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CANNABIS CONTROL BILL 2003
Second Reading

Resumed from 13 August.

The PRESIDENT:  Members, we will now hear the concluding remarks of Hon Christine Sharp.

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [10.31 am]:  Noting the time left to me and the President’s use of the word
“concluding”, I indicate to the House that I will seek leave to be granted an extension.

When we finished this debate yesterday, I had touched briefly on some of the benefits of cannabis for medical
conditions.  The very famous user of cannabis who is oft quoted, of course, is Queen Victoria, who is known to have
used cannabis for menstrual cramps.  I also spoke about the way in which cannabis mimics the natural chemicals in the
brain that stimulate the function of forgetting.  I discussed how important forgetting is for healthy brain activity and that
that may lie at the source of the intoxicating effect of cannabis.

To be able to talk about the benefits of any drug, and cannabis in particular today, is very important, because it is all
part of the need to get real about these issues and the need to understand that, clearly, if there are risks involved in
taking drugs, there must also be benefits, otherwise people would not take them.  Yet discussion about cannabis is all
couched in very negative terms, and there is no spelling out of the other countervailing circumstances that might lead
people to enjoy cannabis.  That is why it is very important, if we are to be honest and real and to get through to people
who smoke cannabis, that we are able to talk to them in terms that they are able to recognise as real and honest.

Hon Peter Foss:  Do you take the same view about tobacco?

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Absolutely - all drugs, yes, of course.

I will now deal briefly with the gateway argument, although I do not want to spend much time on this, because my view
is that the argument about cannabis being a gateway to harder drugs is now very largely in disrepute, and very few
people subscribe to that argument any longer.  In fact, because of the benefits that I was just outlining, many people,
including, for example, those in the Canadian Senate, believe that cannabis should be legal.  In fact, 39 per cent of
Western Australians believe that cannabis should be legal and not just decriminalised.  However, looking at the gateway
argument, I believe that the real issue is not that cannabis leads users to harder drugs; the real gateway argument is that
in its illegality, the use of cannabis leads people to contact with dealers.  That is the real gateway and is one of the
significant issues that this Bill is, in my view, attempting to address, particularly by the inclusion in its provisions of
live plants.  Therefore, it accepts the fact that if people are to smoke cannabis, the best way to source it is to grow it
themselves.

It has been estimated that the current black market value of cannabis that is traded in Western Australia at present is
$469 million per annum; that is to say, almost half a billion dollars a year is circulating on the black market as a result
of the illegality of cannabis.  That is a remarkable figure.

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Anything that will reduce the $469 million that is going into illegal networks - to bikie
gangs in particular, which are known to be very active in hydroponic cannabis production and so on - must be of
enormous benefit to the overall welfare of the Western Australian community.  The most important thing is to try to
interrupt the connection between the smoking of cannabis and dealer networks, particularly for our young -

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You could reduce that amount significantly by recognising that the amount you have quoted is the
conceptual upper limit as noted in the report of the Working Party on Drug Law Reform.  You are selectively using the
arguments to try to suit yourself, so don’t give us this nonsense about looking at the issue dispassionately and getting
real.

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  With all due respect, I believe the member is also arguing selectively.

When I introduced in the previous Parliament legislation to amend the Misuse of Drugs Act, I communicated with
Emeritus Professor Pennington, who was the chair of the Liberal Victorian Premier’s Drug Advisory Council and who
chaired the inquiry into drugs and our community.  Professor Pennington, after looking at the Bill that I introduced into
the Parliament, commented -

The criminal environment of use of marijuana provides a “happy hunting ground” for those seeking to expand
the market for heroin.  The rising death rate from heroin and all the crime and spread of disease associated with
it is an enormous social problem for this country with very serious implications for our future.  Anything
which goes down the path towards separating marijuana users from that criminal environment would be a very
important step forward.

We have heard an enormous amount about the potential harms of cannabis.  I have touched on the benefits, but clearly,
as I have said already, some risks are associated with the smoking of cannabis.
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Hon Paddy Embry:  You seem to be so erudite about the benefits that I cannot imagine you would want to talk about the
harms.

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am trying to put the debate into perspective.  If members care to listen, I will go through
briefly some of the potential harms of cannabis.  There has been a lot of discussion about schizophrenia.  It is certain
that cannabis may help to trigger schizophrenia in persons who are predisposed to schizophrenia.  That is a serious
issue.  However, that needs to be balanced against two other factors that should also be borne in mind when we consider
the issue of schizophrenia.  The first issue is the epidemiological evidence during the 1970s and 1980s when there was a
massive worldwide increase in the use of cannabis but at the same time a worldwide decrease in the incidence of
schizophrenia.  We have really not been able to balance out that epidemiological evidence and some of the evidence
from mental health professionals.  A recent issue of The Lancet points out that a further complication is that
schizophenics frequently self-medicate with cannabis.  That again rather clouds the evidence.

I turn now to the issue of depression.  I think all members are aware that the increasing rate of depression in Australian
society is a serious issue.  A recent media release from the Australian Broadcasting Commission contains the following
statement from the Australia Institute -

The Australia Institute says its analysis of data from the Australia Bureau of Statistics shows nearly a third of
Australian adults use medications and other substances including alcohol and illegal drugs to cope with
psychological distress.

The media release quotes Dr Clive Hamilton from the Australia Institute as saying -

“We’re supposed to be happy, we’re supposed to be living the good life, we’re a very wealthy nation,” he said.

“[But we have a] huge epidemic of psychological distress in Australia.”

It states also -

Dr Hamilton says the figures suggest that men are more likely to use alcohol to cope, while women tend to use
prescription medicines.

He says there are also differences amongst younger and older people.

“Older people are more likely to rely on legal medications, whether it be pills for anxiety or depression or
alcohol.

“The difference is compensated for because young people are much more likely to take illicit drugs such as
marijuana, cocaine, heroin, speed.”

The reality of the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ figures is that one in three Australians uses medication in some form
to cope with psychological distress.  Therefore, to get to the bottom of the relationship between cannabis and depression
is a complex matter.  There is some evidence to suggest that the excessive use of cannabis may exacerbate depression.
However, there is also the countervailing chicken and egg argument that perhaps the depression is present first.  In my
view we need to think about the expression that is used by people who smoke cannabis.  The expression that they use is
“getting out of it”.  What they mean by “getting out of it” is that they are trying to escape from the reality that is
surrounding them at the particular moment.  It is an escapist phenomenon.  Why would a high percentage of our
population, in particular our young people, who we would hope would be enjoying life and would be feeling confident
about their future, want to get out of it?  Is this in any way connected with the fact that 52 per cent of 20 to 24-year-olds
cannot find full-time employment?  Half of our young people aged in their twenties are under employed.  That social
crisis that young people are facing is clearly a factor that is linked to the level of depression that young people are
experiencing.  It is very easy to be simplistic about cause and effect.  The fact is that a lot of our young people do not
have a sense of confidence about the future.  That is connected to lack of employment.  It is also connected to what we
are doing to the environment and the fact that the world is facing a difficult future.

I turn now to the issue of driving while under the influence of drugs.  Driving is one area in which we need to look at
the impact of cannabis very carefully.  In the past I have relied quite heavily on the analysis done by Professor Smiley
of the University of Toronto, who has done a long-term study over a couple of decades of the impact of cannabis on
driving ability and performance in both Canada, the United States and Australia.  His conclusion was that drivers on
marijuana remain aware of their impairment, prompting them to slow down and drive more cautiously to compensate.
However, more recently we have had more authoritative research.  One of the issues that has clouded the impact of
cannabis on driving performance is that the metabolites of cannabis remain in the body for over one month; therefore, it
is very difficult to know whether the performance of the driver is impaired when blood tests are conducted afterwards.
However, more recent information that has become available from Dr Olaf Drummer from the Victorian Institute of
Forensic Medicine is cause for concern.  Dr Drummer found from examining road fatalities in Victoria that people are
three times more likely to have a fatal accident if they are affected by cannabis.  This can be compared with a figure of
almost six times if they are affected by alcohol.  What is more concerning is that when cannabis and alcohol are mixed
the impairment is increased significantly.  Therefore, in conjunction with the changes that the Government is proposing
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to make to the law with the Cannabis Control Bill, the Government needs to introduce measures such as sobriety tests
on drivers to ensure that in the same way that it has now become very risky for people to drink and drive there is a
similar cultural change with regard to smoking cannabis and driving.  I accept that that is a matter that the Government
needs to address and I would be very interested to hear how it intends to address it.

I am very disappointed with the attitude of the Opposition to this issue.  The reality is that the cannabis cautioning
scheme introduced in this State by the previous Government is very similar to the measures in the Bill before us today.
Opposition members did not have the guts to admit it and now they are beating it up for everything they can get.  Their
big example was the Lambeth experiment, and they dragged their expert on the Lambeth experiment to Perth.  In fact, if
they had asked the members of the Lambeth community what they thought, members would have found that 83 per cent
of the residents of Lambeth thought that the intervention in that scheme had been a great success because it had doubled
the amount of interventions.

