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ATTORNEY GENERAL, CRIMINAL PROPERTY CONFISCATION FUNDING 
Motion 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.45 pm]:  I move - 

That this house condemns the Attorney General for his failure to properly and adequately fund the 
police asset investigation unit and the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions proceeds of crime 
unit to effectively institute and conduct proceedings to confiscate property acquired as a result of 
criminal activity, property used for criminal activity and property of declared drug traffickers.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I ask members having conversations across the chamber to walk across the chamber 
and have them.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This week we have heard some startling revelations about the way in which the Attorney 
General, on behalf of the Labor government, mismanages the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000.  It is 
very strong and unique legislation and was described at the time it came into the Parliament as the strongest in 
the world.  We heard yesterday that this Attorney General has so poorly managed the legislation that assets are 
sitting outside in an old police complex rotting away in weeds and mud.  The irony is that, if the Director of 
Public Prosecutions is unsuccessful in obtaining and confiscating those assets, it may ultimately cost the 
taxpayer money to reimburse the people who own those goods. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, please, I am trying to hear the member for Nedlands. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When I went with the media yesterday to the old Maylands police complex, which was 
quite hard to find, I found all these assets tucked away at the back of the old parade ground.  I believe those 
assets belonged to Mr Hoddy and were initially frozen in 2001.  The police were so incensed at comments made 
by the Attorney General during the budget estimates hearing about why, after four years, the state has received 
such a paltry amount under this legislation that they wanted the truth to come out.  My figure of $95 million, 
which is in fact wrong and should be $95.6 million, is conservative.  The police have told me, for instance, that 
the value of a house that has been seized is as it was on the day it was purchased.  Therefore, a house seized 
today that was bought 10 years ago for $200 000 is nominated as having that value, although it may well be 
worth more than $1 million now.  My figure, therefore, is very conservative.  Yesterday the police confirmed 
that figure.  I am sorry that the Attorney General did not come into this place today and tell the truth, because 
yesterday he was overheard outside in the courtyard asking someone why he was given the figure of $53 million.  
Is the Attorney General not man enough to come into this place and say that he has stuffed up and made a 
mistake?  He is not.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He’s a pussy! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is he?   

A member interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Members will speak only when they are in their seats, please. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am thinking of nicknaming the Attorney General “Hurricane Jim”, as I think he is about 
as bright as a hurricane lamp. 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  You have shamed him. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is not the first time that I have shamed him.  Whenever he tries to outmanoeuvre me, he 
always gets it wrong.   

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Girrawheen knows that he always gets it wrong.  The member used to be 
involved in crime.  I am sure she will get up and support me on this. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I was not involved in crime; I was involved in the law. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!  The member for Nedlands will address the Chair. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I was just taking the member’s interjection.  I am sure that the member will speak strongly 
as she was involved with the law in relation to crime.  However, I have not heard her speak once on the topic in 
all the time I have been a member of this Assembly.  I have not heard her speak once in four years and say 
something meaningful about crime.  I have only heard the member speak in budget estimates and when she asks 
dorothy dix questions.  She normally gives me a great opening.  I thank the member for that. 
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In 1993, the McCarrey Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances was undertaken.  At page 
265 of the report reference was made to proceeds of crime and how to manage the proceeds and confiscation of 
profits.  It states - 

Currently, there is a small unit (7-9 officers) - 

That is 12 years ago - 

responsible for confiscation of proceeds of crime.  The proceeds of crime are returned to the 
Consolidated Revenue Fund.  It was the view of senior police officers that considerable amounts remain 
uncollected, due mainly to a lack of adequate resources.  There is considerable merit in enlarging this 
unit, particularly as a deterrent to fraud, and white collar and computer crimes.  If the proceeds of crime 
were applied first to recoup the cost of an expanded unit, with the balance available for general revenue, 
it is expected that there would be a net gain to revenue. 

The Commission recommends that this unit be adequately resourced with the capacity to engage 
accountants and lawyers as required from the private sector. 

The police unit is still seriously under-resourced.  The Police Service was so incensed at the Attorney General’s 
comments during the budget estimates that it provided me with the staffing levels at the unit.  The letter to me 
states that the information may be of value.  The number of authorised sworn officers is 14, but the actual is 15.  
The number of authorised unsworn officers is six and the actual is six.  In 1993, there were between seven and 
nine officers.  Today, there are 14.  That is the sort of contribution that the Attorney General has made to an act 
that was recently enacted before he assumed his position.  He has squandered the opportunity to dismantle 
organised crime in this state and attack the Mr Bigs.   

I will look at what the coalition had to say when it was debating the legislation.  The lead speaker was the 
member for Mitchell, who is now the member for Leschenault.  He introduced the Criminal Property 
Confiscation Bill 2000.  He stated - 

The clear intention of the Bill is to deprive people of wealth which has been unlawfully acquired.  In 
this regard, the Bill requires a person to establish that the ultimate source of his or her wealth was 
lawful.  

The clear intention of the bill was to target people whose wealth cannot be explained.  I am referring to people 
who have a certain income and a lot of assets.  In all the time this government has been in power, I am aware of 
only one prosecution.  The member for Girrawheen seems to have an intimate knowledge of this area.  She is not 
saying anything at the moment because she knows what I am saying is true.  I do not know whether she has been 
fighting in the background trying to get more funding for this issue.  The clear intention of the bill was to deprive 
people of wealth that was unlawfully acquired.  That has not happened.  The Attorney General has known of the 
situation for quite some time.  An article appeared in the Sunday Times of 7 September 2003 titled “No room for 
assets of crime”.  At that stage, approximately $22 million worth of assets had been frozen.  The article was 
written by Gary Adshead and stated, in part - 

Police can no longer seize boats, cars and motorcycles belonging to WA criminals because they’ve run 
out of storage room.   

They ran out of storage room two years ago.  It continues - 

Investigators are continuing to put freeze orders on suspected proceeds of crime but they can no longer 
remove the items.   

“At the moment the officers are putting orders on vehicles and boats and other assets and then leaving 
them in situ with the criminals . . . WA Police Union president Mike Dean said. 

“You can imagine what’s going to happen to these assets.  They will end up being used, deliberately run 
down, damaged or even stolen.” 

Those boats, trucks and tractors that were left out in the open on the parade ground have been there for a number 
of years.  The Attorney General and the government knew two years ago that there was a serious problem and 
that they were not resourcing the legislation and looking after the assets that had been seized by the police.  If the 
assets are not looked after and they deteriorate, the owners will be able to have a comeback to the police.  For 
example, a person could say that his boat was worth $250 000 but, because it has been left outside, it is now 
worth only $50 000.  The police or the government could be asked to make up the difference.  It was revealed in 
budget estimates that the legislation is actually costing the state money.  That was never the intention of the 
legislation.  The legislation was meant to make the DPP and police units self-funding.  It is not making any 
money; it is costing money.  That should never happen.  The article from the Sunday Times is very apposite.  It 
continues - 
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The unit has officers trying to cope with as many as 42 case files each under the Criminal Property 
Confiscation Act brought in three years ago.   

“This is total mismanagement,” Mr Dean said.  “This is one of the few legislative tools where they (the 
Government) could have dealt with organised crime properly and efficiently and actually helped the 
community but because of silly management practices by government the whole thing is grinding to a 
halt.” 

It ground to a halt in 2003 and it has got worse and worse.  The article continues - 

The Act also allows for investigations into unexplained wealth of people suspected of being involved 
with organised crime. 

But until more investigators, analysts and forensic accountants are added to the assets unit, it can’t be as 
pro-active as it would like. 

High-profile people suspected of having major organised-crime links in Perth are safe from the 
legislation unless caught trafficking in drugs or committing other serious crimes.  

. . .  

Attorney-General Jim McGinty has control of the funds confiscated from criminals, but has made only 
$150,000 available to the assets unit for an accountant, compared with more than $1 million spent on 
community projects such as security lighting at a retirement village.   

I believe that the Attorney General is not providing the funding because he does not want it to succeed.  He has 
given the Corruption and Crime Commission lavish amounts of money because that is his baby. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Why? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Come on, member for Riverton.  The member knows why he would not want it to succeed; 
it is political.  Why are there only 47 serious cases at the Corruption and Crime Commission yet it is getting 
$36 million?  I will read it straight from Mr Silverstone’s comments made at the budget estimates.  Last year, it 
received $20 million.  It will receive $22 million this year.  However, it will receive a bonanza of $10 million.  
That $10 million is two-thirds of the entire Director of Public Prosecutions’ budget.  What has the member for 
Girrawheen got to say about that?  The DPP prosecutes thousands of cases each year.  I am talking about wilful 
murder, grievous bodily harm, and the rape of little old ladies - serious criminal matters.  The DPP receives 
$15 million and out of that it has to pay $1.1 million to try to fund the proceeds of crime unit.  Despite that, the 
Attorney General has given the Corruption and Crime Commission better funding.  It is his creation.  He said 
today that he wants to be known as having got rid of the Anti-Corruption Commission.  During the time of the 
coalition government, he maligned that organisation.  He wants to make sure the Corruption and Crime 
Commission is successful.  He is giving it $10 million extra.  All up, there is $36 million for 47 serious cases.  I 
will read from the transcript in a minute.  This is a disgrace.  What is also disgraceful is that what we are saying 
now was said two years ago in the Sunday Times.  It stated - 

Attorney-General Jim McGinty has control of the funds confiscated from criminals, but has made only 
$150,000 available . . .  

