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POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Third Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [1.05 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [1.06 pm]: I did threaten last night in the wee small hours, I must admit, that I 
would speak at length, but I do not want to be accused of elder abuse so I will not harangue the minister for too 
long! 

I do want to make some points and the reason I need to do that is that quite legitimate issues were gagged in 
debate last night. These issues are very important, as this bill is a significant change to how we operate law 
enforcement and policing in Western Australia. We have some legitimate concerns about these new officers, and 
about the lack of transparency and the scope of their authority, powers and responsibilities, which are not 
outlined in the bill. Our proposed amendments—certainly two of them that I intended to move before the gag—
would have gone a long way to reassuring people and to also making it much clearer as to the role of these new 
police auxiliary officers. 

We did indicate that we would be voting against the bill in the event that the amendments were not acceptable. I 
therefore want to spend a little time talking about why we are opposing the bill and about the content of the 
amendment that was not debated but was gagged. 

We did move an amendment about the well and truly broken promise of the government to indicate that the 
opposition will not do anything to facilitate in any way the government to break its promise to the people of 
Western Australia—that is, deliver 500 police officers over the next five years. This bill facilitates the 
government in breaking its promise by substituting for those 500 police officers 350 police officers and 
150 police auxiliaries. We say that the auxiliaries will be less well trained and paid less and their deployment 
will be less flexible because they will not have the full range of powers and skills. In my view, to substitute 
150 auxiliaries for fully sworn police officers is selling the people of Western Australia short. 

A number of issues arose last night that I will canvass shortly. Before I do that, I will talk briefly about the 
amendments. As I said, the amendment that we did move was that this bill should not be proclaimed until such 
time as the government has in fact recruited and engaged 500 fully sworn police officers. That amendment was 
lost on the numbers, but we made the point and we believe we made it quite starkly. The minister said that the 
amendment was rubbish, that it was trash and that it was politically cynical. It may well be all of those things, 
but had it passed, it would also have forced the government to admit that it has broken a promise. The minister is 
persistently obstinate in insisting that that has not occurred. The Minister for Police can spin it; he can play it 
however he likes, but the bottom line is that 150 fewer police will be recruited, and that is the extent to which the 
government has broken its promise.  

The second amendment moved by the opposition, on which we were gagged, related to the introduction of a 
greater level of transparency in the creation of these police auxiliary officers so that we and the public of 
Western Australia would have a better idea of what exactly these officers will do, the extent of their powers and 
the extent of their responsibilities. Unfortunately, we were gagged when debating that. The amendment proposed 
that the powers of auxiliary officers be put into regulations and gazetted, which would have in no way held up 
the parliamentary process, but would have meant that the public and the opposition would have had a better idea 
of what it is that these auxiliaries will do. Last night the minister indicated that regulations are required under 
this legislation in any event, so one could argue that to add an extra couple of provisions outlining the kinds of 
roles that auxiliary officers will have is not an onerous thing for the government to do. But it has refused point-
blank to do so, and because we did not debate that amendment, I am not quite sure why it is refusing to put the 
role of auxiliaries into regulation.  

The Police Act 1892 was used as a precedent and it was argued that the role of a fully sworn police officer is not 
set out in its regulations. I think things have moved on since 1892, and the community’s expectation is that 
police officers’ powers and responsibilities are set out in black and white so that people can inform themselves 
about these matters. Because auxiliary police officers are a novel creation, if one likes, and because they have 
analogous positions in other jurisdictions, it is necessary to clarify what we mean by “police auxiliary officer” 
and what exactly the government anticipates they will be doing in Western Australia. But, as I said, for no good 
reason, the minister said that it was not possible to, if one likes, codify the roles and responsibilities of auxiliaries 
in regulations. We think that is unacceptable. We think that it would have added to and enhanced the existing 
legislative regime, but for some reason unbeknownst to us the government has refused to do so.  
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The minister had a bit of an impediment in debating the Police Amendment Bill 2009. He accused us of 
filibustering, but this side is blessed with talent, including a number of lawyers who have, for example, had 
experience of dealing with issues related to the extent of police powers in the courts and who know that this is a 
very live issue. We are also blessed with a number of former union officials who are very familiar with industrial 
relations issues. What came out last night was that this legislation is half-baked, as is this whole scheme, and a 
lot of issues have not yet been sorted out. For example, we are not quite clear what the wages of these auxiliary 
officers will be, and the minister seemed to think that these officers would be permanent, although the legislation 
makes it quite clear in black and white that they will be employed for a fixed finite term. We are not quite sure 
which union will cover them and the training curriculum has not yet been sorted out. The disciplinary regime 
will be something short of that which applies to police officers, but different from that applying to public sector 
employees. It may be equivalent to the disciplinary regime for Aboriginal police liaison officers. All these things 
still have to be sorted out.  