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Simon O’Brien will come to order!  I will not have the member who has the call being
drowned out incessantly.  Is that clear?

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Yes, Mr President.  I did not hear you call me to order; someone was being loud.

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  There is a lot more I would like to say this morning.  A lot of work has gone into this Bill.
I have with me the report to the minister from the working party on drug law reform of March last year.  If members are
interested in getting more information, I suggest they look at this report.  There is a lot of information in it.  I would like
to hear from the Government what it will spend on cannabis education and what it will do to address driving risks.

Lastly, I will finish with a quote from the Reverend George Davies.  When I asked George Davies what he thought the
effect of this Bill would be on young people in Western Australia, he said that the State Opposition is worried about the
messages associated with proposed changes to cannabis laws and that the first message is that there is a problem with
the ethics of the Opposition.  He also said that at the time of the Western Australian Community Drug Summit, the
Opposition said that it would support its processes and decisions.  He also said that the police supported the summit
thinking on cannabis.

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [10.52 am]:  I was pleased that the Labor Party went to the 2001 state
election on the commitment to host the Community Drug Summit.  I had a real hope that there would be some real
debate about -

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You pathetic little fool!  You have no concept of what your Government is doing, have you?

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I have a very real concept, because that is exactly what the Drug Summit was about.  It
introduced a dose of reality into the debate about drugs in this State, and reflected the contemporary experience of
Australians and real responses to those issues.  The Drug Summit came to a clear consensus that cannabis cultivation
and possession would remain unlawful in Western Australia.  Seventy-two per cent of summit delegates supported the
idea that the law should be changed to enable the continuing prohibition of cannabis cultivation, possession and use to
be enforced by the introduction of civil penalties under an infringement notice scheme.  I note that that is not dissimilar
to the regime introduced by the Liberal Government, which was experimented with and proved to be quite successful.

Under this scheme the cultivation and possession of any quantity remains unlawful and subject to penalties.  The core
reform proposed is to provide the police with the discretion to issue an infringement notice when a person is reasonably
believed to be cultivating, possessing or using cannabis within the limits of the cannabis infringement notice scheme
determined by the Bill.  This is similar to what happens currently with traffic infringement notices.  Infringement notice
schemes are an integral part of our criminal law system and its enforcement.

There will be alternatives - a person will be able to pay a modified penalty or have proceedings for an alleged offence
commenced in court.  That element of the proposed scheme builds on the Western Australian cannabis cautioning
scheme that was piloted in Bunbury and Mirrabooka in 1998 and 1999 and extended across the State in March 2000.
They were all achieved under the previous Government and members opposite should be proud of the progress they
made with that scheme.  The Labor Government’s approach to this issue is not unusual in an Australian context.  Many
other States have gone down a similar line with success.

On that note, I will touch on a study that looked at the social impacts of the cannabis expiation notice scheme in South
Australia.  This research was conducted by the National Drug Strategy Committee under the then commonwealth
Department of Health and Family Services on behalf of the federal Government.  The research investigators
acknowledged the support given to the study by the Commonwealth Government.  The findings of the study indicate
that the cannabis expiation notice scheme in South Australia resulted in some degree of net widening in that the number
of minor cannabis offences detected under the scheme increased about two and a half times between 1987 and 1996.
The increase appeared to be due mainly to the greater ease with which a CEN was issued under the scheme compared
with the procedures for an arrest and charge that was required for a prosecution.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Two and a half times; is that right?
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Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  How many of those were expiated?  Using your own figures, I think you will find 45 per cent in
the first year.  Therefore, far more people ended up with a criminal record than in the first place.  Shot down in flames!

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That is interesting.  The study goes on to say that 90 per cent of the CENs that were forwarded
for prosecution between 1991 and 1996 resulted in a conviction being recorded against the offenders because the
expiation fee payments were not made.  Indeed, the member is right; that represents about 45 per cent of all CENs.
People not paying their fees on time is an issue that this Government will need to monitor.  However, the member
should remember that there will be a significant education component in the regime we are introducing.

The study also says that national population survey data indicated that there had been a national increase in self-
reported lifetime cannabis use between 1985 and 1995, with a greater degree of increase in South Australia than in the
average of the other Australian States and Territories.  That is interesting to note.  However, the study also goes on to
say that the South Australian increase was unlikely to be due to the CEN system because there were similar increases in
other States such as Tasmania and Victoria, where there had been no change in the legal status of cannabis use and there
was no greater increase in cannabis use amongst young adults aged 14 to 29 years.  The study also found that many
minor cannabis offenders in both South Australia and Western Australia obviously thought they were otherwise law-
abiding people.  Survey samples of cannabis offenders in both States indicate that the majority of people had respect for
police and the law in general.  It was also found that the offence apprehension and subsequent arrest of offenders in
Western Australia or the issuing of a CEN to those in South Australia had no impact on their patterns of cannabis or
other drug use.

Hon Peter Foss:  They are addicted; that is why.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That is exactly right.  Why should we have laws that are unenforceable?  Interviews with
cannabis offenders found that the negative employment consequences arising from a cannabis offence apprehension
were more likely to be experienced by offenders in Western Australia than those in South Australia; that is, loss of jobs
and missing out on job opportunities.  Those in the Western Australian system were also more likely to report
relationship problems, accommodation problems and further involvement with the criminal justice system related to
their first minor cannabis offence.

That is a very important distinction between the regime that we have had in this State and the successes of South
Australia with the impact on people’s lives of the experience of having an offence recorded against them for cannabis
use.  No differences in the impacts upon drug use and travel opportunities were found in both States.  However,
offenders in Western Australia were more likely than those in South Australia to have less favourable attitudes towards
police following their cannabis offence detection.  I would certainly concur because of my experience at university of
people I knew who were assaulted by police after being detained for cannabis use and never charged.

The public in South Australia had a reasonable awareness of the cannabis expiation notice scheme in general, but they
had an incomplete recognition of the possible health risks associated with long-term or heavy cannabis use.  As many
people issued with expiation notices are heavy consumers of cannabis, there should be an opportunity to deliver health
messages.  That is something we have introduced with our scheme.

Hon Peter Foss:  You did not put it in.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Education is part of our reforms.

Hon Peter Foss:  It is not.  It was part of the cautioning system that you have taken out.  It is only an option.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You want to pay $20 000 to produce handout material for people in schools if they request it.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Some South Australian police officers have expressed concern about the potential for
exploitation of the cannabis expiation notice scheme by organised criminal syndicates that grow commercial quantities
of cannabis in separate locations.

Hon Peter Foss:  That is exactly what happened there.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes, it has happened in South Australia because of the number of plants available under the
South Australian scheme, but I note that we have introduced quite a different regime with a much greater limitation on
the number of plants.

Hon Peter Foss:  They reduced it to one in South Australia and they are still having a problem.  You have gone for two.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I have had some discussions with people who are quite interested in growing their own plants in
their yards.  They presented an interesting conundrum with the success rate of the plants that they might grow.  They
might have to plant half a dozen seedlings to ensure that they get one or two plants.  There are therefore practical issues
for people who choose to do it, but I guess two established plants could not be construed as a trafficable quantity.
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Although 73 per cent of people said that the police acted lawfully during the arrest and 41 per cent said that they were
respectful, 33 per cent said that the police were hostile and 57 per cent were intimidated during the incident.  In most
cases, attitudes towards police were not changed by the incident.  However, a large minority of respondents said that
they developed less favourable attitudes.  For example, 49 per cent were less trusting of police and 40 per cent were less
respectful of police as a result of the incident.  When we look at the rates of cannabis use in our community, which are
indeed very large, these are the kinds of experiences to which we are subjecting a vast proportion of our population.
The vast majority - 87 per cent - of the sample said that the arrest and conviction had not resulted in their reducing their
use of cannabis and 18 per cent said they were more discreet about their use.

Hon Peter Foss:  That is because they are addicted.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That is exactly right; some people have cannabis addiction.

Hon Peter Foss:  There are lots.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Indeed, there are lots.  That just goes to show that a criminal system is not a way of addressing
people’s health issues.  In the same way people can be addicted to alcohol or tobacco.

Most people - 62 per cent - continued to use despite their conviction because they enjoyed it.  Some 41 per cent did not
see it as a criminal activity and 25 per cent saw it as victimless and 22 per cent disagreed with the cannabis laws.  The
majority of respondents were otherwise law abiding and had respect for the law and the police in general but not for the
cannabis laws and their enforcement by the police.  Some 90 per cent believed that cannabis use should be legal and 84
per cent did not believe that strong drug laws deter illicit drug use.