He has made $150 000 available to the police each year.  How serious is the Attorney General?  It continues - 

In April last year he posed with Director of Public Prosecutions Robert Cock QC on the back of a 
confiscated motorcycle. 

The Attorney General did not mind doing that.  He is one for publicity stunts, particularly with victims.  The 
Attorney General likes to do publicity stunts with victims.  He made a fool of himself in the first year by posing 
outside Parliament House on the back of a Harley-Davidson motorcycle.  I do not think that application has been 
processed yet.  The article continues - 

He said at the time - 

That is, the Attorney General - 

that “drug traffickers, in particular, could expect that all the property they owned or controlled, and 
even property they gave away, could and would be seized”.   

“Their luxury lifestyles will simply be stripped away,” Mr McGinty said.   

Despite its restrictions, the specialist unit has frozen $39 million worth of assets. 

In the article, Mr Dean is quoted as saying - 
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“The tragedy is, it could have been a magnificent success - $100 million could have been seized by 
now,” . . . 

“What Mr McGinty is doing is sabotaging the Government’s own legislation.” 

What about Mr McGinty’s response?  The article states - 

Mr McGinty said yesterday this was the first he had heard of the storage concerns. 

The Attorney General heard of the storage concerns two years ago, and he has done nothing about them since - 
absolutely nothing.  According to the article, Mr McGinty said - 

“Mr Dean has never raised this with me and I wonder how genuine it is,” he said.   

“I presume this is part of the campaign by police for wages.”   

It is scandalous that the Attorney General knew of the situation.  I see that the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services is in the chamber.  She must have known of the situation.  The Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services must have visited the police complex.  She must know - 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Never assume the obvious. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do in this case.  I do not assume anything usually, but in this case I am assuming that the 
Minister for Police and Emergency Services must have gone to the Maylands police complex, seen those 
vehicles there and wondered what was happening to them, because there are consequences.   

An editorial in the Sunday Times states - 

While the majority of the public work honestly and tirelessly to support their family, to cover bills, 
school fees and the occasional holiday, there is a handful of people living lavish lifestyles in WA 
through violence and crime - not hard work.   

They deal in drugs, theft and fear.  They have luxury cars and expensive houses.   

When new laws aimed at taking away these assets came into being, the Government boasted about 
having the toughest organised crime laws in the country.   

Big statements about “stripping away” the kingpins’ luxury lifestyles were made.   

The truth is the laws are there to achieve this but the funding and resources needed by specialist police 
to make it happen are hugely lacking. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), you and I sat in the budget estimates committee hearings.  When I looked 
at this, I had absolutely no idea that those assets were tucked away at the Maylands police complex.  I had 
absolutely no idea about this Sunday Times article.  I had no idea that the police asset investigation unit and the 
proceeds of crime unit in the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions were in such a complete shambles and 
were so seriously under-resourced.  The Attorney General knows that they are, and he is deliberately 
mismanaging them so that he can make his CCC shine.  When do we ever hear about a proceeds of crime 
application?  Very rarely, except when defence counsel are arguing for their clients and saying, “Look, this is not 
getting the Mr Bigs.  This is tough legislation, but it is not getting the Mr Bigs.”  When I read the second reading 
speech, I see that they are absolutely right.  That is not to say that I do not agree with the confiscation of property 
from people who peddle drugs.  However, when we look at what the legislation is supposed to do, it is clear that 
it is simply not achieving those ends.  It is not achieving them because the Attorney General is not putting in the 
funds that he is required to do.  The Sunday Times editorial went on to say - 

This week The Sunday Times has revealed the scandalous situation where boats and cars can’t be taken 
from criminals because there is nowhere provided for storing the assets.   

The property is being frozen by a court order and then left behind at the criminal’s home.  This is only 
one part of a major problem facing police.   

A squad set up to investigate the finances of top crime figures is severely understaffed. 

They’ve even had office floor space taken from them because the promise of more staff and resources 
didn’t eventuate. 

I vaguely remember that story.  The coalition government had set up a big area - I think it might have been in the 
premises on Beaufort Street.  However, when this Attorney General and the Labor Party came to power, they 
reduced the size of those offices.  The Sunday Times editorial continues - 
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It’s one thing for Attorney-General Jim McGinty to pose for photographs on a bikie’s confiscated 
Harley-Davidson, it’s another to truly support the group of dedicated police officers who made that 
publicity possible.   

That is why the Attorney General is lower than low.  He was prepared to use that legislation and the hard work 
of those police officers to pull a publicity stunt outside Parliament House.  He was prepared to do that, and he is 
prepared to use the funds from the account for publicity-seeking purposes and to give it to groups.  He is also 
prepared to come into this Parliament and use emotional blackmail.  However, he is not prepared to do what was 
recommended in the McCarrey report; that is, to properly resource the unit that the police run and properly 
resource the DPP.  He is not doing it - he does not want it to succeed - and he is lavishing ridiculous amounts of 
money on the CCC.  It is ridiculous.  In fact, the CCC is turning into a bit of a circus. 

I turn to the Criminal Property Confiscation Act.  What did the Attorney General say today?  I had been waiting 
for the emotional blackmail.  I am getting quite used to the Attorney General now.  He said, “Well, member for 
Nedlands, do you want me to take it off the Armadale Police and Citizens Youth Club, or from supporting our 
seniors and the disabled, or from the Moora youth group?  Do you want us to take money away from community 
groups?”  What a load of emotional blackmail.  The Attorney General is a past master at it.  When I look back at 
the budget estimates, I think Mr Silverstone said - I will go back to it - that the CCC would get only $10 million 
this year.  However, the Attorney General has given it $20 million.  I can see no reason that the CCC needs that 
$10 million.  I believe the only reason it is getting it is to expand its empire and to make the Attorney General 
look good so that he can boast about it.  That is what the Attorney General is doing.   

As I have said, the proceeds of crime have been paltry.  On my figures - I have totted them up - they were 
$3.5 million.  All right; the Attorney General has said today that another $1.8 million will go in this week.  Who 
knows whether he is telling the truth?  The point is that under the legislation, the Attorney General is entitled to 
distribute money from the confiscation proceeds account.  Section 130 of the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 
states - 

(1) An account called the Confiscation Proceeds Account is established as part of the Trust Fund 
provided for by section 9 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985.  

We must bear in mind that the McCarrey report said that we must get those units up and running and they must 
be self-funding.  Then we can start putting money into general revenue.  Section 131, “Payments into and out of 
the Confiscation Proceeds Account”, states - 

(1) The following are to be paid into the Confiscation Proceeds Account - 

 (a) money that, under this Act, is paid to the State, recovered by the State or confiscated; 

 (b) proceeds of the disposal of other confiscated property; 

 (c) money paid to the State under the Proceeds of Crime Act 1987 - 

That is the one that was repealed by the current act - 

of the Commonwealth from the Confiscated Assets Reserve established under that 
Act or any other fund established for a similar purpose under a law of the 
Commonwealth. 

(2) Money may be paid out of the Confiscation Proceeds Account at the direction of the Attorney 
General, as reimbursement or otherwise - 

 (a) for a purpose associated with the administration of this Act; 

 (b) for the development and administration of programmes or activities designed to 
prevent or reduce drug-related criminal activity and the abuse of prohibited drugs; 

 (c) to provide support services and other assistance to victims of crime; 

 (d) to carry out operations authorised by the Commissioner of Police for the purpose of 
identifying or locating persons involved in the commission of a confiscation offence;   

(e) to carry out operations authorised by the Commissioner of Police for the purpose of 
identifying or locating confiscable property;  

(f) to cover any costs of storing, seizing or managing frozen or confiscated property that 
are incurred by the Police Force, the DPP or a person appointed under this Act to 
manage the property; and  

(g) for any other purposes in aid of law enforcement. 
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The Attorney General organised a publicity stunt after he had received the first lot of money from the 
confiscation proceeds account.  That is referred to in the Hansard of 28 September 2004 when the Legislative 
Council was debating the Victims of Crime Amendment Bill.  Hon Peter Foss was angry that the Attorney 
General had used the Homicide Victims Support Group for a publicity stunt.  The Hansard of that debate reads 
as follows -  

The Attorney General has ignored that one.  I tried to raise this in Parliament several times. I think it is 
disgraceful.  As far as I am concerned, that man thinks that victims are only people with whom to 
appear at media events.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That is a bit hard.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is, because the only time I have known him to pay any attention to victims is 
when he calls them in for a media event.  

Hon Ken Travers:  You are so arrogant.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am so right.  The problem is that the Leader of the House has not worked out his 
Attorney General and what he is doing to victims who cannot provide some sort of media event.  That is 
the unfortunate thing about that man.  If he had some real concern for victims, he would not put them 
on public parade.  One of the guidelines I referred to earlier stated that a victim’s privacy should be 
respected.  Mrs Hunter was called in.  It took some time to get an answer from the Attorney General 
when I asked if he had met her as she had requested.  His response was, “I have met with her twice 
recently” . . .  

I know that the Attorney General would not meet with that unfortunate woman.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I met her in my office.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When she asked to meet the Attorney General, he said that he had met with her recently.  
However, the Attorney General met her in a group.  The Attorney General can be tricky with words.  The 
Hansard continues -  

However, the previous year he did not specifically meet her, he met the Homicide Victims Support 
Group.  The Attorney General had gone to a meeting the first time at which all members of the group 
had a chance to ask a question.  She wanted to ask about her daughter.  The other meeting was when she 
and some other members of the Homicide Victims Support Group were called in to ask whether they 
would participate in a media event.  The Homicide Victims Support Group was told that, rather than 
their request being met, they could have $50 000 by way of a special grant under the Criminal Property 
Confiscation Act, provided they participated in a media event. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  That is disgraceful. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is right.  The Hansard continues -  

Hon Christine Sharp:  That’s disgusting behaviour.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is exactly what the Attorney General did.  