The minister came into this place and asked us to trust the government; it is not a question of whether we trust 
the minister—who, of course, we all trust implicitly—and it is not a question of us not trusting the 
Commissioner of Police. The standards and the bar are set very high these days. We are talking about public 
officers exercising a wide range of powers, and we do not think it is unacceptable for us to expect the minister to 
come into this place with his act together. We do not think it is unacceptable that we expect that he will be able 
to tell us all these things. He is not able to tell us where these officers will be deployed—there are a range of 
unanswered questions. I am sorry that the debate went until 1.30 am, at which time we were gagged, but the 
bottom line is that we were making legitimate inquiries, and it ill behoves the minister to criticise us for 
filibustering because I believe that people will demand to know what specific role these officers will play.  

In conclusion, the opposition will not support this legislation, because although we made a legitimate, and I think 
sincere, endeavour to improve the legislation to such an extent whereby we could support it, the minister was 
particularly stubborn and intransigent on clarifying, to an extent that would satisfy the public of Western 
Australia, what exactly the role of these auxiliary officers will be.  

Also, he is not prepared to concede that this is enshrining in legislation a broken Liberal Party promise. We 
oppose this legislation for the same reason, frankly, minister, that we did not oppose mandatory sentencing in 
this place. In that instance we said that the government had a mandate because it had gone to the electorate with 
that policy and promised it. Although there was some robust debate on how that could best be achieved, it was 
acknowledged on this side that the government had an electoral mandate to bring that legislation forward. 
Similarly, the government cannot then criticise the opposition if it says that the government has also got a 
mandate to employ 500 additional police and it is required to deliver on that. Minister, the government cannot 
have its cake and eat it too. Given that the minister was not prepared to clarify in the legislation all these live 
issues that still remain about auxiliary officers and given that the government is not delivering its original 
election promise to recruit 500 police officers over the next five years, we cannot support this legislation. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [1.17 pm]: I want to reinforce what the member for 
Girrawheen, the shadow Minister for Police, has just advanced to the house as Labor’s position.  

We do support the principle of allowing the police to have auxiliary police officers. We cannot, however, 
support this legislation because it enables the Liberal Party to break an election promise. There were too many 
Liberal lies during the election campaign, and this is a case in point. The Liberals solemnly promised the people 
of Western Australia that if they were elected, they would provide 500 additional police officers. Now we find 
that they are not providing 500 additional police officers; they are providing only 350 additional police officers, 
and there will be 150 other staff in another category called “police auxiliary officer”. This is not what the 
Liberals told the community that they would do during the election campaign. It is another example of them 
misleading the public of Western Australia during that election campaign.  

I have noticed a pattern. It has been the case that when the Liberals were forced to match a Labor Party election 
promise, they have later broken that promise and reneged on it. Another example of that pattern is the 
Ellenbrook railway line promise. I have gone back and looked at the footage, and as one looks at the Premier, 
one can tell now when he is making a promise he is going to break. If members go back and watch the television 
footage of the election campaign, they will be able to see when the Premier was shifty about particular election 
promises. With hindsight, if members watch the television footage again, they will see that he was definitely 
shifty on the issue of the Ellenbrook railway line. I bet that if I examine the footage about the 500 additional 
police officers, I will again see a shifty nature to the way in which he dealt with that particular issue.  

Mr M. McGowan: You can tell because his lips are moving! 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: Member for Rockingham, that happens all the time! I think he was shiftier during that 
election campaign when he was matching election promises than is usually the case! 

That is the foundation of Labor’s refusal to vote for this legislation. If the government were to come into this 
place and say that it was going to honour its promise made during the election campaign to provide 
500 additional fully sworn police officers, I would talk to my colleagues about not opposing this legislation, 
despite its other flaws. But the government has not done that. The government has maintained a cynical political 
approach. Not only is the government breaking an election promise, but also it is in blatant denial of the fact that 
that is the case. The government is misleading the public about the breaking of that election promise and the 
rhetoric that surrounds it.  