I would now like to express some comments on a book entitled “Drugs and Democracy - In Search of New Directions”.

Hon Peter Foss:  Is it by Timothy O’Leary, perhaps?

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is edited by a number of authors.  The researchers found -

Although there is little evidence of any difference in the pattern of use between the States and Territories, there
are considerable differences in legislative and policy approaches.  In South Australia, the Northern Territory
and the Australian Capital Territory, possession or cultivation of minor amounts of cannabis can be dealt with
by way of a fine, thus avoiding a criminal record.  So far, there appears to be no evidence that this approach
has significantly increased the use of cannabis, but it seems to have resulted in fewer court and police
resources dedicated to minor cannabis offences.  The differences between State and Territory legislation,
however, do create criminal opportunities.  The situation in South Australia is a case in point.  There, some
growers pool their crops . . . Comparable legislation across all jurisdictions would remove these opportunities
and possibly the amount of trafficking across State and Territory borders.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Who is the author and could you identify the book?
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I did identify the book.  The book is entitled “Drugs and Democracy - In Search of New
Directions”.  It is edited by Geoffrey Stokes, Peter Chalk and Karen Gillen.  They note with regard to
decriminalisation -

It appears that more jurisdictions are prepared to consider decriminalisation for minor possession offences.

That is the approach that we are adopting.  They continue -

Victoria Police began trialling a system of issuing caution notices for minor offences in one district in 1997.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Simon O’Brien had a good number of hours in which to put his views across, without
taking somebody else’s 45 minutes.

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The book continues -

The Northern Territory Government decriminalised the minor possession of cannabis from 1 July 1996 and
implemented the use of drug infringement notices.  The main benefit has been a significant reduction in the
administrative costs for policing minor offences, thus freeing resources to deal with the trade in ‘hard’ drugs.
So far there has been no evidence to suggest that cannabis use has increased as a result of these limited
decriminalisation regimes.  Nevertheless, before decriminalisation of cannabis is introduced further, there
should perhaps be a thorough evaluation . . .

We will need to continue to monitor the different regimes across the States.
Hon Peter Foss:  Are you concerned that cannabis may be a hard drug?

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I will comment on that and gateway issues.
Hon Peter Foss:  The big argument now is that cannabis may be a hard drug and that people have underestimated its ill
effects and its addictive properties.
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Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The book also states -

It is more likely that the link between cannabis and harder drugs is a result of the increased likelihood of
cannabis users being exposed to the availability of the harder drugs through either other users or dealers.  If
this is correct, then preventing this exposure may reduce the number of cannabis users that progress to the
more harmful drugs.  The impact of law enforcement on the cannabis market is often not considered in the
debate over the control of cannabis use.  Restrictions on the supply of cannabis, through successful
interdiction, may result in the casual, recreational user replacing the relatively benign cannabis with other,
more harmful drugs.

We need to consider the relative impact of drugs and their widespread use in the community when we look at
introducing practical law enforcement to cover these issues.

To conclude, if the law sets out the range of unacceptable drug taking and behaviour too wide, we will criminalise or
threaten to criminalise a large number of Australian citizens, which, indeed, is what is done by existing cannabis use
penalties.

If we treat all illicit substances such as cannabis in the same way as we treat heroin, it will encourage a number of
undemocratic political consequences.  It will expand the potential net of criminality, and invite a loss of respect for the
law and the rule of law.  Without respect for the practice of the rule of law, we cannot have a secure and peaceful
democracy.

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.10 am]:  I pick up on that theme by which Hon Louise Pratt
introduced her speech: she said she was pleased that this Government came to office on a party platform of a promise to
change the cannabis laws, which is an astounding statement by anyone in a responsible Government.  I, too, was
pleased with part of the Labor Party’s platform; namely, to put in place for Western Australia a children’s commissioner
to act as an advocate for children and to speak for children in a number of arenas.  This Government has not kept that
promise, and it seems it has no intention of doing so.  I would have thought that one of the briefs of a children’s
commissioner would be to put before Parliament the dangers for children of increased cannabis use.  I will focus today
on what I see as part of the role of the children’s commissioner; that is, to put before Parliament a child impact
statement on serious legislation that impacts on children.  My speech will focus on the major impact of this proposed
change to the law on our children, our young people and our families.

In rising to speak on the Cannabis Control Bill 2003, I am moved to look at its second reading speech, as I have done a
little more closely in the past few days; it reads  -

The purpose of the summit was to enable the wealth of experience, knowledge and wisdom of the community
to contribute to the formulation of long-term and strategic policies to address the problem of unlawful drug use
in Western Australia.

The speech then referred to the Cannabis Control Bill 2003, which neglects to take into consideration that wealth of
experience, knowledge and wisdom in the community; namely, that the formulation of cannabis law along these lines is
not good for Western Australian children, young people or families.  The second reading speech continues -

In proposing this Bill, the Government does not condone or wish to in any way encourage cannabis use.

That is a load of nonsense, Mr President!  I endorse the comments of previous speakers that this Bill sends the wrong
message to young people.  It is clear that the message being delivered to young people is that the use of cannabis is
okay, that it is okay to grow cannabis and that it is not harmful.  Only last Friday, I addressed a group of year 12
students in a co-ed college in my electorate.  The drug issue was raised in light of a discussion about a children’s
commissioner.  Some of the students said, “If we grow our own, it will not be harmful.”  The clear message they have
received in year 12 is that cannabis is okay.  However, the Bill’s second reading speech indicates -

There is clear scientific evidence that cannabis use is associated with the risk of significant harm to a user’s
mental and physical health and wellbeing.

What have we heard from speakers from parties opposite?  They have stated that this is not the case.  Nevertheless, the
minister in the second reading speech acknowledged the wisdom and knowledge of many years that this Government
hoped to draw upon at the Drug Summit to confirm what most Western Australians in the community know and
understand - that this cannabis legislation will be harmful to our children.

I was reminded by Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s speech - I was not in the Chamber, but I read his words - about how
Governments can get it wrong, and how they do not recognise how wrong they are until many years later.  How wrong
were we with the adoption laws?  Those laws encouraged and forced young mothers to give up their babies, bringing
untold unhappiness to many children, parents and relinquishing mothers.  How wrong were we when we made laws to
take young Aboriginal children away from their parents?  We live today with the tragedy of the stolen generation, yet
between 1914 and 1936, when A.O. Neville was the Chief Protector of Aborigines, Governments made laws to take
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Aboriginal children away from their families.  The relevance to the Bill before us is that this Government is stuck with a
1960’s argument that what it is doing is right.

Hon Peter Foss:  It was the flower power ideas they got at university - they can’t give them up.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson referred to it when he said the marijuana argument is at the same
stage now as the tobacco argument was in the 1960s - about a generation behind.  I suggest that this Government is
more than a generation behind in delivering to Western Australian children the ability to believe that the use of cannabis
will not be dangerous to their health, to their own children and themselves and to the community.  Hon Derrick
Tomlinson said that irrefutable proof of the dangerous affects of marijuana will be accepted within a generation, and
that we will spend billions of dollars to prevent deaths, to make people’s deaths comfortable, and to persuade others not
to smoke marijuana.
I am very concerned that this Government is sending the wrong message to children and young people in our
community.  It will have a devastating effect on many people.  Countless members in this Chamber have spoken about
the effects of drugs.  When the Bill was introduced in another place, the Leader of the Opposition in Western Australia,
Hon Colin Barnett, said in a media statement -

“This legislation will give Western Australia the softest drug laws in the nation,” he said.  “The Labor Party is
sending the message to the community that growing an illicit drug in our backyards is not a serious offence,”
. . .

I am reminded of that daily, Mr President.  Among the large amount of mail I have received on this matter is a letter
from the principal of an all-girls college in Perth, who wrote -

It is of considerable concern to me, as a teacher and a principal of a boarding school that the Labor
Government should be moving towards the decriminalisation of a larger quantity of cannabis.

Currently, students are facing so many challenges from various fronts on their journeys to adulthood.  Enabling
adults to provide them further with distraction, and harmful ones at that, appears irresponsible to me.  Studies I
have read suggests that the affects of cannabis smoking are long term and serious.  How can a responsible
government be promoting its more liberal use in our community?

These matters are important, and the type of issue that to me helps decide which political party I support at the
next election.

It does not appear to impact on the Labor Party that it has disaffected many people.  Many people come into my office
and say, “I cannot believe a Government would do this to our children and to our community.  This is the worst law that
any Government could bring before the Parliament.”
I ask government members whether this Government really cares about children or whether it just continues to pander
to minority groups in this community?  What is this Government’s real concern for children?  The focus of this
Government’s legislative program does not support the protection of children.
Yesterday I asked a question in this Parliament about how much money this Government is giving to Kids Help Line; I
asked the same question on 24 June.  I have quite a detailed knowledge of Kids Help Line.  In Western Australia young
people are making 270 telephone calls a day to that national 24-hour counselling service.  Most calls are for help with
relationships, emotional issues, bullying and so on.  More importantly, the members of this Chamber who represent
regional Western Australia will be interested to know that six out of every 10 phone calls answered were made by
country children; they are using the service more than city children.  WA youth appear to have more concerns about
grief, suicide and bullying than their eastern States counterparts.  Many of those calls are from children and young
people who are either affected by drugs or are living in communities and homes in which drug addiction affects their
lives.

