to be John Howard but it was 
the same with previous Labor Prime Ministers - and the opposition of the day has stood side by side.  The 
message to the Australian community has been that this situation is above politics, and the message to police and 
the military has been that they have our support and we support and back them in what they are doing.  
Unfortunately, the Labor government in this state has not done that.  In fact, there were occasions when the 
Labor government put short-term, narrow, political interests above bipartisanship when it was needed.  I say that, 
not to bleat about the past, but in the hope that the government will give it some thought - I doubt it will.  God 
hopes that it never happens and we hope that it never happens.  However, should there be a terrorist attack in 
Western Australia, the government of the day will need bipartisan support.  It will need the Leader of the 
Opposition, whoever that might be, to publicly back what the police, defence forces and emergency services will 
be doing.  To have that support and to depend on it, the government must include the person whom the media 
and the public will look to for that bipartisan support.  I therefore ask the government to think about it - I doubt it 
will - for the sake of this state and for the sake of people working in situations that might arise.  I am telling the 
government that it played politics at the very time that, as a government, it should not have.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [11.31 am]:  I have been the lead speaker on behalf of the opposition on this 
bill, which has raised very interesting issues in the community.  This government has introduced only two pieces 
of legislation on anti-terrorism, but as I pointed out in my contribution to the second reading debate, the federal 
government has a raft of laws on anti-terrorism.  I am not saying that to promote the federal government; I am 
just saying that I do not believe that all the people in Western Australia are aware of all the laws that have been 
passed as part of a federal initiative on anti-terrorism.  I have with me a list of all the federal government’s bills 
that have been passed - there must be at least 20 - to allow the Australian government to ensure under its 
constitutional powers that Australia is safe and secure from acts of terrorism, as citizens would oblige it to do 
and as citizens would want it to do.  I have read out some of them and I will read out a few more: the Aviation 
Transport Security Act; the Crimes Amendment Act; the National Security Information Legislation Amendment 
Act and the Crimes (Overseas) Act; many amendments to the Criminal Code Act in relation to terrorist acts; the 
Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism Act; and the Surveillance Devices Act.  None of that legislation has 
ever seen the light of day in this Parliament.   

We have been asked to support terrorism laws on control orders, which we dealt with last year, and laws on 
preventative detention orders, which are currently before the Parliament.  It is interesting though that these laws 
have caused enormous public debate because it is said that they infringe human rights.  An example I gave of 
that was that in the renaissance of the law summer school at the University of Western Australia, the keynote 
speakers spoke on the rule of law and changes in human rights in the age of terror and terrorism, liberty and the 
lesser evil.  The Law Society of Western Australia and the University of Western Australia had two keynote 
speakers: one was Professor Lee from Melbourne and the other was Lord Justice Kennedy.  They gave very 
erudite papers on their observations of some of the dangers of overreaction when enacting legislation in the face 
of terror.  The point I make is that the majority of people in Australia support these laws.  They believe that they 
are necessary.  They do not like them and we do not like having to introduce legislation that impacts on people’s 
rights, but they are necessary.   

I will refer to two essential observations made by Professor Lee about these laws.  His first observation was that 
historical evidence suggests that in times of crisis there is often a danger of overreaction, and his second was that 
the greater the extent of powers conferred on those who are entrusted with the protection of national security or 
state security, the greater must be the degree of individual oversight of the exercise of those powers.  Professor 
Lee gave some examples of what has happened in Australia and other places.  However, he also made the point - 
this has come up in public debate - that Australia has no bill of rights.  I am not saying that I have a view one 
way or the other on that; I am saying that it has been raised as part of this general debate, particularly by people 
who have looked at the series of legislation that the federal government has established compared with the two 
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pieces of legislation that this Parliament has put in place.  On page 10 of his extensive paper, Professor Lee 
states - 

A few preliminary observations should be made at the outset in order to appreciate the contrasting 
perspectives of the British and the Australian courts.  In the first place, Australia is, unlike the other 
Western democracies, the ‘odd man’ out without a Bill of Rights at the national level. 

Some journalists have called me on that issue.  Undoubtedly the Attorney General is thinking about introducing 
a bill of rights.  That would have to be debated in the opposition’s party room, which would be an interesting 
debate.  I am not sure whether Australia needs a bill of rights.  However, I believe some important amendments 
have been made by the government in this bill that we have supported.  One amendment is that an application by 
the police for a preventative detention order must be made to the Commissioner of Police.  After reading the 
amendments that have been made to the bill at the consideration in detail stage, I wonder whether anyone will 
ever be detained under this bill because, frankly, an extensive range of criteria must be met.  I suppose the killer 
clause is the provision that a planned terrorist act must be imminent or be expected to occur within 14 days from 
the issue of a preventative detention order.  As I said, a clever defence counsel - let us be honest: all lawyers are 
clever - I am just trying to bait the other side - 

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  Not all! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Not all, that is true; the member for Victoria Park is excepted!  I do not mean that; I will 
include him in that.  I thought his maiden speech was the best I had heard in Parliament. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  Thank you very much. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will say that; it was excellent.  I can foresee him as a future Attorney General one day. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Or even a future leader. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, if not a leader.  In fact, perhaps the member for Victoria Park should replace the 
current Attorney General, or certainly the Chair of the Joint Standing Committee on Corruption and Crime 
Commission. 

In any event, I wonder whether this bill will ever be used, because the criteria covering whether someone can be 
picked up are onerous.  In my view, acknowledging that a Supreme Court judge would not act in his or her 
capacity as a judge of the court to hear an application for an initial PDO, but would act in his or her personal 
capacity, a smart lawyer would say that the person who was picked up has a right of review.  If I were defending 
that person, who is entitled to contact his lawyer, I would look at the evidence and see whether it indicated that 
the terrorist attack was to take place within the following 14 days.  If it was not to be within 14 days, that person 
would be released immediately, and I suggest that he would be able to alert all his mates involved in the terrorist 
activity to what was going on.  Perhaps, therefore, when the bill is debated in the Legislative Council, where it is 
mandatory for uniform legislation to be reviewed, the Legislative Council will consider deleting paragraphs (a) 
and (b) of clause 9(2) of the bill and inserting a provision that simply says that a terrorist act must be one that is 
being planned.  That should be enough, in my view, to detain such a person.   

I take on board the issue that a 15-year-old could be involved in a terrorist plan.  We did not get a sensible or 
reasonable explanation, or any explanation at all, from the minister about what would happen if a 15-year-old 
were overheard discussing such a plan.  A juvenile cannot be detained under a PDO.  Frankly, the department 
and the minister have not thought through how they will deal with that situation.   

That is a matter for concern.  Perhaps the minister should apply his mind to it.  Nevertheless, the opposition 
supports this bill, although it contains some safeguards that I do not believe need to be there, particularly the 
clause referring to force used by police officers.  I would be disturbed to learn that the police will be restrained in 
any way from protecting themselves.  I think they do a great job.  Our current Inspector of Custodial Services, 
who is a man of great integrity and honesty, is able to visit a lockup or prison to observe the conditions under 
which the person subject to the preventative detention order is being held. 

This bill will be passed.  It raises a lot of issues about human rights and what will happen if the relevant officer 
does not inform the person being picked up of his rights.  We will have to wait to see whether anyone is picked 
up and whether he is treated appropriately. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [11.41 am]:  I thank all members who have contributed 
to the debate.  I do so on behalf of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, who is interstate attending a 
conference today.  He wants me to pass on his thanks for the support given to the bill as it has progressed 
through the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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