I also want to raise some other issues. When people are given significant powers that affect the rights of others, 
Parliament needs to be particularly vigilant. The powers of auxiliary police officers should be clearly laid out. 
There should be openness and transparency about, and parliamentary accountability for, the powers that will be 
given to these auxiliary police officers. After all, these are people whose training and whose wages will be less 
than that of sworn police officers. We need to know as members of Parliament what the balance will be between 
the training and the wages on the one hand, and the powers to infringe on people’s rights on the other hand. We 
accept the power that is given to police officers to infringe on people’s rights, and that that is in the public 
interest. That is because we know that those people have been trained and are paid appropriately. However, we 
do not know whether that will be the case for the auxiliary police officers, because that information is not 
available to us. We cannot, and we should not, subcontract to the police commissioner the right to determine the 
powers of auxiliary police officers. That should be a matter for parliamentary responsibility and accountability. 
At the very least, if these powers and these responsibilities cannot be enshrined in legislation, they should be 
enshrined in regulation so that they can be subject to the possibility of parliamentary disallowance and, thus, 
parliamentary accountability. The government has not done that. 

I want to make three major points. Firstly, we support the principle that the police commissioner be given access 
to auxiliary police officers. Secondly, we are strongly opposed to the fact that the Liberal Party is using this bill 
as the mechanism to enable it to break a solemn election promise that it has made. We will not support this 
legislation until the Liberal Party agrees to meet its election promise of 500 additional police officers during this 
term of government. Thirdly, we believe that the bill is significantly deficient.  

I listened to the speeches made by my colleagues during the second reading debate last night. I thought they 
were excellent speeches. They were excellent contributions to this debate. They exposed a significant number of 
flaws in this legislation. I wish that the minister had been more prepared to engage with the substantive issues 
that were raised by my colleagues in the second reading debate last night. I was very disappointed with the 
approach of the minister and the approach of the Premier. In my view, the Premier, when he entered the house, 
disrupted the debate and lowered the tone of the house in a very significant and negative way. If the Premier had 
actually sat and listened to those speeches, along with the minister, he would have seen that very well thought 
out and substantial contributions were being made by members on our side—contributions that, if accepted, 
would have resulted in some real improvements to the bill. In particular, I do not think it is right for Parliament 
to pass this legislation without knowing what the powers of these auxiliary police officers, who will be trained 
less and paid less than sworn police office, will be. 

Therefore, despite our support for the principle of auxiliary police officers, we will be voting against this 
legislation. We will be voting against this legislation because it is a blatant attempt by the Liberal Party to refuse 
to honour a promise that it has made to the people of Western Australia.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.24 pm]: I will speak only briefly on the Police Amendment Bill. I was 
in the chamber and listened to the debate on this bill yesterday. I participated in the debate yesterday. 
Considering the nature of the change that is being proposed by this government to the administration of law and 
order in Western Australia, I believe that we have spent only a short time on this legislation. The government is 
proposing to set up a completely new category of police officer. I think that deserves significant consideration. I 
think also that, bearing in mind the life and work experience of the member for Girrawheen and the member for 
Mindarie, both of whom have worked in conjunction with law enforcement officers and law enforcement 
agencies to a considerable degree for a long time, the government should take heed of their reasonable and 
sensible contributions to this debate. I think it would be reasonable for the government to pull back and look at 
those contributions about the specifications and the roles of auxiliary police officers, and at whether it can 
change the legislation to reflect that. That is not an unreasonable thing to ask the government to do. The member 
for Mindarie has extensive experience with the police force. He is a former life member of the Western 
Australian Police Union, in fact. 
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Mr R.F. Johnson: No, he is not! They took it away from him because of his disgraceful comments! You know 
that and I know that! 

Mr P. Papalia: No, they did not. He gave it away because he was so distressed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, he did not.  

Mr P. Papalia: Yes, he did. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Order, members! The member for Rockingham has the floor.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: As everyone who observes Western Australian politics would know, and as everyone in 
this house—probably bar the minister—would know, the member for Mindarie deserves a medal for what he did 
in the Andrew Mallard affair. I would not be surprised if he was awarded a medal. What he did was outstanding. 
He withstood all the criticism and hostility and proved that a man who had been jailed for life for murder was 
innocent. The minister should be congratulating him rather than attacking him for that. 