Hon Kim Chance:  That allegation is disgusting.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is absolutely true.  Members of that group said that they did not want the 
grant to be awarded so soon after the publicity surrounding the Attorney General and the Director of 
Public Prosecutions sitting on the Harley Davidson motorbike at the front of Parliament House. 

I could go on.  However, the Attorney General knows what goes on in his mind.  The point is that the Attorney 
General has manipulated the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000.  He has used those funds.  He has given 
those funds to groups.  The Attorney General has the power to give groups money at any time from any other 
account.  He has used the act and has quite cleverly set it up so that when he has done nothing to make sure the 
fund is successful, he can come into the chamber and say “Member for Nedlands, do you want me to take it 
away from those groups?”  I do not want the Attorney General to do that.  I do not mind if the Attorney General 
continues to support those groups and give them money.  What I do not want the Attorney General to do is to 
mismanage this act so badly - he has - that we are not catching the Mr Bigs who are responsible for organised 
crime and are running the drug trade in this state.  The act was handed to the Attorney General on a platter.  In 
2003, the president of the Western Australian Police Union said that the Attorney General was sabotaging the 
government’s legislation.  He also said that was a tragedy, because it could have been a magnificent success.  
The Attorney General must explain why he did nothing about the proceeds of crime fund when he learnt that it 
was in such a shambles two years ago.  The police have now frozen $95 million.  I do not care that the Attorney 
General comes into the chamber and states that it is $53 million.  He knows how much it is.   
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I will again refer to what the member for Mitchell, now the member for Leschenault, said about this issue at the 
time.  The Hansard reads -  

Combatting organised crime in Western Australia is currently shackled by inadequate and outdated 
legislation.  The approaches reflected in the current statutory provisions have not been as successful as 
was contemplated when introduced.   

He went on to talk about the various difficulties associated with the then Crimes (Confiscation of Profits) Act.  
He continued -  

The drug trade has flourished under the deficiencies within the current system.  The heads of drug rings 
continue to operate while the authorities lack evidence to tie their retained wealth to criminal activities.  
Furthermore, as the burden of proof lies with the authorities, it has been difficult to prove a relationship 
between unexplained wealth and criminal conduct.  Without an effective confiscation system the profit 
has remained in the drug trade.   

The profit remains in the drug trade.  We have a billion dollar drug trade in this state.  The amount confiscated is 
pathetic.  The amount of money that has been seized is referred to at page 25 of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions’ annual report, which states that money paid into the confiscation proceeds account since the 
confiscation act commenced was $417 074 in 2000-01, $779 533 in 2001-02, $1 388 500 in 2002-03, and 
$1 170 275 in 2003-04.  It was the $1 170 275 in this year’s budget papers that prompted me to ask the Attorney 
General where the money is.  Although the act is far-ranging and formidable, the figures are paltry.  After 
considering the Budget Statements and how much it costs the DPP to seize that money, I discovered that the state 
is losing money.  Not only that, the assets are sitting at the Maylands police complex.  Further, I am told that 
those assets are stored at other places around Perth.  The now member for Leschenault went on to say -  

The Criminal Property Confiscation Bill 2000 seeks to replace the Crimes (Confiscation of Profits) Act 
1988 and part IV of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981.  The Bill provides a multi-pronged and, in many 
respects, innovative approach to identifying and recovering crime-related property  

. . .  

The most significant of these proposed reforms is the confiscation of unexplained wealth as provided by 
part 3, division 1 of the Bill.  These provisions target those people who apparently live beyond their 
legitimate means of support.  Under the Bill a person has unexplained wealth when the value of his or 
her total wealth is more than the value of the wealth which has been lawfully acquired.   

I did some research to determine the number of unexplained wealth applications that have been made.  I note that 
Hon Peter Foss made mention of only one unexplained wealth application.  That was in Hansard in September 
2004.  Members may remember that that happened on 29 March 2001.  A young Perth couple laundered about 
$250 000 in drug money through an intricate web of international accounts.  Detectives used financial expertise 
to pick up the money trail which they alleged led back to Australian accounts held by companies controlled by 
Mr Marker and Ms Collins.  The annual DPP report also states that the number of unexplained wealth 
applications leading to confiscation since confiscation provisions commenced is one.  That is an indictment on 
the Attorney General and is totally disgraceful.   

The Sunday Times article of 2003, to which I referred earlier, shows that the Attorney General knew the 
legislation was not working.  He has done nothing about it.  In 2003 the police assets unit was getting $150 000 a 
year, and it is still getting $150 000 a year; in fact, I recall that the Minister for Police was asked during the 
budget estimates about forensic accountants and lawyers provided to the police.  I think that the police may have 
been provided with one or two, but that is all.  In my view, the government has deliberately tried to ensure that 
this police unit will not work.  Despite making it operate on the smell of an oily rag, I am told that the Western 
Australian police unit is the most effective in Australia and that each day it freezes $84 000 worth of property 
per capita.  Therefore, in spite of that attitude, it operates effectively.  However, as Mike Dean said in that 2003 
article, the police have to cope with 42 files each.  As we can see from the McCarrey report of 1993 - 12 years 
ago - the unit has been given only a few more police officers.   

When people launder money they need professional people, such as lawyers and accountants, to help them.  
Forensic accountants and lawyers are needed to follow the paper trail.  It is staggering to think that a 44 000-
page unexplained wealth report is sitting in the Director of Public Prosecutions’ office and the DPP simply does 
not have the money to process it.  When I said that it was 44 000 pages, people thought that I had got it wrong.  
They asked if it was 44, 440 or 4 400.  However, I am told that the report is in a compactor.  The Attorney 
General can explain why he has not supported this legislation.  He can explain why he is soft on crime and soft 
on the Mr Bigs, why he is not targeting them and why he is not giving police the money.  
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The police sent me some information on the work that they have been doing.  During the budget estimates the 
Attorney General said that they were not really up to working out the legislation, but that when they get more 
expertise “she’ll be right”.  The information shows that the number of freezing notices issued by the WA police 
asset investigation unit was 121 in 2001, 68 in 2002, 64 in 2003, 106 in 2004 and 38 in 2005.  In total there were 
397 freezing notices.  The number of search warrants executed by the WA police asset investigation unit was 
143 in 2001, 115 in 2002, 199 in 2003, 151 in 2004 and 83 in 2005.  That is a total of 691 search warrants 
executed on WA asset investigation.  The number of section 54 notices or request for information notices, which 
are de facto search warrants, issued was 1 081 in 2001, 916 in 2002, 820 in 2003, 928 in 2004 and 348 in 2005.  
That is a total of 4 093.  The police are incensed that the Attorney General has used them as an excuse for his 
own incompetence and mismanagement.  They say that the total value of property frozen between 1 January 
2001 and April 2005 is $95 million.  As I said, that is a very conservative figure.  They say - 

That value and number of processes utilised by Asset Investigation (now Proceeds of Crime Squad) as 
indicated above, is a more accurate indication of performance by WA Police since the CPCA- 

The Criminal Property Confiscation Act - 

came into operation.  It would be quite unfortunate for WA police to be measured against performance 
indicators that were previously attributed to the DPP - especially when they have no influence on the 
outcome. 

Perhaps the Attorney General can tell us - I do not know how truthful the answer will be - why it is that in the 
budget estimates for the DPP there are no performance indicators for the proceeds of crime unit.  I find that 
strange.  The police say to me that is so that the opposition cannot compare what is happening with the police 
with what is happening with the DPP.   

On page 526 of the budget papers for 2004-05 is a reference to confiscation of assets under the office of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions.  Output 2 reads - 

The DPP will act effectively to institute and conduct proceedings in a just and fair manner to confiscate 
property acquired as a result of criminal activity, property used for criminal activity and property of a 
declared drug trafficker.   

There are output performance measures in that year.  The papers give the quantity of freezing orders and freezing 
notices issued, the persons examined and the objections to the confiscation of assets.  It is important to look at 
how many objections there were.  In 2003-04 seven freezing orders were issued; 55 freezing notices were issued; 
25 persons were to be examined; and 70 objections were made to the confiscation of assets.  Out of a 
$1.1 million budget the DPP must also give advice to police, and they confer.  The average cost to the DPP per 
freezing order notice in that year was $11 129.  About eight people work in that part of the DPP’s office.  
Therefore, very few people in this state - about 20 all up - are attacking a $1 billion industry.  I believe that the 
Corruption and Crime Commission has about 130 people, but I will look at those figures in a moment.  During 
the budget estimates we asked what type of work is done at the Corruption and Crime Commission.  It makes for 
a very good comparison.  The Corruption and Crime Commission budget figure is $36.21 million.  Mr 
Silverstone, the executive director of the commission, attended the estimates committee.  If I might digress for a 
minute, I believe there are some issues with the way in which people can make Machiavellian use of the 
legislation to cause people embarrassment.  There should be a review of the legislation.  During the budget 
estimates we asked what sort of figures and matters were being processed through the commission.  It was you, 
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), who asked the question - 

I refer to page 409 of the Budget Statements wherein it states that investigations are carried out into 
allegations of misconduct across the entire public sector including the Police Service. 