It is a disgrace, Mr President, that I asked a question on 24 June, in the last week of the Parliament before the recess, to
which the Government had no answer.  I asked again yesterday how much the Government would allocate to Kids Help
Line.  The parliamentary secretary said very proudly that this Government was the first Government that had ever put
any money into Kids Help Line and that $30 000 had been allocated from 1 July.
Hon Peter Foss:  Funny that!
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  That answer came three weeks after my original question.  I will therefore seek more detail
from the parliamentary secretary.
Hon Peter Foss:  Good job you asked.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It is a good job I asked.
I do not believe this Government has any initiatives for children.  It is running behind the Opposition, which appears to
lead all the way.  This Government does not want to take the bold steps that would provide early intervention and
prevention.  The Bill panders to a minority of people and disregards the impact that it will have on the most vulnerable
people in society; that is, children.
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As I said in my initial statement, I want to focus on the impact the Bill will have on children.  My speech will now focus
on what I will refer to in this legislation as a children impact statement.  Before I do that, I refer to a report in the health
section of The Weekend Australian of 17 May headed “Parents behaving badly”.  The by-line reads -

You still smoke the odd joint.  What do you tell your children?

The effect on children and parents, and indeed on parenting, of smoking marijuana is a very serious issue.  That issue
must be considered in examining the impact of the free use of mind-altering drugs such as cannabis and other drugs that
alter the way people behave.  The report in The Weekend Australian reads -

They have jobs.  They’re educated and busy.  In all respects they’re generous, responsible parents, but they
smoke marijuana sometimes and take a bit of speed at a party.

They love their children and they certainly don’t consider themselves junkies.  But how can they teach their
children to say “no” when they don’t say “no” themselves?

In his mid-40s, David is married with three children: the oldest is 14, the youngest four.

He’s been working in the entertainment business for more than 20 years and casual drug use is a matter of
course.

“In my business, it’s common,” he says.  “Everybody does it.  It’s nothing major.  When you start getting to
my age with children, it’s hard to stay awake after nine o’clock at night, so sometimes you might take a bit of
speed to keep you going.”

A non-drinker and non-smoker, David has taken almost all hard drugs with the exception of heroin.

His drugs of choice are mainly stimulants - speed and cocaine - and he uses them sometimes on weekends.  Is
he an addict?  Can he go without it?

“I certainly don’t consider myself to be an addict,” he says.  “I don’t do it every day.  I can live without it.  I’m
not hurting anybody.  I know the risks and I manage them, responsibly.”

Recreational drug use by parents is not much acknowledged in our society despite the fact that research
undertaken as part of the federal Government’s $24 million anti-drug campaign showed that 42 per cent of
parents had smoked marijuana, nearly 20 per cent of adults aged over 14 had taken amphetamines and
hallucinogens and a large percentage of these were parents.

If that level of use increases in 10 or 20 years after the passage of this Government’s Cannabis Control Bill, there will
be a lot more to answer for by this Government for the impact on children of parents taking drugs, and it will be a
serious matter for this community to consider.  The report continues -

According to Rosalie Pattenden, senior counsellor with Relationships Australia, a non-profit community group
that provides counselling and mediation, some recreational drug users develop a story to legitimise behaviour
that sometimes isn’t correct, convincing themselves that it’s fine when it really isn’t.

“A lot of parents don’t want to see that their parenting might be affected in relation to drugs,” Pattenden says.

“For instance, marijuana use is often associated with becoming less involved, depression and a lack of
responsibility.

“The parent will say ‘it helps me when I’m stressed and I’m better with the children when I’m less stressed’.

“(But) they stop taking note of important things; they’re less vigilant about safety, for instance.”.

Julie is a 40-year-old who works in the art industry.  She has three children, of whom the oldest is 13.

Her husband of 20 years, a lawyer, is an occasional marijuana smoker.

His smoking increased dramatically when Julie was diagnosed with breast cancer three years ago.  “We spent
days in a catatonic haze when we had children.  When you have children do your habits change overnight?”
Julie asks.  “No.  Our habits got worse after parenthood”.

Her husband now goes out to the shed for a smoke every week or so.

“The kids aren’t stupid,” Julie says.

“They started asking questions, so they developed a story that dad goes out to smoke his rabbit tobacco.

“I think they got that from Beatrix Potter.  I hate it with a passion because it eats into your time.”

I could not help but reflect when Hon Chrissy Sharp spoke this morning and said that marijuana is not harmful and
should be more available.  We should reflect more on the Flopsy Bunnies of Beatrix Potter.  Members opposite should
reconsider that story.  They recommend drinking chamomile tea for stress.

Hon Christine Sharp:  Lettuces.
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Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The lettuces are soporific; they make people sleep.  Take notice of Beatrix Potter and the
Flopsy Bunnies; they provide good advice.  It is much better than promoting cannabis and marijuana.

I return to the article about the effects of parents behaving badly -

Pattenden says: “The dangerous thing is when the parent’s individual needs have taken priority over the needs
of the children.

That is quite reflective.  When we take on parenting we take on responsibilities.  Some of the stories I hear from
teachers about the way children attend school is a national disgrace.  One in four children attend school without having
had breakfast.  I am not saying all those children attend school without breakfast because their parents are hung-over
from using dope, but it is one of the contributing factors.  Some children do not go to bed at a proper time and are not
given the things they need to present properly at school because parents put their own priorities before the needs of their
children.

I indicated earlier that the intent of the second part of my speech is to place before the House an appropriate impact
statement of how children will be affected.  This Government came to office promising to establish a commissioner for
children.  That is something I have promoted for a number of years.  I am disappointed that the Government’s priority
for its legislative program is not aimed at the protection of our children.  As I see it, one of the responsibilities of such a
commissioner - which is the case in many other countries - is to prepare a child impact statement on proposed
legislation.  It is obligatory in a number of countries to prepare an environmental impact statement on proposed
legislation.  That is a good thing.  Our children are of paramount importance and any legislation that goes through this
Parliament that has any impact on children should have attached to it a child impact statement.  I will endeavour to
devote some time to how the change in the law will impact specifically on our children.

This legislation will have severe impacts on our children and young people.  As many members have already outlined, it
will have no positive impacts for our children.  I challenge the Government to name one positive impact on children that
this legislation will provide.

Hon Louise Pratt:  Job opportunities.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  What?  Digging up the backyard and growing dope?

Hon Christine Sharp:  The Bill does not apply to persons under 18 years.
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Of course it does not.  I am very aware that the Bill does not apply to children.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  Hon Barbara Scott has the call and she is the only
member I wish to hear.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I appreciate that.

As I said, this legislation has no positive impacts for our children.  The Government’s claim that this legislation is
necessary to stop our young people from being convicted for possession of small amounts of cannabis is a total
fabrication because the Bill applies only to people over the age of 18 years.  This Bill does not apply to our children.
That is not to say that the Bill will not have a huge negative impact on all the children in Western Australia.  As I said
earlier, this Bill is sending the wrong message.  This was raised with me as late as last Friday when I visited a school.  I
was challenged over this issue and told that if people grow their own dope they will not have to suffer the hazardous
effects.
Our children will continue to be dealt with under the Young Offenders Act and directed to juvenile justice teams.  This
Bill is purely for the benefit of adults with a long-term habit who will eventually become a significant drain on our
health system.  In my view, the Government is pandering to a minority without taking into consideration the diabolical
effects that the Bill will cause now and in the future.  Although it is not directly applicable to our children, it is they
who will pay the price of this Bill.  This is due in no small part to the Government’s totally dishonest presentation of
this Bill as being necessary to protect our youth.
The Bill will do two things to increase cannabis use among our young people.  It will send a clear message that smoking
cannabis is okay.  The myth that cannabis and tobacco are equivalent will be validated by this Government’s action.  I
will repeat that because it is a significant statement: it will send a clear message that smoking cannabis is okay and the
myth that cannabis and tobacco are equivalent will be validated by this Government’s action.  It will make it much
easier for dealers who supply drugs to our youth to cultivate and distribute more cannabis with fewer consequences.
The Queensland Criminal Justice Commission’s 1994 report disclosed that when South Australia allowed legal
possession of cannabis plants between 1985 and 1993, 14 to 19-year-olds increased their use of the drug by 50 per cent.
If this Government believes that this Bill will not impact on children and affect only adults over the age of 18 years, it
has got its head in the sand.  The truly terrible thing about these statistics and this Bill is that it is our youth who are the
most vulnerable to the harmful effects of cannabis.  I remind members opposite that children are not just small adults.
Their bodies and brains undergo crucial developmental changes.  Their developmental pathways are damaged by
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cannabis, with fatal consequences.  I reiterate that when South Australia allowed legal possession of cannabis plants, 14
to 19-year-olds increased their usage by 50 per cent.  It should be noted that cannabis use among teenagers is already
very high.  The 1996 Australian school students alcohol and drug survey indicated that 36.4 per cent of surveyed 12 to
17-year-olds reported using cannabis at least once in the previous week.  Now that they are getting the message that it is
not harmful and will not be a crime, that figure will increase.  As I said, the effect of cannabis on young people and
children impacts crucially on their developmental pathways.