The member for Mindarie made an excellent contribution about the need for Parliament to have primacy over 
what roles and responsibilities should be performed by our police officers. No matter what our political 
complexion may be, we should not, as a group of people in this chamber, give that away lightly. We should not 
give an outside person the right to determine those matters. That is fundamentally our role. The member for 
Mindarie set that out very clearly. I think that the minister should have gone back and redrafted the member’s 
amendment—it would not have taken him very long—and we would have supported that amendment.  

We have said from the outset that we put two conditions on our support for this legislation. The first is the issue 
that I have mentioned. The second is that the government needs to deliver on its election commitment that it will 
employ an additional 500 police officers. I can just imagine how the government would have reacted, if we had 
won that one extra seat in the election and were now in government, if we had said that we are going to employ 
500 officers, but we then changed it to 350 sworn officers, and 150 of a new category of auxiliary police officer. 
How the now government would have reacted would have been completely and utterly over the top. What we did 
in proposing that amendment is reasonable. Those were the two conditions that we put on our support for this 
legislation. The Minister for Police has said that if we do not support this legislation, be it on our heads. The 
Premier came into the chamber last night and threw barbs at all sorts of people on this side of the house. He 
attacked the member for West Swan, as is his wont, viciously. The Premier is seeing this matter in completely 
political terms. The Premier also attacked the member for Mindarie. The member for Mindarie would have more 
knowledge about the law in his little finger than the Premier would have in his entire body. I think the Premier 
would acknowledge that in one of his other moments. However, the Premier attacked the member for Mindarie 
and said that he knows nothing about these issues. The member for Mindarie practised as a criminal barrister for 
30 years. He was one of the most prominent criminal barristers in this state. As I said, he got out of prison a man 
who was innocent of murder. The member for Mindarie knows a bit about these issues. The minister and the 
Premier are seeing this debate in completely political terms. They see this as an issue on which the government 
can attempt to wedge the Labor Party. The government’s whole law and order agenda is about wedging the 
Labor Party.  

It is clear that people want more police. Simply giving police more powers when we do not have enough police 
is a failure of the administration of justice in this state. I will not go over my speech from last night, but we need 
to provide a presence of real police officers out there in the community. That is what people expect and want. 
This debate should not be about a political agenda. The Minister for Police is now nodding at me. I can imagine 
a press release going out shortly after this debate about how the opposition has somehow tried to hinder police 
administration. We have tried to make the police accountable and to make the government deliver on its promise 
of 500 police officers. I will gladly say that to anyone who asks me about it. 

The last point I want to make is that I still have a concern about the operational arrangements of how these 
people will work. I am concerned that they will be spread all over the state in ones and twos. The local sergeant 
in charge of the Port Hedland Police Station might have one of these fellows turn up for duty. When the person 
who shows up says that he has different responsibilities from everyone else, the administration of the station will 
become very difficult. There will be all sorts of breaches of whatever regulations the Commissioner of Police 
places around these positions. I put that on record now, because I think that is what will happen. 