We are told that 70 per cent of the work of the Corruption and Crime Commission is about investigating police 
on minor matters, such as whether a police officer has his sunglasses on when speaking to someone.  I do not 
know whether that is an offence under police regulations - it probably is, which is fine - but is it something that 
the Corruption and Crime Commission should be looking into?  You, Mr Acting Speaker, went on to ask - 

My question is further to the answer given to the member for Nedlands that about 1 900 complaints 
have been received - 250 from individuals and 1 650 from public sector agencies.  How many of the 
1 900 come under the Police Service portfolio?   

Mr Silverstone responded - 

Of the majority of these notifications in the order of 1 900, about 70 per cent relate to police.  However, 
I hasten to add that 70 per cent relates to police in that police have well-developed processes for 
notifying suspicions of misconduct and, in addition, they are required to notify us of a far wider range 
of issues than other agencies.  For example, ranging from serious misconduct, including allegations of 
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acceptance of money for information down to complaints by members of the public that, for instance, 
Constable Brown failed to remove his sunglasses whilst talking to someone on the side of the road. 

You, Mr Acting Speaker, then said -  

In essence, 70 per cent of the 1 900 includes issues in relation to local complaint resolutions - 

These are sent back to the police, and a very senior officer looks at them -   

 that are conducted within the Police Service and it notifies the Corruption and Crime Commission as a 
matter of courtesy and the commission reports them as part of the 1 900. 

Mr Silverstone responded -  

We have considered 47 serious matters out of that total number of 1 900 since our establishment; that is, 
47 serious matters across the public sector. 

I have a little difficulty, because the Corruption and Crime Commission receives over $36 million, with an extra 
$10 million this year, and the Director of Public Prosecutions receives only $15 million for the prosecution of 
indictable matters across the entire state, with $1.1 million of that allocation having to go to the proceeds of 
crime unit.  You, Mr Acting Speaker, then stated - 

I refer to works in progress on page 412.  The estimated expenditure for new operational support 
equipment in 2005-06 is more than $10 million.  Is the Corruption and Crime Commission getting new 
aircraft?  An amount of $10 million will provide an awful lot of equipment for 137 people. 

The Corruption and Crime Commission has 137 people dealing with 47 serious cases.  We do not know whether 
those cases will be the subject of prosecutions, as they are only investigations at this stage.  The asset 
investigation unit at the Police Force has 14 officers to attack the Mr Bigs, the unexplained wealth of Perth and 
the $1 billion underground industry.  The Hansard report of the estimates hearings continues with Mr 
Silverstone stating - 

It is a considerable amount of money.  Initially that amount was provided for in this year’s budget.  
However, the people who were responsible for the establishment of the commission estimated that 
amount would need to be spent on equipment. 

The Attorney General and the government were presented an act on a platter to allow them to access people’s 
bank accounts, to reverse the onus of proof and to attack the Mr Bigs, but the Attorney General has failed to use 
that act.   

I now give members a look at the Maylands assets matter.  An article in The West Australian on 21 February 
2004 by Sean Cowan, under the heading “Drug baron law rarely used” and the subheading “Only one person has 
had substantial property frozen”, reads - 

Property confiscation laws designed to bring down drug dealing Mr Bigs have been used just once since 
they were introduced more than three years ago.   

 The laws allow police to freeze suspected criminals’ assets without charges being laid.  If the suspects 
want the property back they must prove it was bought with legally obtained funds.  A list of police 
targets obtained by The West Australian reveals that 14 people have been the subject of unexplained 
wealth seizures. 

 Nine of them had already been charged over drug hauls but were arrested before a law was passed that 
allows police to confiscate convicted dealers’ assets without any right of appeal.  Some of them were 
high-level dealers. 

 But just one, Gypsy Joker Les Hoddy, had assets frozen without drug charges being laid. 

 In July 2002, police seized assets - 

I think these are the assets out at Maylands - 

 worth more than $620,000 from Mr Hoddy, including a boat, a new Harley-Davidson motorcycle, a 
high-powered Commodore car, two trucks and trucking equipment. 

 Freeze orders were placed on a house in Maddington and a trucking yard in Bellevue and more than 
$48,000 in cash and cheques seized . . . 

 Mr Hoddy is fighting the process.   

 . . .  
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 The West Australian understands the police asset investigation unit is swamped by asset claims against 
convicted dealers and does not have enough staff to investigate unexplained-wealth targets.  

 Police Assistant Commissioner Mel Hay . . . said . . . “The Government has provided us with an extra 
$150,000 to employ a second forensic accountant and two additional assistants. 

This has been going on for some time.  I refer to the paltry amounts of money and the manipulation of the 
legislation by the Attorney General.  In fact, I am told that police refer to the confiscation proceeds account as 
Jim’s slush fund.  It is a standing joke among police because of the way he uses it.  One can understand the anger 
of police.  They work hard; they want to bring down the Mr Bigs.  When I was a crown prosecutor, I worked 
with many police officers and I know they are dedicated.  In fact, in the 11 and a half years that I was with the 
DPP and the crown, I never heard one victim of crime say a bad word about a police officer.  Police are trying to 
progress these matters and attack organised crime, yet the government is failing to help them - that is criminal.   

The Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 is the baby of Mr McGinty.  That act came into operation last 
year, and that baby is getting all the money.  I have demonstrated today that this government is simply not giving 
attention to other areas.  The government is failing to properly fund the police asset investigation unit and the 
Director of Public Prosecutions’ proceeds of crime unit to effectively institute and conduct proceedings to 
confiscate property acquired as a result of criminal activities, property used for criminal activity and property of 
declared drug traffickers.  I call on the Attorney General, as I did earlier today, to take the $10 million away 
from the CCC - it has enough, and I am sure it can get by with its allocation of $22 million - and to properly fund 
the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions and the police unit.  I still have friends at the DPP’s office, and 
I know that morale is extremely low there.  I know that the office is unable to pay proper salaries for senior staff.  
The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal set down a salary for the top four counsel and for Robert Cock, the 
director.  The Attorney General referred today to the DPP, knowing full well that Mr Ken Bates, who is a senior 
counsel and fine prosecutor, is the acting DPP.  The Attorney General cannot even speak truthfully about that 
matter.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Members will keep their voices down as I cannot hear what the 
member for Nedlands is saying. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know that senior DPP counsel were called in and were told that they would not receive 
the amount of money the Salaries and Allowance Tribunal laid down for them.  What sort of an office are we 
running here?  What is going on within the government?  What is the Attorney General doing when he cannot 
properly fund the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions?  It is disgraceful.  I intend to keep pursuing this 
matter over the next few weeks.  As the DPP is starved of funds, I am sure more information will come out.  We 
have seen outbreaks of information already.  I pay tribute to the police who run the proceeds of crime unit.  The 
Attorney General cannot stand up for them and praise them; he uses them as an excuse for his own 
mismanagement in the full knowledge that his handling of this area since 2003 has been a shambles.  I do not 
think the Attorney General is fit to hold his position; frankly, I have held that view since he took on the job, and 
particularly since the way he handled the Lewandowski affidavit.  I have moved my motion about the Attorney 
General.  I hope in his response he will rethink the amount of money directed to the Director of Public 
Prosecutions and the police proceeds of crime unit. 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [5.39 pm]:  I will raise an issue that relates to some of the points the member for 
Nedlands made.  The asset investigation unit, or the proceeds of crime unit as it is now known, has about 18 
officers, give or take one or two because of operational requirements, having to appear in court or being on leave 
etc.  Those officers have been ably led by Russell Phillips, but I am not sure whether he is still there.  His crew 
does a very good job.  Part of their brief is to track and monitor the movement of large sums of money, 
particularly relating to the drug trade in Western Australia.  What is alarming about the issue raised by the 
member for Nedlands is that the amount of seized equipment sitting in Maylands is only the tip of the iceberg.  
Most police stations in Western Australia house a vast quantity of property that has been seized under the 
provisions of various acts, including the Criminal Property Confiscation Act and the Criminal Code.   

Section 711 of the Criminal Code gives police the power to obtain and execute search warrants in accordance 
with standard operating procedures.  I will touch on how police now carry out that function, as opposed to what 
happened in the past.  It is now a standard operating procedure for six officers to conduct a search.  I eagerly 
listened to the figures the member for Nedlands mentioned.  When a search is undertaken, one person is in 
charge, someone controls the inventory - items are listed chronologically as they are seized - and another officer 
videotapes the search to not only provide evidence but also protect officers from allegations of impropriety.  A 
fourth officer guards the suspect or remains with the owner of the premises, so that that person is kept safe and 
does not interfere with the search, and two officers undertake the search.  There are standing orders on how 
officers are to go about a search, but that is not relevant to the debate.  It is no mean feat to conduct a search.  I 
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cannot recall the figure the member for Nedlands stated, but for one unit to undertake the number she mentioned 
is a significant workload.   