Other people in this Parliament have quoted this, but for my impact statement I want it recorded again that Professor
Silburn of the Youth Suicide Advisory Committee stated that smoking cannabis once a week can double the risk of
youth suicide.  Illicit drugs were present in one-third of male youth suicides and one-quarter of female youth suicides.
Professor Silburn recommended prevention and early intervention - not legalisation - to stop young people using
cannabis and committing suicide.  This Government will have to bear the brunt of these impacts some time in the
future.

Hon Peter Foss:  We will.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  All the community will.  However, as responsible members of this Parliament, government
members have an opportunity now to rethink this ludicrous legislation that they are supporting.

A 30-year Swedish study published in the British Medical Journal in November last year concluded that the use of
cannabis prior to age 18 was associated with a 30 per cent increase in the risk of developing schizophrenia, that the risk
increased with frequency of use, and that use of more than 50 times - for example, one cigarette a week for one year -
prior to age 18 was associated with an almost sevenfold increase in the risk of developing schizophrenia.

Other members in this Chamber have mentioned the increase in mental illness in this State.  Professor Fiona Stanley
certainly set out the state of Western Australia’s children at the children’s summit that I organised last October.  She
tried to ring the alarm bells among those people who attended the summit that the greater use of marijuana was resulting
in an increase in mental illness and was having other adverse impacts.

The Swedish study was begun in 1969 and used 50 087 national service men - almost the entire Swedish male
population aged 18 to 20 in that year.  There can be no doubt about its findings.  However, it should be noted that,
according to the British Lung Foundation, the cannabis smoked today is much more potent than that smoked in the
1960s.  The average cannabis cigarette smoked in the 1960s contained 10 milligrams of tetrahydrocannabinol compared
with 150 milligrams of THC today.  That is a fifteenfold increase.  Clearly, the Swedish study indicates the best
possible scenario.

Hon Christine Sharp:  My understanding is that there is no evidence to reinforce what you just said about the very steep
increase in potency.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I am quoting from the study that was begun in 1969 in Sweden.

A Victorian study published in the same issue of the British Medical Journal followed 1 601 students aged 14 to 15 for
seven years to determine whether adolescent cannabis use increases rates of depression or anxiety in adulthood.  It
concluded that weekly use in teenagers doubled the risk of later depression and anxiety disorders.

The Australian twins study published in the Journal of the American Medical Association showed that the odds of
teenagers who used cannabis by age 17 developing alcohol dependence and other drug dependence were 2.1 to 5.2
times higher than those of their twin who did not use cannabis before age 17.

Hon Peter Foss:  These are exactly the same sorts of things that came out about smoking.  There is the same scepticism.

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Yes.  What a good thing it was for the medical fraternity to do a thorough study of twins,
who one would think would have similar neurological development.

I will now deal with the physical damage caused by cannabis.  The British Lung Foundation research confirms that
cannabis is far worse than tobacco in its cancer-causing effects.  Its research shows that three cannabis cigarettes a day
cause the same damage to the lining of the airways as 20 tobacco cigarettes.  Cannabis cigarettes contain many of the
known carcinogens of tobacco, but the concentrations of these carcinogens are up to 50 per cent higher in cannabis
cigarettes.  A cannabis cigarette deposits four times as much tar on the respiratory tract as an unfiltered tobacco
cigarette of the same weight.  The foundation also found that cannabis impairs the immune system.

Cannabis also affects children in utero; hence my reference to parents behaving badly, not only after their children are
born but also prior to their birth.  That is why people like Professor Fiona Stanley have introduced programs in
Kalgoorlie, where Aboriginal mothers are trained as health workers to go into the communities to try to persuade young
girls of 12 to 14 years who get pregnant to restrict their cannabis use to ensure that their pregnancies are safe and that
they protect their unborn children; or, alternatively, to make sure that they do not get pregnant.  Cannabis affects
children in utero.  There is an increased risk of low birth weight babies if cannabis is used during pregnancy.  There is
also an increased risk of birth defects and leukaemia among children exposed in utero.  The extent of this risk is
currently the subject of further research.
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A number of education issues are associated with this Bill.  One of those issues with which I have been closely
associated is the change of the school entry age in Western Australia, which will flow through.  If the Minister for
Education and Training brings in a change before the current crop of children move through the school system, this
legislation will apply to 18-year-old students who are in year 12 and in the same class as students to whom the
legislation does not apply.  Therefore, there will be two groups of year 12 students that this Bill will affect: one lot aged
17 and the other aged 18.  This will not only provide an opportunity for older students to deal to younger students -
which, as we know, already happens with a lot of drugs, regardless of this Bill - but also create confusion and a sense of
hypocrisy among students.

It is expected that this will also have an impact on the large number of overseas students attending schools in Western
Australia, especially those from Asian countries where drug offences generally have the death penalty attached to them.
I am sure that there will be a decrease in the number of Asian and foreign students who come to Western Australia to
access the school system if Asian parents think that their children will be in schools in which they can legally take drugs
like marijuana.

The effect of cannabis on educational performance is a matter of ongoing research.  However, it is known that there are
subtle forms of cognitive impairment, most particularly of attention and memory, that persist while the user remains
chronically intoxicated, and may or may not be reversible after prolonged abstinence from cannabis.  I referred earlier
to children in utero.  If we are talking about a person’s cognitive development, we know the effects on babies in utero
when a woman smokes tobacco while pregnant but we do not know the effects on babies in utero when a woman
smokes cannabis while pregnant.

This legislation is an assault on our children and young people.  This Government should be introducing a Bill to
enforce court-ordered and supervised cannabis detoxification and rehabilitation, not relaxing cannabis control and
giving the okay to our young people to enter into a cycle of self-destruction.  Governments have a duty to reduce
cannabis use and availability.  Cannabis use must not be legalised and normalised.  I call on the Government to
immediately initiate an education campaign in our schools to make our children aware of the dangers to them if they
experiment with cannabis; and it might be worth some members of the Government undertaking the same sort of
education too.  I am seriously concerned about this Bill, because it will pander to a minority.  I am also seriously
concerned about the impact of this Bill on children, young people, families and young parents.  I urge the Government
to seriously consider that this Bill is a 1960s way of dealing with this issue, as has been previous government legislation
and policy, and is a negative piece of legislation that can only have a negative impact on our children - our future
generation.  I oppose the Bill.
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan) [11.52 am]:  I support the Cannabis Control Bill 2003.  Before I outline the
reasons that I support the Bill, I will outline my personal position on the use of drugs.  I have always taken a strong,
hardline opposition to the use of any illicit drugs, and I have always taken a hardline approach to those people who use
illicit drugs.  It is a sad indictment on our society across-the-board that drugs are becoming used more freely.  I agree
with a number of the things that have been said by the Opposition.  In my younger single days when I used to go to a lot
of parties and I had friends who used cannabis and who grew cannabis, I could never understand why they felt the need
to use cannabis.  I have always thought that people who use cannabis are quite dull and boring and lack spirit and
willpower.
Hon Nick Griffiths:  They are dopey!
Hon KATE DOUST:  They are dopey indeed.  Perhaps they have a series of problems.  Perhaps they have a weakness
in their soul and need to fill that gap.  That is something I do not understand.  I think it is sad that people are in that
position.