The opposition will vote against this legislation on the very principled basis of what we have said. It would have 
been better if the Minister for Police had listened to the member for Mindarie. We probably still would have 
voted against the bill, because we know the government does not support the 500 new police officers. The 
reforms suggested by the member for Mindarie and the member for Girrawheen about allowing the Parliament to 
codify the responsibilities of these officers should have been agreed to by the government.  
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MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [1.32 pm]: I likewise will not be supporting the Police Amendment Bill 2009 because 
of the failure of the Minister for Police to agree to the very valid and sober conditions that the Labor Party has 
asked for. People in the community want 500 extra police officers and 200 auxiliaries, which is what Labor 
promised—700 extra police and people with police powers, fighting and preventing crime. Instead, all the 
government is offering is 350 real police officers. It is not offering the 500 that Labor committed to. Why does 
the government need to offer the 500 new officers? Today is Ride to Work Day, so I rode my bicycle to 
Parliament House this morning. Crossing over the Mandurah-Joondalup train line—that wonderful underground 
train line and tunnel built by the Labor government—I saw massive amounts of graffiti. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The manager of opposition business is always very keen to raise points of order. I would 
suggest that normally the third reading debate, under standing orders, relates to what is discussed in 
consideration in detail. That is not what is happening. We are hearing a second reading contribution again from 
the member for Perth.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member for Perth, make sure that you stick to the intent of the 
third reading debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am doing so. Perhaps the minister nodded off when we were discussing law and order during 
consideration in detail last night. It was very prominent in the debate. As I was saying, in this electric power 
area, totally fenced off, there were massive amounts of graffiti. The real tragedy is that it is 200 metres away 
from where the new Northbridge police station would have been built and operated under a Labor government. 
Instead, the Minister for Police and a northern suburbs member, who is here in the chamber, announced the 
building of the police station, but nothing is happening. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth, I need to bring you back to the content of what we are dealing 
with at the moment, and no extraneous matter. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The issue is that if we had the 500 police that the government promised, plus the 200 
auxiliaries that the opposition promised, we would have police on the ground in Northbridge and they would be 
not only stopping people from putting graffiti in highly dangerous electric rail tunnels but also preventing those 
people from being in harm’s way. That symbolises what the community wants. People want police around as a 
deterrent; they want to see police preventing crime. They do not want — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Hobby bobbies. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: They do not want hobby bobbies and fluff. That is what this bill is about. It does not deal with 
the prevention of crime and with tackling the causes of crime. The government simply does not understand that. 
I have given a very public example of ongoing, dangerous crime, the perpetrators of which thumb their noses at 
the police. The minister is talking about being tough on crime in Northbridge.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Do you realise that you are ignoring the ruling of the Acting Speaker? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am dealing with — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You are not dealing with the consideration in detail at all. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister cannot bully in here. He must deal with the deficiencies in this legislation. The 
Labor Party brought those deficiencies to the front and centre. The minister must admit the deficiencies in this 
bill and the deficiencies in the performance of the Liberal coalition on law and order. We have clearly articulated 
the problems that the government has, but the minister just will not accept that. We went through that in 
consideration in detail at great length last night, despite all the minister’s guillotining efforts. The one thing the 
minister has been successful at is guillotining, because he does not like to hear the truth. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: There will be a real guillotine in Forrest Place soon. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Don’t tempt me! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The one thing the minister did promise was capital punishment, and he cannot even deliver on 
that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, I didn’t. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Is the minister not a supporter of capital punishment, and did he not promise it?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I didn’t do that. You have to tell the truth in this place, you know. 
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Mr J.N. HYDE: More importantly, this promise has been broken, as well as the capital punishment promise. We 
see prime police land such as that at Highgate, the museum site — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Perth is talking about land values and land that the police own, which has 
nothing to do with the consideration in detail. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister does not object to capital punishment being discussed, apparently, but he objects 
to discussion about land being flogged off for a helicopter. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. Member for Perth, can we keep to the content of the third 
reading.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Consideration in detail dealt with, at its very core, the police budget, and that is what this is 
about. If the government had the commitment, it would be putting in the 500 new police officers that it 
promised, not 350. Instead, in the budget, the government is flogging off land in my electorate to play for a rotor 
blade on a police helicopter. It is flogging off the Perth Girls’ School site and the Perth Museum site. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Madam Acting Speaker, once again — 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister does not like the truth. What standing order am I breaching? He cannot name it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth, please. I think this is the last time we need to discuss this. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You will be sat down if you continue ignoring the Acting Speaker’s ruling. That is what 
should happen. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has failed to indicate one standing order. Under standing orders, he has to indicate 
which standing order he is objecting under. He gets up, huffs and puffs, and he cannot deal with it. We are 
dealing with the police budget. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, we are not dealing with the police budget. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: So will the government not be paying these people? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, we are in the third reading stage. Can we keep debate to the third reading 
of this bill, please. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.N. HYDE: In summary, the opposition has articulated the deficiencies in this bill. The minister should 
have gone away and got it right, and produced something that the opposition and the community would have 
accepted. The conditions we have outlined are sober and reasonable, and I urge members opposite to consider 
joining with the Labor Party and voting against the deficiencies in this bill. 

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [1.39 pm]: Last night I observed quite closely the debate on the Police 
Amendment Bill 2009, and the conclusion that I draw is that Western Australians can today rightfully feel short-
changed, because they are not getting the 500 police they were promised by both parties. They should feel short-
changed because this Parliament failed to adequately debate a bill that will have a significant impact on policing 
in Western Australia in the future. Last night I was particularly disappointed because clause 10 is where most of 
what will happen under this bill occurs and unfortunately we were given very little opportunity to debate that 
clause in consideration in detail. I appreciate that the time was late and that people’s tempers were probably on 
edge, but it would have served the people of Western Australia a little better if we could have continued to 
debate the clause. Some of my colleagues made some very interesting observations about clause 10. I think the 
minister pretty much could be summed up in a couple of words—namely, “trust me”. He said, “Trust me; we’ll 
do the right thing.” He also said, “Trust the police commissioner; he is a lovely chap and he’ll do the right 
thing.” Unfortunately, anyone familiar with the history of Parliament knows that for hundreds of years 
Parliament fought to get the rights and the ascendancy that it has to control the activities of the state. If we were 
to now allow us to simply throw away those rights with the phrase “trust me” and pass that right on to a person 
or persons unknown in the future, Western Australians should be very concerned about where we will end up.  