I have been involved in a number of searches.  Without naming names or going into too many details, one search 
in particular springs to mind.  After a considerable amount of intelligence work, a search warrant was executed 
on a home of a known criminal.  Access was made to the wall safe, which contained an unlicensed firearm, some 
cocaine, some methylamphetamine and a large amount of cash.  The items were all seized.  We thought we had 
hit the jackpot and that it was great for the people of Western Australia that we had taken those items off the 
streets.  The cash was seized under the provisions of the Criminal Property Confiscation Act as proceeds of 
crime.  However, it is amazing how hard it is to get a conviction.  An officer might think that he is in the box 
seat and that everything is going his way, but then something will happen.  Inevitably, by a stroke of fate or 
whatever one likes to call it, we had to give the money back and quash all the charges against the two people 
who had been in the premises at the time of the search.  The firearm was destroyed under the provisions of the 
Firearms Regulations.  The charges were quashed because of the untimely death of the principal offender.  His 
wife was the second party to the offence.  As the man had died, we were unable to establish whether he owned 
the property or she did.  Unfortunately, he passed away from an illness and she was able to have all the charges 
withdrawn.  To hand back that sizeable amount of cash went very much against the grain.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  How much was it?   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I cannot recall the exact amount.  I was just trying to give an example of how hard it is to 
get the job done.  This is why a specialist unit has been established within the Police Service.  It is a specialist 
field.  The officers of this unit are very keen to do what they do and enjoy their work.  I have with me a copy of 
the Criminal Code, which was reprinted on 1 June 2005.  It is great to see an amended version of the Criminal 
Code, which helps our police officers on the street.  Section 714 is headed “Seized property to be taken before 
justice, disposal of such property”.  I will not go through it all, but the key part states  -  

The justice may cause the thing so seized or taken to be detained in such custody as he may direct, 
taking reasonable care for its preservation, . . .  

That is a key point of the motion moved by the member for Nedlands.  A bunch of assets are rusting away, and 
further complications will arise for the Police Service.  The Police Service is unable to maintain the integrity of 
the security of the location of these seized assets.  It pains me to say that a lot of property, drugs and firearms are 
in the possession of the Police Service throughout Western Australia, which I believe will be targeted by 
criminals sooner or later.  The Police Service has known of that risk for a number of years.  It uses risk 
management to determine whether it is a risk that it is prepared to take.  We have been very lucky.  Criminals 
will eventually target these beehives or gold pots of money, drugs and firearms.  It concerns me that a police 
officer, security agent or public servant could be caught in the crossfire when that occurs.  As we have heard, 
under the Criminal Code the onus is on the Police Service to maintain the integrity of that equipment.  With the 
cash that I mentioned before, it was simply a case of giving it back.  However, tangible assets that are seized, 
such as trucks, trailers or boats, quickly deteriorate.  For instance, the tyres go flat.  The Criminal Code states 
that if an item cannot be returned in the condition in which it was seized, the Police Service is liable for the 
replacement of that item.  That places a further burden on the Police Service.   

For several years the Police Service has sought a warehouse in which to store the seized equipment.  Rather than 
have property scattered all over Western Australia, it could be managed in a central location by civil servants.  
Currently, a whole lot of property is located at Cannington and Fremantle.  I know that there are three sworn 
police property officers at Fremantle.  In keeping with the Commissioner of Police’s front line first policy, he is 
trying to get officers out from behind desks and into the front line doing what they are employed to do.  
Unfortunately, with the burden of all this additional equipment, these officers are virtually compelled to work as 
data entry clerks and babysit these items.  The fact that the police have all this property again raises the potential 
for property to go missing or be misplaced or damaged for whatever reason.  They are holding onto property 
when they really should not be.  They should be either processing the equipment through the appropriate 
channels - that is, in the courts under the Criminal Property Confiscation Act - and in one way or another 
unblocking this bottleneck in the system.  The point that the member for Nedlands made quite clear is that the 
government has not seized the opportunity to unblock the drain. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  The real danger is that property has become a storage issue, because it can become run 
down, damaged or stolen. 

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

Mr M.J. COWPER:  As I said, the government has missed the boat in attempting to alleviate this problem that 
exists in the Police Service.   
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It is interesting to note that the government touched on those issues by accepting the recommendations in the 
McCarrey report and the report of the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or 
Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers, yet it appears to disregard those recommendations 
when it suits its purpose to allow the issue to continue.  I thought it was blatantly obvious that this situation 
could be rectified. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, please, I would like to hear what the member is saying.  I am sure 
members would too if they stopped talking. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Why do we have the Criminal Property Confiscation Act in the first place?  It was well 
debated and brought into line in this house and the other place.  It was brought about by necessity.  However, 
getting back to a grassroots level, it is harder than members would believe for search teams that go into 
properties and locate the proceeds of crime to prove in court that the items are obviously ill-gotten gains and 
wealth that can never be explained to a reasonable person.  This is where the Director of Public Prosecutions 
comes in.  The relationship between the police and the DPP in the past 10 years has been very good.  They both 
work very hard under trying and difficult conditions to fulfil their respective roles.  During the budget estimates 
hearing, when I was able to assist the member for Nedlands in some way, it was a revelation to me when it 
became blatantly obvious that the DPP was severely hamstrung by the lack of resources and funding.  Clearly, 
the Corruption and Crime Commission has been given a blank-cheque budget when it comes to its funding.  I 
issued a press release about that matter.  It did not get too much airplay.  I said that the state government, 
including the Minister for Police, the Attorney General and the Premier, has set up the Western Australia Police 
Service to fail by not heeding some of the recommendations of the police royal commission; and that, instead, 
the government is focused on funding another $36.2 million this year to set traps, including purchasing 
$10 million worth of surveillance equipment, to catch unsuspecting police officers.   

I tell the house that in my 27 years in the Western Australia Police Service I never saw an incidence of 
corruption in the service.  That is not to say that it does not exist; I am sure it does.  I am sure corruption exists in 
every organisation.  However, I can tell members that my former colleagues are a dedicated, professional group 
of people who try to carry out their duties in the best interests of the people of Western Australia.  I am 
concerned that the government is not serious about the welfare of my former colleagues.  It was revealed during 
the budget estimates hearing that the CCC attempted to embellish the budget figures by including local 
complaint resolution files.  The member for Nedlands mentioned local complaint resolution files.  They are 
mechanisms by which police officers can deal in a matrix situation with less important local matters.  In essence, 
it means exactly what it says: a local complaint resolution.  For instance, as the officer in charge of a police 
station, I had a format for dealing with complaints about police officers from someone who wrote to me, phoned 
me or visited the police station.  In essence, we went through and defined the nature of the particular complaint 
made against the police officers.  The matters were dealt with by way of proper investigations.  Ultimately, with 
local complaint resolutions, a determination is made by the supervisor at the time, which is usually the officer in 
charge, or, if he is unable to do so, the complaint can go through a further process to the district officer and 
further up the line as required.  However, inevitably the vast majority of complaints against police officers that 
we dealt with were of a minor nature.  Although they were important, most of them referred only to some 
impoliteness, such as the example given by the member for Nedlands of an officer wearing sunglasses, or a 
police car failing to give way or speeding and so on.  Generally, we were able to resolve the matter pretty 
quickly.  The problem with the CCC Act is that all these matters are now given to the commission and then it 
includes them in its budget figures.  When one considers that there were 1 900 complaints this year, that made 
the commission look pretty rosy.  As was discovered during estimates, only 47 matters were actually 
investigated last year.  Again, further in those budget papers, members will see that last year the average cost of 
an investigation by the CCC was $180 000, which involved three full-time employees for 12 months. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  That can be compared with the DPP’s report, which shows that the average cost was $11 000. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  A junior constable at Cannington Police Station - or Midland or Joondalup, wherever 
members might mention - would have on his plate at any given time 20 matters to investigate; that is, 20 matters 
to investigate by himself with no resources.  Compare that with $180 000 an investigation.  The CCC’s budget 
allocation is $36.2 million, which includes $10 million for surveillance equipment.  Based on last year’s figures, 
the cost of an investigation will balloon from $180 000 to $800 000.  The CCC will set up surveillance 
equipment, phone taps and various other items in its arsenal and use them to trap hardworking police officers.  
As I said, in my experience police officers are all fine, hardworking people.  Notwithstanding that, we have put 
in safeguards, and I do not step away from the requirement for safeguards.  However, during questioning of the 
CCC in the estimates hearing, I asked which other government departments did this and whether the Water 
Corporation or Western Power, for instance, had the same sort of arrangement with the CCC.  The answer was 
no.  It was, therefore, clear that the CCC was set up to address issues with the police. 
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[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Before the dinner suspension I mentioned that, during the estimates committee, some 
interesting points arose concerning the Corruption and Crime Commission.  It was established that the 
commission has undertaken 47 serious investigations in the past year at an average cost of $180 000 for each 
investigation.  Based on a similar number of investigations in the coming year and the allocation of 
$36.2 million, each investigation this year will cost approximately $800 000.  I was trying to reiterate the point 
of the member for Nedlands that the Director of Public Prosecutions is vastly under-resourced and that the police 
asset investigation unit has modest resources at best.  The unit has only 18 staff to pursue vast amounts of money 
in the Western Australian community that is believed to be ill-gotten gains.  I am referring to money held by 
outlaw motorcycle gangs and other criminal organisations in our community. 

The Corruption and Crime Commission appears to have a budget that is almost a blank cheque.  I am reliably 
informed that the $6 million that was used last year to refurbish its offices has resulted in something described to 
me as being palatial. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  No.  It is very basic.  I am sure they would be happy to show you around. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I am advised that it is described as palatial.  The offices have special equipment.  Visitors 
are weighed when they enter and weighed when they leave. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I would not have gone there if that were the case! 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I agree with the member.  If I went there they would probably say, “One at a time, 
please!”   

I am intrigued to know why they do that.  If the member for Girrawheen knows, I would be pleased to know.  If 
a person consumed a glass of water while visiting, that would equate to about 300 grams.  I suppose that 300 
grams of compact disc information is substantial. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I saw no evidence of that when I visited last week. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Perhaps my information is wrong.  I am interested in pursuing that at another time. 