The reason I support the Bill is that I agree with the core reform that the Labor Government is proposing in the Bill.  I
have never agreed with the imprisonment of people who, for whatever reason, choose to smoke a joint but are caught by
the police.  I have always thought that creates a range of other problems and there must be a better solution.  The
arguments that have been put by members of the Opposition are really targeting people at the bottom end of the scale -
the people who choose on the odd occasion to break out and have a joint perhaps on a Friday or Saturday night - when
the people we should be targeting, and the people we should be locking up and throwing away the key, are the people
who are pushing and selling the drugs.  The reason I support the Bill is that I believe the Government is going down the
right track.  It wants to tell people that if they are over the age of 18 and they make the mistake of using cannabis, they
will not be thrown in jail but they will be hit with a fine or an education program.  That is a much more appropriate way
to go.  I say that because this is an issue that I have had to deal with both with friends and in the retail industry in which
I used to work.  Drugs are an issue in the retail industry, and from time to time I had to represent union members who
had used drugs either on or off the job, and it was never an easy situation to deal with.  As a parent who has children
who are moving into that age bracket, it is always my great fear that they will be exposed to drugs.
I will outline some of the reasons that I believe we are going down the right path in this Bill and why this Bill will be
better for young people.  This Bill is not advocating that people should smoke a joint.  It is saying that if people make
that mistake they will not be thrown in jail.  However, they will be hit with a fine and will have to acknowledge what
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they have done.  As far as I am concerned the people who will be providing the education can paint the situation as
black as they like.  They can take people to Graylands and show them those who are suffering from psychotic episodes
as a result of using drugs.  If that is what the Government and the community have to do to drive the message home, so
be it.  These people should not be thrown in jail, as they are under the current system.  They should be hit with a fine.
The approach the Opposition is taking by opposing this core reform is preventing -
Hon Peter Foss interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  I call Hon Peter Foss to order.  Hon Kate Doust does not need
any assistance.  She can make her own debate in her own terms.
Hon KATE DOUST:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  It is better to issue young people who are picked up by the
police for being in possession of cannabis with a fine than to put them in jail, because under the current system they
face the potential of long-term damage to their lives, not just to their health but in a range of areas.  A young person
who has a criminal conviction for making that one mistake can forget about ever going to America, because they will
look at his criminal record and refuse him a visa.  Young people who make that one mistake and thereby have a
criminal record may also have restricted employment opportunities and not be able to follow their chosen career path.
Their credibility may also suffer.  A prison term is never the answer for this type of situation, because it is probably
easier to get access to drugs in prison than it is outside.

Hon Peter Foss interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Hon Peter Foss should not give a commentary on what is
being said.

Hon KATE DOUST:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  What we need to do as a society is put more emphasis on the
role of the family.  We should say to parents that they need to drive the message home to their children about the
realities of using drugs, about their responsibilities as members of the community and about what happens when people
use drugs.  The Government is trying to assist in that area with this Bill.  The Government is not sending the wrong
message.  The Government is not saying it is okay to use drugs.  The Government is saying cannabis is harmful and
unlawful and will continue to be unlawful.  The Government is simply trying to find alternative ways of dealing with
this issue.  I want to pick up on something that Hon Barbara Scott said about people under the age of 18.  The current
system for young people is sensible.  Young people under the age of 18 already have the alternative of a cautioning by
police, and the juvenile justice teams have the option of diverting young offenders into counselling and treatment
services.  This Bill will not change that very sensible way of dealing with this issue.  We are trying to say that everyone
is entitled to make mistakes in their lives, and I am sure that nearly everyone does.  However, they should not have to
bear a scarlet letter, so to speak, for the rest of their lives just because they made one dumb mistake at some point in
their youth and maybe smoked five or six joints.
Hon Barbara Scott interjected.

Hon KATE DOUST:  If a person kills someone while driving under the influence, that person will cop the appropriate
penalty, if the court deems it so.  That is a different issue.  Members opposite have had a knee-jerk reaction and have
not dealt with the problem.  They have been beating this up in the community and saying that the Government has said
that it is okay to use drugs.  It is not and the Government has never said that.  Even the Prime Minister said recently that
he would consider allowing people to grow and use marijuana for medicinal purposes.

Several members interjected.

Hon KATE DOUST:  However, he is still considering it.

I have sat in this Chamber and listened to the debate and I want to put my position, because I have always had a very
strong position on this issue.  I think the Government has tried to address this issue in a very sensible manner, with the
core reform of issuing infringement notices if people are caught by the police.  The police still have the option of
imposing harsher penalties if the offence is outside the scope for which they can issue an infringement notice.  I think
that is the way to go.  I do not believe it advantages anyone in our community to throw young people in jail.

Hon Peter Foss:  However, they do not get thrown in jail.

Hon KATE DOUST:  In some cases they do.  I think it is a positive way to go because it will make people stop and
think about whether they want to cop a fine or compulsory education if they are issued with a notice.  They need to
think about what they are doing and where they are going.  I say this because I have seen the impact that the use of
drugs has had on my family; I have grown up with it.  If people are caught at a very early age, hopefully they will get
their act together.

The Government is being very sensible.  Instead of reacting in such an archaic way, members opposite need to come on
board, support this reform, say that this is a sensible thing to do, work with the Government to educate our young
people, families and community and say to them that drugs are bad and harmful.  We all acknowledge that.  However,
there are alternatives to try to get people on the right path.  I genuinely believe that our Labor Government is trying to
address that.  I support the Bill.
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HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [12.03 pm]:  I have listened with great interest to some of the debate on
this Bill over a lengthy period.  Hon Simon O’Brien said that there had been a fairly long delay and that he had turned a
year older waiting to debate this Bill in the House.

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Your hair has turned grey.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes, my hair has turned greyer.  However, Hon Simon O’Brien forgot to mention that
during this long delay - I will give the reasons that the Government has delayed this Bill - all horses turned a year older
on 1 August, and I am sure the Minister for Racing and Gaming knows that very well.  It has been a fairly lengthy
period.  My assessment of why this Bill, which at one stage had priority in the Government’s order of business in this
House, was suddenly delayed is that it was due to expediency and to take the community’s focus off the legislation
given the heat it had generated in the community.  A lot of parents in the wider community are concerned about this Bill
and the message it is sending to our youth.  The Government was very smart, from a tactical and political point of view,
to delay the legislation, let the temperature in the wider community decrease somewhat and then quietly bring this piece
of legislation back on for discussion.  I note that it is getting very little media coverage now.

People in the political arena know that perception always becomes reality.  There is a perception among young people
that drugs are okay.  I imagine that sometime in the near future or in the long term someone will re-read Hon Chrissy
Sharp’s speech in this House, and I will bet that she will wish that she had not listed some of the benefits of marijuana.
I was very surprised at some of her comments.

When members of the Legislation Committee travelled overseas to investigate DNA profiling, we went to the
Department of Forensic Medicine at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University in Frankfurt, Germany.  It does a lot of
crime work for the police when they must investigate the deaths of people who do not have medical records.  It also
tests the blood samples taken from people charged with drink-driving offences.  A blood test is mandatory, as is testing
for other substances in the blood; in other words, drugs.  The university was very concerned that it was not so much
drink-driving that was causing traffic accidents and fatalities, but the drugs that were found in the blood.  The level of
some drugs found in some blood samples was very high.  In May 1996 the Western Australian Chemistry Centre
released statistical bulletin No 1 on drug-related traffic fatalities in Western Australia.  I do not know whether all
members have read the report.  Some of the statistics for the level of drugs found in blood tests in the years 1985 to
1995 are frightening.  The level of drugs found in blood tests has increased from about 5.8 per cent to some 32.5 per
cent.  These are the statistics in road fatalities and serious accidents in Western Australia.

Hon Peter Foss:  Of course, you don’t know about the other accidents that occur.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is right.  This is alarming.  This issue was first drawn to the attention of the
Legislation Committee by the very fact that it was inquiring into another matter.  At that time, Germany also was
experiencing these problems.

Hon Christine Sharp said that people almost become better drivers when they have had a few joints.

Hon Christine Sharp:  That is not what I said at all.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is more or less what she said.  The tone of her speech suggested to me that perhaps
we should stop giving free milk to kids at school and give them a foil a day instead.  That is something that she was
trying to draw out.  It is not only a person’s driving abilities that are affected.  A cocktail of alcohol and cannabis use is
deadly.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson and Hon Peter Foss said that ordinary smoking used to be just part of our lifestyle.  Some 25 or
35 years ago, people were denying that tobacco had any relevance to additional health problems for people as they got
older.  That was the norm.  When young people drink socially they tend to smoke joints, which is a deadly cocktail.
Unfortunately, when they drive they do not slow down.  The statistics from the Chemistry Centre (WA) show quite
clearly that a large proportion of road fatalities involve young people because they do not slow down.  I realise that
nobody in this Chamber is supporting the smoking or use of cannabis or any other non-prescription drug.  The question
is how we go about handling the situation.

I raise the issue of WorkSafe.  Many mine sites have random drug testing for very good reasons.  In many cases people
are dealing with dangerous machinery that can cause major accidents to others.  Employers have a duty of care.  Some
unions were objecting to random drug testing of employees.  I can assure members that at fly in, fly out mine sites, if an
employee tests positive, he is on the next plane out and is instantly dismissed.