Looking at the specifics of the matter, if I were the police commissioner, and I never will be, I would probably 
look at this in the way that I think many businesses might look at their competitive environment if they were 
having to deal with cutbacks, increased demands and so forth. Really, this legislation will give the police 
commissioner a cut-rate police force. Essentially at the stroke of a pen, the commissioner can appoint these 
police auxiliary officers with any powers of a police officer, yet he will not have to pay them the same amount or 
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give them the same level of training. The auxiliary officers will not enjoy the same conditions as a police officer 
and they will not have the same rights in having backup and all those other things. Therefore, essentially, a 
future police commissioner could drastically reduce his or her costs without there being any cost to him for that. 
The commissioner could say that auxiliary police officers have all the powers bar this one—they do not even 
need to do that; they could have all the powers—and then they are police officers for all intents and purposes but 
the commissioner will not have to pay them as much. It seems to me that at some point there will be budgetary 
demands that will force a police commissioner to say that this is his or her solution. I have to ask: if we pass this 
bill, will we ever see another police officer appointed in this state? If police commissioners are smart, they 
would say that they do not need to. They would not have to worry about permanency, because yesterday in 
consideration in detail we learned that the term of appointment is up to the police commissioner. There is no 
permanency in this, despite what the minister said, because it is very specific; there will be a term of 
employment. A term is a fixed-term contract and consequently that means these police auxiliary officers will 
have a finite life span in the workplace. The commissioner can, at the stroke of a pen, change their conditions or 
terminate them. There are no appeal processes. 

We did not even get an opportunity last night to look into the industrial environment that these police auxiliary 
officers will exist in. In fact, some of my colleagues determined that there appeared to be a fair amount of 
interplay between two industrial organisations about which would ultimately have coverage of the auxiliary 
officers. I think even the police minister himself could not tell us who would have coverage of these particular 
workers. That leads to a great possibility of industrial disputation. The last thing we need in Western Australia is 
industrial disputation within the police service.  

There are questions about whether all police auxiliary officers will have the same powers. We know that they 
can be limited but we do not know whether there could be 12 permutations of those limitations. Will some 
auxiliary officers have the power to do some things, while others will have a completely different set of powers? 
How will I as a member of the public approaching one of these auxiliary officers know which particular subset 
of powers that officer has? I would imagine that I would act in good faith, and I should imagine most Western 
Australians will act that way, and treat them very much as if they were full police officers with the due respect 
and authority that that carries. However, we then run into the problem of these officers acting in a way that 
probably goes beyond the scope of their appointment, in which case the clever criminal lawyers amongst us 
would be able to find the weasel words and the back doors to get people off serious offences because a 
substandard appointment was made. It is not that the auxiliary officers themselves would be substandard; 
however, they might not have been given the opportunity for the training or the skills and the backup required. 
Those rules and training for police officers have been developed over years, and for a very good reason. With the 
stroke of a pen we are about to wipe that out, and I think there will be grave consequences for the people of 
Western Australia if we pass this bill today. I really plead with the government to reconsider—I really do. I think 
this is a fundamentally flawed bill. I understand what the government is trying to do and I do not have a problem 
with auxiliary officers doing the paperwork and things like that, but this legislation does not provide for that. It is 
all well and good for the government to say what it intends to do, but the government has to look at what is 
written on paper. What we heard in consideration in detail backed up what is written on paper; that is, these are 
police officers in all but name although they will not necessarily have the training or be paid the same as police 
officers. It will be a cut-price police force, and I think Western Australians deserve better than a cut-price police 
force. 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [1.46 pm]: I rise to also make some concluding comments on the Police 
Amendment Bill 2009, and to say that of course the Greens (WA) support the principle of the auxiliary police 
officers. We note that in other jurisdictions it has been successfully implemented. However, I support the 
opposition’s comments that we simply have not limited the functions and obligations of these officers in the 
legislation. We could have looked at the Victorian protective service officers, whose legislation specifically 
limits their role and function. Unfortunately, this bill places a very wide-ranging obligation on these police 
auxiliary officers through new section 38H(1)(a), which provides that they will hold all the powers of police 
officers and that they may exercise all the duties and obligations of police officers. However, new section 38I(1) 
states that police auxiliary officers are not members of the police force. To me it is absolutely flawed that we say 
on one hand that we will give the auxiliary officers those obligations and extraordinary powers over private 
citizens, without appropriate training and pay, yet we also say that they will not be members of the police force 
and will not receive the benefits, entitlements, training and protection for police officers. Therefore, there are big 
risks. There is the risk that we can exploit very committed police auxiliary officers who will take up the slack 
and do all the work of police officers without the benefits and the pay. There is also the risk of overzealous 
policing by untrained auxiliaries who think that they are police officers. I am very concerned that they will be 
dealing with Aboriginal people on the front line, and I ask the Minister for Police whether any thought was given 
to cross-cultural training of these auxiliaries. 
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Ms M.M. Quirk: A day and a half, member. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: One day and a half.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is for everyone—Aboriginals, Muslims and everyone else. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: Therefore, I am very concerned about the lack of training. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I think that would be enough. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Did the minister say that should be enough? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I would have thought so, yes, given the limited capacity that the auxiliary officers would be 
performing in. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: But in the legislation, minister, there is not a limited capacity, as we know. That is what this 
entire debate has been about. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You haven’t listened to the debate at all! 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I have actually; I have been listening to the debate. I was in this place until half past 
midnight. 