The office has 137 staff and a $36.2 million budget allocation this year.  The member for Nedlands mentioned 
that the Director of Public Prosecutions has far fewer staff and a budget of only $14 million.  It is extraordinary.  
We need to have a mechanism to ensure that the size of our public service, including the police, is kept within 
the expectations of the people of Western Australia.  However, I am of the opinion that the Corruption and 
Crime Commission is becoming overbearing to such an extent that it will seriously impact on the ability of good, 
hardworking police officers to do their jobs properly.  It must be increasingly difficult for the Commissioner of 
Police, who has embarked on a new direction for the organisation with his Frontline First program, to deal with 
the overbearing nature of the CCC.  It may be an obstacle for him to achieve the type of service that Western 
Australians want and deserve.  The die was cast last year when the Premier addressed a group of new recruits at 
the Police Academy in Joondalup.  He used words to the effect that the Western Australia Police Service was 
mediocre and ranked poorly by comparison with those in the rest of the nation.  What sort of a statement is that 
to make to a group of new recruits?  The recruits were about to enter the Police Service to try to do the best they 
could on behalf of the people of the state.  It is not the sort of language that engenders confidence in new recruits 
about the government’s belief in their abilities.  If that is what he said, it is shameful.  I am led to believe that it 
was said; I have no reason to disbelieve it.  It is a shameful thing to say to police recruits.   

I want the parliamentary inspectors of the CCC to immediately review its operations.  During the estimates, Mr 
Silverstone admitted that the organisation may have been overzealous in its wish list, and that it was going to 
review its own operations.  That is a fair indicator to me that the government has been too generous with its 
funding.  A review may reveal that money may be saved from the CCC that could be given to the DPP for the 
purpose of confiscating ill-gotten gains. 

It is hard work for police officers to find ill-gotten gains and seize them.  Storage is a major problem.  The 
government must look at the ability of the Police Service to safely warehouse items.  I referred earlier to the 
Criminal Code and other legislation.  If it is required to do so, the Police Service must return property in the state 
it was in when seized.  The DPP should be given additional resources so that it can do its job properly.  The 
resources of the CCC are verging on the opulent.  The DPP has not been funded anywhere near enough.  The 
proceeds of crime squad and the good fellows who staff them - Russell Phillips and his officers - could increase 
their operations and bring home the bacon for the government and the people of WA if they got more funding. 
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MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen - Parliamentary Secretary) [7.08 pm]:  I was not going to speak in this 
debate but I must respond to some comments by the members for Nedlands and Murray that I believe need to be 
corrected. 

I refer firstly to the size of the police asset investigation unit.  The member for Nedlands suggests that the unit 
has not increased in size, expertise or capacity to deal with these matters.  When I first became a member of this 
house, the asset investigation unit did not have on its staff, as an unsworn member, a full-time accountant.  I 
lobbied the Attorney General very heavily to hire such an accountant.  At that time, the unit was using a private 
accounting firm, which was charging by the hour.  By way of the estimates hearings, I was never able to 
satisfactorily obtain from the Western Australia Police Service the exact cost of using this external accountant 
who was charging fees on an hour-by-hour basis.  That situation has certainly improved with the deployment of 
an in-house accountant.   

For the member for Nedlands to say that the number of people has not increased is a quantitative not a 
qualitative assessment of that unit.  I know that now there is a full-time professional person onsite.  I also know 
that the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions has significantly increased its staff in that area.  In addition 
to the assets unit, people know there are Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions staff working in the unit 
who were not there when the act came into operation.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  How many are there?  You don’t know, do you?   

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I know it went from zero to a number.  I worked very closely with Vicki Prentice for a 
number of years and I am certainly aware that they had the dedicated capacity.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  How many staff. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr J.R. Quigley), I am not prepared to put up with this harping by the 
member for Nedlands.   

I am also aware, having spoken to the DPP, that he is happy with the capacity of his office to deal with asset 
investigations, although he acknowledges the work is time consuming and substantial.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.R. Quigley):  The member for Nedlands.   

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Before the member for Nedlands returned after the dinner suspension, I said that the 
capacity to investigate these matters is very much enhanced.  Implicit in what was said by both the member for 
Nedlands and the member for Murray is that the only place in which investigations into ill-gotten gains and 
money laundering is undertaken is in the assets investigations branch of the WA Police Service.  That is clearly 
not the case.  For example, agencies who work in task forces with the WA Police Service also contribute to 
investigations into criminal assets and money laundering in this state, and that included the organised crime 
branch at the WA Police Service.  Both of those issues needed to be corrected for the record.   

The member for Nedlands would have this place believe that the capacity in this state to investigate illegal 
acquisition of wealth through the committing of offences against the Criminal Code, money laundering and other 
illicit activity has diminished.  Clearly it has not.  The Attorney General - members will hear from him shortly - 
has been supportive of this kind of investigation because it is a proven deterrent against organised crime.  It hits 
the criminals where it hurts; namely, the proceeds of their illegal activity.   

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [7.12 pm]:  Two very interesting things 
became apparent during this debate led by the member for Nedlands.  First, the Liberal Party is now on record as 
confirming something that we have always expected; that is, it is soft on the fight against corruption.  Second, 
the Liberal Party is envious of the very powerful body that this government has established to fight public sector 
corruption in this state.  We have the runs on the board and now members opposite want to gut the Corruption 
and Crime Commission.  The member for Nedlands has made it quite clear that the Liberal Party wants to take 
$10 million from the Corruption and Crime Commission’s budget. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  Absolutely.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There we go: the member says, “absolutely”.  The member wants us to revert to the very 
discredited organisation -   
Mr M.J. Cowper:  Are you getting value for money?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If members look back at the Anti-Corruption Commission days, I cannot point to a single 
run that it scored in its very long existence.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  We have different legislation now.  Be honest.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  I advise the member for Nedlands that the problem was that the Liberal Party did not 
have the political will or capacity to be able to bring in strong anti-corruption legislation provided for public 
hearings.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You had the coalition blueprint on reform for the civil and criminal justice system.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands is totally misleading this house by putting forward that 
proposition.  Her party’s legislation in respect of corruption was the Anti-Corruption Commission, headed up by 
Terry O’Connor, QC, a former Liberal Party branch member, and it did not get a run on the board.  It was an 
organisation held in contempt by the general public.  Now, the Liberal Party wants us to go soft on the fight 
against corruption.  It wants to pull $10 million out of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s budget.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  It is not a matter of being soft at all.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What?  An amount of $10 million out of the CCC, so that it is then brought back to the 
same status as the organisation that it replaced because it was ineffective?  That is what the Liberal Party wants 
to see. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Answer this question: are you happy with the value for money you are getting?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, I am very happy.   

It is a combination of two things.  Firstly, we have adequately resourced it, and that is something the Liberal 
Party never did.  Secondly, we have given it the powers that are necessary for it to do the job.  For that reason, 
what we are seeing in this state month after month was never seen back in the 1990s when the Liberal Party was 
in power and it established the old Anti-Corruption Commission.  Corruption is exposed at all levels through the 
CCC’s public hearing process.  It has the ability, through the technology we have funded it to obtain and then 
use, to make significant advances in the fight against corruption in this state.  It is one of the great successes of 
the Labor government in this state that we now have a body that is capable of taking on corruption, exposing it 
and sending a very loud and clear message to everyone in the public sector that, if they behave in a corrupt way, 
they will be exposed.  That is having a salutary effect on everyone in the public sector who are now fearful of 
being exposed in a way that they never were under the Anti-Corruption Commission, which the Liberal Party 
was responsible for setting up and which never scored a run.   

Members should look at the public record.  I believe that Kevin Hammond, as the head of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission, is doing a superb job.  He is finding people who are breaking the law, behaving in corrupt 
ways and pulling them before the commission in public hearings.  That is something the Liberal Party did not 
have the political will or nous to do to.  He is now exposing corruption and the effect throughout the length and 
breadth of Western Australia is profound.   

I repeat that the most fundamental thing that has come out of this debate is that the Liberal Party wants to gut the 
CCC and take away its capacity to effectively fight corruption in the public sector.  That is the inevitable 
consequence of slashing its budget by $10 million.  If that happens, it will not have the capacity to take up the 
fight in the way in which it has.  The way in which it has now set the pace for anti-corruption bodies throughout 
Australia is certainly sending shock waves through government, particularly local government -   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  It is about putting your foot on the throat of the WA Police Service.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member should not talk nonsense.  What drivel! 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  It is not drivel at all. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Murray should have been here and watched the inept performance of the 
Anti-Corruption Commission and now the stellar performance of the CCC before he makes silly comments like 
that.   

What we are on about is Liberal Party failure to adequately deal with corruption in Western Australia.  It failed; 
it could not do it.  It had an inept organisation that failed to deliver in the fight against corruption.  We did it.  
We took up the challenge and had a royal commission into the Police Service.  We accepted its 
recommendations on the CCC and we took it forward and now we have a body that everyone in Western 
Australia can be very proud of.   If there is any corruption in Western Australia in the public area, the CCC will 
have the capacity to deal with it.  That has been profoundly demonstrated to everyone who has eyes to see and 
ears to listen. 

Members opposite want to take $10 million out of the budget.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I suggest that if the member for Nedlands keeps going on, she will be on that side for a 
long period.  There is something profoundly important in this; that is, if members opposite want to try to put a 
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price on public sector integrity and have a public-free corruption system, they should go ahead.  It is something 
they failed to do.   