Hon Peter Foss:  It has nothing to do with whether it is the law but is to do with danger.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is to do with duty of care.  The last thing an employer wants is to be prosecuted by
WorkSafe for not ensuring that all employees can reasonably expect that duty of care to ensure that their fellow
employees are not putting them at risk.  In much of our industry it is a very serious situation.  I recently attended a
meeting at Carnarvon on pink snapper fishing.  Someone asked me why I would be talking about cannabis.  One of the
senior people said to that person that cannabis use is relevant to the fishing industry.
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Unfortunately, at times in the crayfishing industry some of the deckies who enjoy a good night out have the odd joint or
two and front up for work the next morning.  I suggest that anybody who has not been on a crayboat go on one and have
a look at the danger that exists when working on the ocean.  When a winch is turning and a pulley is hauling a craypot,
if a deckie is a little slow at what he is doing and does not stop it in time, a pot can come up and go straight across the
deck.  Nobody ever stands opposite where the pot is being pulled up.  About 15 or 18 months ago a fisheries officer was
checking a crayboat when a craypot was hauled up and a deckie was not quite quick enough at stopping it.  It hit the
fisheries officer.  Had he been standing a little more to the right, he would not be alive.  As it was the pot caused very
nasty bruising.  It did not break his arm but it broke a few ribs and he was not in very good shape.  The last thing that is
needed is someone affected by cannabis.
People might argue that the effects of alcohol are the same, and they are to some extent, but somebody might stop
drinking eight hours before he goes out on a boat.  Most fishermen like a drink after a hard day’s work, and working on
a fishing boat is damned hard work.  They might have a drink, but they go to bed and have at least six or eight hours
sleep and are therefore recovered and quite capable of working.  If they have smoked three or four joints while enjoying
that drink, it is a different story.  Hon Chrissy Sharp pointed out that it remains in the bloodstream and causes certain
conditions.  Reflexes therefore might not be good enough.  I do not have a problem with the fishing industry, the mining
industry or any other industry in which the people involved face some danger, conducting random drug testing and
imposing tough penalties on a person who fronts up at a worksite under the influence of drugs and puts his fellow
workmates in danger.
I think Hon Barbara Scott pointed out that in 1985 and 1993 when South Australia legalised the growing of some
cannabis plants, 14 to 19-year-old youths increased their cannabis usage by 50 per cent and 20 to 39-year-old people
increased their usage by 32 per cent.  A wonderful cottage industry developed in South Australia.  During the break I
spoke to the former minister for primary industry for South Australia, who is now the shadow minister for primary
industry.  Hon Caroline Schaefer said that the policy was a complete disaster.  She said it was like having shared farm
arrangements.  People looked at a harvesting opportunity and some educated their kids at college with the income from
the sideline.
Hon Sue Ellery:  The South Australian regime at that time was significantly different from the one we are proposing.
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I understand that.  The point is that there is a simple message; people will get a fine of
$100 or have to attend a course, which one hopes would be followed through with an education and rehabilitation
program.  However, not enough money will be spent on a rehabilitation program.  The Government has talked about
spending $2.6 million on the Quit campaign, yet it is talking about spending $300 000 or a similar figure on an
education and rehabilitation program.  Smoking is stupid, but smoking drugs is even more stupid.  I have never smoked
cannabis.  I could swear to that on a stack of Bibles.  I have been to places where people have smoked cannabis.  I can
remember when I was in local government we had a pretty good arrangement with the Merlin Hotel.  I used to stay
there for so many days a week when I travelled into Perth from my farm.  There was a bar where the Hyatt café is
currently situated.  It was frequented by a lot of well-dressed business executives - probably lawyers.
Hon Peter Foss:  Probably accountants.
Hon Nick Griffiths:  Probably members of the Liberal Party.
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  They were not.  On occasions I would have a quiet drink with a few of my friends in
local government after a hard day’s work.  I would smell a sweet, sickly smell.  Indonesian cigarettes have a fairly
strong perfume, and they are bad enough, and I got to know what they were like later on.  However, I was sniffing the
air.  I looked at a group of well-dressed young executives, who were certainly Caucasians and not Asians.  One guy said
to me that I had been living in the bush too long.  I asked him what he meant, and he said, “That’s marijuana - whoopee
weed.”  I could not believe that they were smoking it there, but it was quite open.  It was a salutary lesson on the smell
of marijuana.

Hon Nick Griffiths:  It was a bit of passive smoking on your part, then.
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is exactly right.  On another occasion, I went to a university party when a friend of
ours turned 21.  My wife and I, my brother and sister-in-law and my sister and brother-in-law all went along to this
party in South Perth.  I do not know how many uni students, both boys and girls, were there celebrating.  Five of the six
of us smoked ordinary cigarettes.  However, every room in that house, including the lounge room, and even out in the
patio, had the marijuana smell because everyone was smoking joints.
Hon Paddy Embry:  Your suit doesn’t still smell of it, does it?
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  By the time we all left, we looked at one another and said we felt like we were on cloud
seven.  After passive smoking that smoke for three and a half or four hours, we were almost high.  It was like a big
plume of smoke wherever one went.  As Hon Peter Foss mentioned, it was quite common a few years ago.  As nobody
saw any problems with it, it was rife in universities.
The real issue is that drug use has come down to our schools.  I refer to 11 and 12-year-olds.  Statistics indicate that by
the time most kids are aged 15 or 16 years, they have all had or tried a joint.  It is a worry.  There are reasons for this
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drug use.  We have a latchkey society at the moment.  Unfortunately, mum and dad both work.  Kids seem to be let out
of high school earlier and earlier these days - that is, some schools at 10 past three or quarter past three - and sometimes
these teenagers are not supervised until their parents get home.  I am not critical of parents for both having to work, as
that is part of our society and is a necessity in some cases.  Both partners work in some situations to save money to send
their kids to college.  To get a student into a college in this day and age, a child must be booked in when he or she is
born.  It is all about discipline.

Returning to the issue before the House, it is easy to get hold of marijuana.  I am worried that kids will think two plants
are okay, and that it is worth taking the risk.  If they are hit with a fine and sent for rehabilitation, they might cool off
for a while.  However, they will eventually go back to drugs and may dish out marijuana to their friends or even sell it.

Hon Barry House:  But the culture will be established.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Hon Barry House is right.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson in this debate gave one of the most mature, interesting and learned speeches I have heard in this
House for a long time.  He spoke from the heart.  He posed questions to all of us.  What will happen?  What will people
say in 10 or 11 years if we allow this change to happen?

A broad statement was made about the logjams in emergency departments in our hospitals.  I heard a very broad
statement that three out of five admissions in our emergency or accident departments in public hospitals are alcohol
related.  That is a very broad and misleading statement.  It is not a fact.  That ratio may be correct at times - on the
weekend, maybe - but members should go down to an emergency and accident area in a public hospital and see the real
reasons for the logjams.  There are many more reasons apart from only alcohol.  The number of drug overdoses, thank
heavens, has declined, including those resulting in death.  As I might have mentioned in the House before, we all know
that the word lunatic is derived from lunar - meaning relating to the moon.  The full moon brings out many people.  The
cases of psychosis, schizophrenia and drug overdoses take up a huge amount of the valuable time of emergency staff at
teaching hospitals, and the language and the attitude they confront is unbelievable.  I do not know how some of the staff
put up with it; I doubt I could handle it.  Staff in the past could put these patients in the padded fractures area to let them
calm down, but staff now must be tied up watching these people.  It is a never ending process in the emergency areas.

While on this subject, another difficulty for emergency accident areas is the number of people who attend.  People
simply let an ailment go during the day, and most medical practices in Perth are shut by about 7.30 pm.  Some relief for
this situation may arise as some practices operate on a rotational basis until 9.30 pm.  However, most doctors and
medical practices are closed at night.  The approximately 400 000 people in the northern suburbs of Perth had only two
locum services at one stage.  I had reason to call a locum service for my mother-in-law, but she would have been dead
by the time the doctor would have arrived.  We made sure she was whipped off by ambulance to the emergency area at
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  The ambulance bypasses and pressures on the system have many causes.

I remember in a debate Hon Peter Foss and I agreeing that doctors should not be given a Medicare provider number if
they work in a multi-doctor practice.  The practice should operate on a rotational basis so that community practices are
open until at least 10 o’clock at night.  Staff at some of the teaching hospitals also say they would like to see a co-
payment made for people attending the emergency department.  Therefore, if people had to pay $10 or $20 to front,
many would attend their medical practices at an earlier stage.  Governments should consider that proposal.

Hon Kim Chance:  Perhaps people would do that if medical practices bulk-billed.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is another issue.  It boils down to transferring people from A to B.  It creates
problems.  I was taken aback when I heard that three out of five emergency incidents are alcohol related.  I assure
members that drugs play a huge part in the workload in those hospitals; treating a drug overdose takes a lot of time.

Hon Peter Foss:  Alcohol is only one of the drugs.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I recognise that alcohol is a drug.  I was looking at some facts on physical health.  The
former Minister for Health, Bob Kucera, during his second reading speech on 20 March 2003, admitted -

There is clear scientific evidence that cannabis use is associated with the risk of significant harm to a user’s
mental and physical health and wellbeing.