We have been listening and unfortunately it is lazy legislation. The roles and functions of police auxiliary 
officers could have been properly identified in the bill and limited so that there were not these problems.  

Another issue is the use of Tasers. We consulted with the Western Australian Police Union about this. I 
understand that the police auxiliary officers will be carrying out specific tasks of managing people held in 
custody at the Perth watch-house and that the auxiliary officers will have the use of Tasers. Is this correct, 
minister? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That would be a question for the commissioner. I think his view is that in the Perth watch-
house and those areas where custodial officers—not fully sworn, fully trained police officers—are in place at the 
moment, if those officers need to have a Taser, they will be given one, but they will be given full training in the 
use of Tasers. It will be the same training as fully sworn, fully trained police officers get. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I would say that only police officers, with their training and expertise, should be given that 
kind of power. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is your view; that is fine. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: Yes, that is my view. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Do you think that police officers should use Tasers? 

Ms A.S. CARLES: That is not what I am debating. I am talking about the auxiliary police officers. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: But do you? 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I am not talking about that now. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I’m just asking the question. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: We will talk about that when it is relevant. Right now I am talking about the auxiliary police 
officers. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I suspect that you don’t, my friend. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I am not getting into that at the moment. I am talking about the auxiliary officers and their 
roles and powers. That is what is relevant to the third reading debate; that is, how far they will be allowed to go. 
If they are to be allowed to use Tasers, that will be going too far, given the limited training that they will receive. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I can see that the government thinks this is a bit of a joke. I am very concerned about the 
powers. I am very concerned about the workers’ rights aspect as well and that we are creating a second-class 
category of police officers, and that is not fair to the police service. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [1.50 pm]: I appreciate the opportunity to make some brief remarks on 
the Police Amendment Bill. I wanted to deal with one very important issue during the consideration in detail 
stage; that is, these provisions provide for a temporary employment arrangement. The minister referred to special 
constables, but there is a considerable difference between the employment arrangements of special constables 
and the proposed employment arrangements of police auxiliary officers. I understand that special constables are 
public servants who are given a special role by the Commissioner of Police to perform a function on behalf of 
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the police service. They are public servants and their contract of employment is already established, and I think 
the rules and arrangements for employment are covered by the Public Sector Management Act. Although they 
have only a temporary engagement as constables, they remain public servants, and that is clear in the provisions 
of the Police Act 1982. These new police auxiliary officers will not be in that position. Their terms of 
employment will have to be consistent with the amending legislation that we are now considering. It is very clear 
in proposed section 38G(2)(a) of the amending legislation that these people will be employed “for such period as 
the commissioner decides”. That is the only term of engagement that these officers will be able to have. It will 
have to be a specified period. 