Let me make this point clear to members: The Liberal Party failed the people of Western Australia.  It 
established a body that was not capable of doing the job.  We have established a successful body and members 
opposite now want to gut it.  They should hang their heads in shame.  They want to cut $10 million out of its 
budget.  That is Liberal Party policy.  Why do they want to gut a very effective organisation if they are not soft 
on corruption?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We are not soft on corruption. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Members opposite are soft on corruption and that is the reason they want to cut its budget.  
They should tell me about the $10 million that the Liberal Party proposes to take out of the budget of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  What will the effect of that be?  Will it affect the effectiveness of the CCC 
in fighting corruption?  Of course it will. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, it won’t. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What a load of nonsense.  Well done, member for Nedlands.  She has embarrassed the 
entirety of the coalition parties on that side of the house. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Liberal Party wants to make a $10 million cut in the CCC budget, and it is going soft 
on corruption.  I wonder who is on toast.  The Liberal Party failed.  It is now proposing to compound its failure 
in such a way that I think the public of Western Australia will say to each and every member of the Liberal Party 
that that is disgraceful.  Liberal Party members should not be hampering the fight against corruption and slashing 
the budget of the CCC in a way that will stop people from effectively fighting corruption in Western Australia.  
The Liberal Party will be in opposition for a long time if it continues with that point of view.  We have given the 
CCC the power to do its job.  The Liberal Party wants to gut it.  What a disgraceful effort by an opposition.  It 
deserves to be in opposition for a very long time. 
The second amazing proposition that came forward from the member for Nedlands - she must be having a bad 
week, I think - was the proposition that the Liberal Party would not only gut the corruption fight in Western 
Australia by the CCC but also take money from victims of crime.  What a disgraceful mob it is.  How can it 
justify that?  Last year, in addition to the money that was given to the Director of Public Prosecutions and to the 
police, approximately $755 000 -  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Who did the DNA - 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, just listen to this.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should not try to deflect 
attention from it.  An amount of $755 000 was made available to community organisations, victims of crime 
groups and crime prevention programs.  What does the Liberal Party want to do?  It wants to take it from those 
groups and then use it to top up the budgets of two statutory organisations. 
Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands should stop rabbiting on.  It is not doing her any good.  Why 
does she want to take $755 000 from community organisations in regional Western Australia that are trying their 
best to make communities safe, and from community organisations throughout the metropolitan area that are 
trying to compensate victims of crime - people who are trying to make their community safer?  The Liberal Party 
wants to take $755 000 from them.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Have you ever had to face an angry person and deal with - 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Let me put it this way: I am certainly facing a dumb one at the moment.  Why does the 
Liberal Party want to take this money from the community groups?  Please tell me why - 
Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.R. Quigley):  Order, member for Murray!  There was no interruption while 
the member for Murray made his speech - I was in the chamber while he made his speech.  I ask that the same 
courtesy be extended to the Attorney General. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Did the Liberal Party say today that money should go from the confiscation account to the 
police and the DPP?  That means, of necessity, that it will be taken away from the victims of crime.  Yes, it did 
say that.  It came into this chamber today - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Who brought in the victims of crime legislation? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Does the Liberal Party want to take money from these community groups?  The Liberal 
Party cannot afford to face the truth in this matter, can it?   
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  We brought in that legislation. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Whoopy-do!  Now the Liberal Party wants to take money from the community groups.  
Why does it want to do that?  We have a pot of money.  Some money is going to the Police Service. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What happened to Safer WA? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We are talking about the confiscation account.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
seems to be a bit like a mad dog’s breakfast at the moment.  He is all over the place.  I make this point: we had a 
pot of money that came from the confiscation of criminal property.  Money was given to the DPP and to the 
police last year.  There was then $755 000 left.  The Liberal Party is saying that that $755 000 should have gone 
to the police and the DPP.  In other words - I will translate that for those who do not understand it - that money 
should be taken from community groups. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Where else will it come from, if it is not taken from them?  It is the only money left.  The 
Liberal Party will gut the CCC.  We have already covered that.  However, no, the member for Warren-
Blackwood did not listen to the argument being put by the Liberal Party.  The Liberal Party said that the 
$755 000 should be taken from the community groups - 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have a point of order. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  This is not a point of order.  The member is abusing the process. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  What is the point of order?  Take me to the standing order. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Standing order No 92.  The minister is speaking about me and telling an untruth.  He is 
casting an imputation on my character.  I ask him to withdraw and tell the truth in this Parliament. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If the member for Nedlands wants to raise a point of order, she should read the standing 
orders and not make up things, as she has done on these matters. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows as well as I do that there was no point of 
order.  It was just an attempt to disrupt the proceedings of the Parliament. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Rubbish!  I will go back.  We have this pot of money confiscated from criminals in this 
state.  The Liberal Party wants to take the money that we have given to victims of crime groups and community 
safety groups and give it to either the police or the DPP.  Nobody in the community will thank the Liberal Party 
for that.   

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have a point of order. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  She had better have one this time. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Standing order 92 - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.R. Quigley):  Will the member take the Chair to the point of order, please? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Standing order 92 - 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  What is the member’s point of order under standing order 92? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member is casting imputations on my character and attributing improper motives to 
me about things that I did not mention today.  He is suggesting that I said in this Assembly that I wanted to take 
money from victims - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  She did. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Right.  I will remember that when I look at Hansard tomorrow.  I am talking, Attorney 
General.  I did not stand in this Parliament today and say that I wanted the Attorney General to take money from 
victims of crime.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is attributing improper motives to me. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Nedlands, my ruling is that there is no point of order.  The member 
cannot use a point of order to advance the debate and to advance an argument in this chamber.  That is the 
second time the member has sought to interrupt the Attorney General by falsely claiming a point of order.  If it 
occurs again, I will have to call the member to order.  I point out that she has been called to order three times 
today already.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands seems to have great difficulty understanding a very basic 
proposition.  If the Liberal Party is saying that we should take more money out of this pot and give it to the DPP 
and the police, it can come from only one quarter; that is, the money that is now given to victims of crime and 
community safety groups.  There is no other source of money that has been confiscated.  The money must be 
taken from victims’ groups.  The member for Nedlands knows that.  She has been arguing that we should cut 
funds for victims of crime and for community safety groups - it is absolutely despicable for the member for 
Nedlands to say those sorts of things in this chamber - on top of gutting the Corruption and Crime Commission.  
It is no wonder the member for Nedlands is in opposition.   