As a former Assistant Commissioner of Police, Bob Kucera would have seen the harm that occurs to people when they
use drugs.  It has been said that 75 per cent to 80 per cent of crime in Western Australia is drug related; in other words,
people are stealing to support some form of drug habit.  Western Australia has become the burglary capital of Australia.
That is not something that has happened recently; it has been the case for a long time.  Nothing gets up a person’s nose
more than having his home broken into.  I have spoken to people who have been broken into six times in the past 15 to
16 months; they are just about tearing their hair out.

Hon Paddy Embry:  They shouldn’t have much left by now!

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No.
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I find this Bill very difficult to comprehend because we should be sending a very different message to the community.  I
am not talking about slamming 17-year-old kids into jail or giving them criminal records.  I do not believe any member
of this House wants that and the Opposition does not advocate that at all.

Hon Peter Foss:  Nor does the legislation.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is right.

I acknowledge that this is a time of experimentation for all youth.  However, we must consider the psychosis and
schizophrenia that very qualified people working in the area of psychiatry or psychology have identified in long-term
users of cannabis.  The answer to that problem is very difficult.  We must be dinkum if we are to run a rehabilitation or
educational program and not just fund it with a few hundred thousand dollars.  We must be dinkum about it because -
forgetting the Bill - cannabis use is a long-term mental health issue.

The Quit program for smokers has been quite successful.  A couple of members of this House should join that program
and make it even more successful.  I may be incorrect, but I think I read that the Government is spending about
$2.5 million on the Quit program.  That is the sort of money we should be spending to educate our kids about drugs at
the school level.  Whether or not they believe what is taught in the educational program is another issue.  Each member
of this House would have friends or family members who have become involved in drugs and it is clear those drugs are
a curse on the lives of their families.  The sad part of this issue is the harm done to those people on a long-term basis.  I
cannot understand how people get enjoyment from putting a needle into their veins to take, for argument’s sake, heroin
or cocaine.  I do not know the value they get out of that habit when the cost of supporting it is between $400 and $700 a
day.

Hon Peter Foss:  They don’t have any choice.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I guess that is correct; they do it because they are addicted.  I could never be a heroin
user because I cannot stand using needles.  I turn and look away when my doctor gives me a needle.  When I have a
blood test I have my arm on one side and I look out the window on the other side; I am just a wuss over needles so I
could never do that to myself.  I have never had the desire to get on a high, other than maybe having a drink or two.

Hon Dee Margetts:  And chain smoking.  A lot of people find it hard to work out why people smoke.

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I do not chain smoke but I smoke, and I suppose there is a very good reason for that.
My family ask me that question every day of the week.  The fact that I took it up in the first place was stupid and the
fact that I gave it up for about 18 months and took it up again is even more stupid.  At least I am honest about that.  I
know that my health would probably be better in the long term if I gave it up.  However, I have a 90-year-old mother-
in-law who smoked 40 or 50 cigarettes day for about 70 years and her lungs are in perfect shape.

Hon Peter Foss:  Do you know that the first step in overcoming an addiction is to admit you have one?

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes.

I believe that members have been at cross purposes in this House.  Government members and Greens (WA) members
believe that the Opposition is violently opposed to this Bill and that it is irresponsible.  However, the Opposition and
other speakers on this side of the House have portrayed it as a complex issue.  I do not believe in the message that is
being sent out by this Bill that cannabis use is okay.  I acknowledge that the Bill was not designed to send that message,
but the trouble is that people always read into things what they want to read into them.  It has become socially
acceptable for young people to say, “Let’s try a joint.  She’ll be right.  Let’s just have a quiet one and just try it.”  I am
concerned, more than anything else, about the number of young women who have taken up smoking.  Non-smoking
members do not go outside to have a cigarette when they attend functions, but when I attend functions and have a
cigarette I have not noticed many young guys outside smoking; about 70 per cent of the smokers are young women.

Hon Kim Chance:  It is one of the best reasons for smoking; the company is very pleasant!

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I meet many more people in my electorate -

Hon Peter Foss:  Are they almost all young?

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No.  If I am at a table at a function I do not get an opportunity to move around -

Hon Peter Foss:  There goes the rationalisation again of these addicts!

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No, I was thinking of a good reason that I took up smoking; it was to meet people, and
that is what it was all about.

The Australian Medical Association is a very forceful organisation; it is, and always has been, the most powerful trade
union in Australia.  On 15 October 2000 it issued a media release, which may have already been discussed in the House,
which stated that people who smoke marijuana are at great risk of mental illness.  It warned that people who regularly
smoke marijuana are at a greater risk of triggering a psychosis such as schizophrenia.  That statistic is showing up in
hospitals, particularly in one place where these people are taken on almost a monthly basis; that is, ward 42 at Sir
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Charles Gairdner Hospital.  I may have the wrong ward number, but there is a ward at that hospital where all those
young people go.

This Bill will be passed by the Parliament because 17 votes will always beat 16 votes.  However, I suggest that of the
options proposed by the Bill most people will not opt to pay a fine, but will choose to go through the educational
program.  As part of that educational program young people should be taken to the relevant ward at Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital and to some of the other teaching hospitals and shown the results of the use of cannabis and other
drugs.  The deadly cocktail of alcohol and cannabis use is becoming much more prevalent.  The Chemistry Centre
(WA) can provide all the facts and figures to clearly show that.

People should visit ward 1 of the Royal Perth Rehabilitation Hospital at Shenton Park to see what happens to people.  I
defy anyone to stay more than 10 minutes in the ward on his first visit.  I went through the experience when my eldest
son was involved in a motor vehicle accident.  I remember when the son of Hon Muriel Patterson was involved in a car
accident.  She asked me about the ward and I told her to brace herself.  I told her not to feel that anything was wrong
with her when she started to feel she must leave after 10 minutes.  A person needs to leave after 10 minutes to clear his
mind and get over the initial shock.  If the Government really wants to do something with its education program, these
are some ideas that may be of assistance.  Nothing could indicate more clearly to young people what that deadly
cocktail of drugs and alcohol can do than a visit to that ward.

I could continue but I will not because many points have been well covered by this side of the House.  I have enjoyed
the debate in this House; it has been very mature.  I know that all members feel terribly sorry for anyone who has a drug
addiction.  We are all aware of the harm it does to families and relationships.  Our society needs to think long and hard
to see how it can overcome the problem and not degenerate to the point at which drug use becomes the norm.  Drugs do
not do any good for our society.  I oppose this Bill because it does not address the major issues.  Given the fact that it
will pass through this House, I hope that some of the education programs will ensure that if someone is not going to pay
his fine he will attend a program.  The programs should be made to frighten six months growth out of some of our
young people to make them realise the folly of drug use and what can happen to them if they start playing around with a
deadly cocktail of drugs.  The effects will last with them forever and be much more than a fine.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Parliamentary Secretary).

CASINO (BURSWOOD ISLAND) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2003
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming), read a first
time.

Second Reading

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [12.43 pm]:  I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

In my statement to this House on 24 September last year, I announced that the Government had reached agreement with
Burswood Ltd on amendments to the state agreement scheduled to the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act 1985
with regard to proposed changes to the casino tax rate; and removal of the present individual shareholder limitation of
10 per cent of the aggregate number of issued shares in Burswood to be held by an individual person.

The eighth supplementary agreement scheduled to the Bill amends clause 23(1)(a) of the state agreement by replacing
the present casino tax rate of 15 per cent of casino gross revenue with a three-tier taxation system for electronic gaming
machines, table games, including keno, and international commission business generated by all international players on
an incentive program including junkets, premium players and privileged players.  With effect from the specified
anniversary dates of the granting of the casino gaming licence, the casino taxation rates set out in schedule C to the
eighth supplementary agreement will apply to Burswood International Resort Casino.  The taxation rates are in
accordance with the changes I announced last year.

Subject to the existing arbitration provisions, on and from 24 December 2009 the minister will have the discretion to
increase by no more than one per cent per annum the 18 per cent tax rate on table games, including keno, and the 11 per
cent tax rate on international commission business to 20 per cent.  The state agreement presently provides for the casino
tax rate, with the consent of Burswood Ltd, to increase beyond 20 per cent.  The supplementary agreement provides for
the continuation of this opportunity and for the three-tier taxation system to apply retrospectively from 24 December
2002.  From then until 30 April 2003, Burswood Ltd is liable to pay the State additional casino taxes of $815 000.

The Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Amendment Bill 2003 ratifies and implements the eighth supplementary
agreement and will require shareholders of Burswood Ltd - an approved company - holding a relevant interest of more
than 10 per cent of Burswood Ltd’s voting shares on issue at any time, to hold a probity approval notice issued by the
Gaming and Wagering Commission of Western Australia.  The Bill provides -