Let me make it clear that it is not going to be possible to engage a police auxiliary officer until further notice 
because that is not for a period of time, which is what is required under the bill. Police auxiliary officers will be 
fixed-term employees, and that will have consequences. The first consequence is the type of person who will 
apply for this position. It will not be the same quality of person who would apply for a permanent position. We 
all know that. We all know that people prefer permanency. It is well understood by people everywhere that 
individuals, when given the choice, will always prefer a permanent job. The real question is: why is the 
government choosing to restrict these police auxiliary officers to being only temporary employees? Why will 
that occur? We did not get an explanation from the minister last night, because the minister said, “Despite the 
fact that the provision is clear, it is not what I mean.” Quite frankly, if it is not what he means, he should not 
have introduced the legislation in this way. He referred in the consideration in detail stage to the arrangements 
that apply to special constables. But, as I pointed out, that is not analogous; it is a different arrangement—a 
different set of circumstances. 

If these police auxiliary officers were to be engaged under other provisions, such as those that special constables 
are engaged under, there would not be an issue. The words in this bill would be fine because all we would be 
saying is that we have permanent public servants and they will be engaged in these activities for a limited period. 
But that is not what the government is saying; the government is saying that this is about meeting its election 
commitment and that these people will be employed to serve the community over an extended period. We can 
see that that is not possible under the arrangements proposed by the minister. We did not get any indication of 
why he chose to do it in that way. That is a very important point and so I conclude my remarks at this stage. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [1.55 pm] — in reply: I will start my comments by 
responding to those members who have made contributions to the third reading of this bill. Certainly, many of 
them referred to my actions, as the Minister for Police and Leader of the House, in gagging the debate last night 
and to my accusations of Labor Party members filibustering throughout the second reading and consideration in 
detail stages. That has been absolutely crystal clear and anybody who reads Hansard — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: My friend the member for Warnbro never gives a valuable contribution. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Where was the member for Armadale last night? She was not in the chamber until 
20 minutes to one in the morning! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: That is a ridiculous thing to say. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members! I have been asked to remind you on several occasions 
during the third reading that this debate is about the bill, not extraneous issues. I ask members to please keep 
their comments to that. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Grow up and treat the member for Warnbro with the respect he deserves. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Why does the member for Armadale not take her chardonnay bottle and go somewhere 
else? We are sick to death of seeing her in here. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Once again I seek your protection, Madam Acting Speaker, from the member for 
Armadale, who just cannot seem to listen to anybody on this side of the house without interjecting. She does it 
all the time. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: You insulted the member for Warnbro and we will respond. Touch one, touch all. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, I know. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 14 October 2009] 

 p8030c-8039a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Mark McGowan; Acting Speaker; Mr John Hyde; Mr 

Andrew Waddell; Ms Adele Carles; Mr Bill Johnston 

 [10] 

I have been left with very limited time in which to respond to some of the disgraceful comments that were made 
by members opposite in what were supposed to be their contributions to the consideration in detail stage. They 
barely touched on the details of the bill during the consideration in detail stage, just as they barely touched on the 
core matter of this bill during the second reading stage. We heard from various members on matters that had 
nothing to do with consideration in detail; instead, we heard about issues such as graffiti in Perth, the member for 
Perth riding his bike to Parliament today and various other extraneous matters. It frustrates me and members on 
this side of the house when we hear what we believe is a lot of claptrap. 

I will take a bit longer than the three minutes that remain because I want to address some issues. I think the 
Labor Party has been misleading this Parliament in relation to what went on during consideration in detail, when 
the crux of this bill was debated clause by clause. First of all, members opposite do not seem to understand that a 
police auxiliary officer will be a police auxiliary officer. He or she will be a police officer, and that will fulfil the 
promise that we made for an extra 500 officers. What we did with the 150 auxiliary officers was to listen to the 
commissioner, who said that that was exactly what he wanted—and so we did that. That is why we brought that 
provision to Parliament. There was a lot of confusion on the other side of the house about what the auxiliary 
officers’ duties will be, what their pay will be, whether they will be public servants, and what sorts of powers 
they will have. I referred ad nauseam last night to what will be their powers, limitations and terms of 
employment. They will be almost identical to those that the Labor Party used when it was in government for 
Aboriginal police liaison officers, special constables and custody officers. They are very similar positions. Those 
positions were not codified by the previous government; it did not think those positions were worthy of being 
codified. However, because this is a Liberal-National government bill, members opposite believe that that should 
now be the case. The problem is that the Labor Party has been caught out on this matter. It has seen that the 
public voted for us and put us into government because we had some strong policies on law and order, and this is 
one of those policies. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 8050.] 
 