I will tell the house about the types of groups that the Liberal Party wants to cut funding to so that it can top up 
the consolidated fund allocation to existing law enforcement agencies.  Last year, $755 000 was given to 19 
community-based projects around the state.  That was money confiscated from criminals in this state, and it 
exhausted the fund at that time.  The money went to a variety of sexual abuse counselling programs, seniors 
safety programs and youth workers who were trying to prevent criminal behaviour among young people.  It also 
went to training programs for disadvantaged Aboriginal children, and paid for family counsellors and a rural 
modelling workshop.  Liberal Party members cannot have it both ways.  If they want to take money out of this 
pot to top up the consolidated fund allocation to the DPP and the police, which is exactly what they are arguing, 
they must take it from somewhere.  This fund is not a bottomless pit.  We exhausted every last cent in it last 
year.  The Liberal Party is saying that we should take the money from those groups to supplement what are not 
priorities and are not recognised to be needs in either the police budget or the DPP budget.   
I will deal first with the DPP.  The DPP has advised me - these are his words - that there are sufficient resources 
- 
Mr T.R. Sprigg:  You’ve asked too many people, Attorney General.  You got the wrong information from 
Bunbury as well. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I did not. 
Mr T.R. Sprigg:  You’ll find out.   
Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Bunbury asks me to stand and apologise because I got it wrong.  No 
evidence was produced or presented to this house to show that.  What I have said is based on the information that 
I was given by the local health service, and I have relayed it accurately. 
I will tell the member what the Director of Public Prosecutions in this state has said.  The member for Nedlands 
has said that the DPP is under-resourced.  This is verbatim what the Director of Public Prosecutions had to say 
about that absurd proposition; he said there are sufficient resources to progress confiscations in a timely manner 
and that the pace of litigation is determined by the rules of procedure and where criminal trials are listed.  What 
we are saying is that there are sufficient resources in the DPP’s office to allow him to do this job properly.  The 
member for Nedlands jumps and down and makes a song and dance about something, but she can quote no 
reliable authority to suggest that there is an unmet need in this area.   
I now turn to the Police Service, which has a very significant and dramatically increasing budget in this state.  
From time to time, the Police Service has raised with me the desirability of acquiring a very large warehouse 
facility to house the goods that it confiscates.  That has not been a priority in the police capital works budget.  
Some people who work in that area are using members of the opposition to put forward a budget bid.  They will 
do so unsuccessfully, because it is not a priority for the Police Service.  If it were, it would appear on the capital 
works program when it was seeking funds from government.  The police have said that they would like to have - 
I have no reason to think that they would not like to have - a very large warehouse in which all of these goods 
could be stored.  How much would that cost?  Millions of dollars.  We have never had millions of dollars to 
distribute through the confiscation account.  That facility cannot be funded, unless at some time in the future - 
there has not been in the past - a remarkably successful confiscation of many millions of dollars.  Short of that, it 
will not be possible to use the meagre funds in the confiscation funds, totalling $755 000 last year, for 
distribution among community groups, to fund a multimillion dollar purchase.  That is the essential problem we 
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have, and that is the reason we have been unable to meet that request from the Police Service.  If we are 
successful in future - particularly with white collar criminals - and we have a multimillion dollar seizure on top 
of the usual seizures, it might be possible to consider that proposition.  How will we fund it when the account 
contains $755 000, which was all we received last year, to distribute among needy community groups?  Do 
opposition members want to take that away from community groups?  I think that is what the Liberal Party is 
saying. 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  What do you propose the police do in relation to the reasonable preservation of those items 
under section 714 of the Criminal Code, which states that the police must preserve those items?  In Maylands 
there is a whole lot of equipment that is not being preserved.  For whatever reason, that must go back to the 
people from whom it was seized in the condition in which it was taken.  Therefore, the government may be up 
for a substantial sum of money to replace those items. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Maybe, possibly - it is all hypothetical.  To the best of my knowledge there has not been a 
single claim for compensation for an asset that has deteriorated.  We do not have the money in the criminal 
property confiscation account to purchase a very large warehouse with appropriate security that would be 
necessary for holdings of this nature.  The account held $755 000 last year.  We cannot buy a warehouse 
anywhere of sufficient size to accommodate those goods.  The Police Service has not in the past ranked this as a 
sufficient priority to get it onto the government’s capital works program, which is where those many millions of 
dollars that would be necessary to acquire a property of that nature would come from.  The member is barking up 
the wrong tree by suggesting that we take money from community groups and from victims of crime. 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  I have never suggested that. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes the member has.  There is no other place that it could come from. 
Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What is the member saying then?  Where should it come from? 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  What I am saying is that we have a lavish budget for the CCC. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member has already said that he wants to slash the budget of the CCC.  He has gone 
weak on the fight against corruption.  The member for Nedlands has also said over recent days that she wants to 
see money from the confiscation account given to the DPP and the police, which means taking it from victims of 
crime in order to supplement the budget.  I have heard the member for Nedlands say that in the past 24 hours.  
She has been caught out.  She wants to take that $755 000 from community groups.  The Liberal Party has been 
exposed for wanting to take money from victims of crime and community groups.  It does those opposite no 
credit to put that point of view, because I will tell them who they would be taking the money from.  I will take a 
few minutes to tell members which groups last year received $755 000, which was all that was left in the 
confiscation account after money was paid to the Office of the DPP and to the police.  The Armadale Police and 
Citizens Youth Club received money for a seniors’ new year’s eve safety forum.  A forum was held and was a 
great success, as it offered education, comfort, reassurance and practical assistance to reduce the fear of crime 
among seniors in the community.  The other group to do with seniors was the Supporting Our Seniors and 
Disabled Inc, which received money from this fund to provide an important service to people with disabilities 
and to seniors.  A range of local government authorities received money from the fund that would not be able to 
receive it if those opposite had their way and they took what money there was in the account and topped up those 
consolidated fund allocations.  In regional Western Australia there would be no money for groups like the 
Coorow and Districts Technology Development Association, which received a grant for a coastal youth 
coordinator to work in providing diversionary activities to deter antisocial and criminal behaviour among the 
young people in that remote area.  That is money that could not be made available to that community if the 
Liberal Party had its way and paid it into the consolidated fund, thereby taking it away from the community 
groups it had been directed to.  Madjulla Incorporated received $100 000 from the fund for alternative 
community education crime prevention strategies for indigenous young people.  This is a Kimberley program 
that identified the need to instil respect through indigenous cultural training and the provision of alternative 
activities for young Aboriginal people.  They simply could not have been funded if the Liberal Party had its way.  
Those opposite would be taking the money from these groups in a way that is not a balanced approach to the 
issue.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  We could write to these groups and let them know. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Absolutely.  We will say that not only does the Liberal Party want to take the money from 
these groups, but also it is not serious about the fight against corruption because it wants to gut the CCC and it 
wants to get runs on the board that it could only ever have dreamt of.  In fact, those opposite could not have even 
dreamt of these successes given their model for the fight against corruption, which was ineffective in this state.  
The Albany Youth Support Association Inc received a grant of $83 906 for the juvenile action group.  The JAG 
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project assists young people of Albany who are at the risk of criminal behaviour and drug and alcohol abuse.  It 
has produced excellent results over the years it has been operating in the Albany area.  It is there to prevent 
crime from occurring in the first place.  What greater notion can those opposite have than taking the ill-gotten 
proceeds of crime and then using it to prevent crime from occurring?  That is justice in its purest form.  What we 
are seeing here is the Labor Party getting the balance right.  We are taking money out of the confiscation 
account, funding the activities of the DPP, funding some of the activities of the police and also giving money to 
community groups.  We are seeing approximately a 50-50 allocation - marginally more is going to community 
groups than is going to the DPP and the police, the two organisations whose job it is and who are funded through 
the consolidated fund to enforce the law, to confiscate the assets of criminals as part of their punishment and to 
make sure that that is part of the punishment and, therefore, part of the deterrent for people, particularly drug 
traffickers in this state and serious criminals, whose assets we are confiscating and returning for a good public 
purpose.   

I am very familiar with the Waratah Support Centre in Bunbury and the very good work it does.  If the Liberal 
Party had its way, that organisation would be defunded.  Money would not be made available to it because the 
Liberal Party wants to take money from these types of community groups and top up the consolidated fund 
allocation.  The Waratah Support Centre received $50 000 from the confiscation of criminal property account for 
the Waratah child sexual abuse counselling service, which offers assistance to victims of crime.  This project 
identifies the gap in services and implements strategies to fill that gap.  An invaluable contribution is being made 
with these funds to provide counselling and support services to victims aged between five and 12 years old who 
have suffered sexual abuse or assault.  That is an at-risk group.  I have mentioned only a few groups to give 
members an idea of the allocations that are made from the relatively small amount of money that is held in the 
confiscation account. 

The money was allocated to the Director of Public Prosecutions to supplement those organisations to a level at 
which the DPP says is sufficient to enable them to do their job.  We have made money available to the Police 
Service for an additional forensic accountant to assist in the confiscation of assets.  We then allocate moneys to 
community groups, as laid out in the act.  I will repeat it once more for those members of the Liberal Party who 
did not understand it.  Their policy, as enunciated here today, would take more money out of the confiscation 
account and give it to the Police Service and the DPP.  That can be done only at the expense of victims of crime 
and community groups.  There is no other explanation for what members opposite are saying. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  They did not raise it before the election. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The coalition did not raise it before the election.  Members opposite did not say before the 
election that they wanted to gut the Corruption and Crime Commission, take money from victims of crime or 
take money away from community groups that are dedicated to greater community safety.  What a mob of 
charlatans members opposite are.  Shabby, shabby, shabby.  That is the only way to describe the Liberal Party on 
this matter.  It wants to take money from the poor old victims of crime.  Members opposite want to take money 
that the government is allocating to victims of crime and to community groups that are set up to make our 
community safer.  The Liberal Party wants to take money from them.  Well done. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  CCC money. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am just quoting the Liberal Party.  The Liberal Party policy is crystal clear. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Try to be honest for a change.  Shock a few people. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  How about the Deputy Leader of the Opposition confirming again that he wants to gut the 
CCC and the fight against corruption?  The Liberal Party would slash $10 million from the CCC’s budget; yet, 
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition says that he wants to be taken seriously on the issue of fighting corruption.  
Member for Warren-Blackwood, that is laughable. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We have caught you out. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants to take $10 million out of the CCC and out 
of the fight against corruption, he knows damn well what the consequences will be. 

The Labor Party in this state is the only party that is serious about the fight against corruption in the public 
sector.  The Liberal Party’s track record is one of failure.  Does any member on the other side want to stand and 
tell me about the great successes they had in the fight against corruption when they were in government?  
Nobody can.  The Anti-Corruption Commission failed completely.  It is the Labor Party that had the political 
courage to establish an effective body.  We all know how effective it is now.  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition has not got a leg to stand on in the fight against corruption.  His record, and the record of each 
member opposite, is one of abject failure.  They cannot stand here and say that the Liberal Party was any good in 
the fight against corruption because it was not.  It was hopeless.  Its legislation is recognised to have been a 
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failure.  Even the person whom the former government appointed to head the ACC said that the then government 
did not give him either the necessary power or resources.  We have given the CCC the power and the resources it 
requires, and we are getting the runs on the board.  The Liberal Party is no good in the fight against corruption. 

I will return to the second point opposition members made during the course of the debate tonight.  The Liberal 
Party’s policy is to take money out of the hands of victims of crime and community groups that are set up make 
the community safer.  That is what it wants to do.  That is what it has been advocating.  I know it is embarrassing 
for members opposite to confront the reality of what they have done and what they have been proposing in this 
Parliament and in the community.  If they want to take money out of the confiscation account and give more 
money to the existing government agencies, they will be taking it out of the pockets of community-based 
organisations.  That cannot be done.  Maybe the Liberal Party can do it.  Maybe members opposite should go to 
the next election with that proposition. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  The Sheriff of Nottingham. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We are taking money from the criminals and are giving it to the victims.  The Liberal 
Party can go to the election in three and a half years and say it will gut the CCC.  The Liberal Party would lose 
the election on that basis alone.  It can go to the election and say it wants to take away money from victims of 
crime and community groups.  It would lose the election on that basis also.  I advise the new opposition 
members to think before they put their feet in their mouths.  That is the Liberal Party’s biggest problem in this 
debate.  What it has proposed here today is patently absurd, and members opposite know it.  This proposal has 
not been thought through.  It is a populist stunt for which all coalition members will stand condemned. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (20) 

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

Noes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman  
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  
 

Pairs 

 Mr R.F. Johnson  Mr E.S. Ripper 
 Mr J.H.D. Day  Mr R.C. Kucera 
 Mr G.A. Woodhams  Mr T.G. Stephens 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden  Ms A.J. MacTiernan 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus negatived. 
 


