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GOVERNMENT’S DRUG AND ALCOHOL STRATEGY 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon John Cowdell):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Mr President 

At today’s sitting it is my intention to move pursuant to Standing Order No 72 that the House consider 
as a matter of urgency the substance of the Government’s Drug and Alcohol Strategy.  

Your sincerely 

Simon O’Brien 
Member for South Metropolitan Region 
Opposition Spokesperson for Disability Services; Drug Strategy 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.44 pm]:  I move the motion.  Someone needs to exhibit some 
sense of urgency about this important area of policy, as the Government apparently does not have the will to do 
so.  

When elephants mate, uninvolved parties in the vicinity are aware of a great deal of trumpeting and bellowing, 
even though parties other than the two principal participants may not actually feel the earth move.  Of course, it 
is all done at a comparatively high level.  The interesting thing in biological terms is that it takes two years - the 
longest gestation period in the animal kingdom - before a baby elephant is brought into the world.  In relation to 
the drug policy of this Government, we have seen some trumpeting and bellowing, but I do not know if the earth 
has shaken for anybody.  There have been some extraordinary pronouncements at a very high level, which I 
intend to touch upon in a moment.  After a fairly long gestation period, punctuated by the occasional drug 
summit and other interludes, we do not have a baby elephant to show.  All we have is a bit of hot air, in the form 
of a report, just released, called “Putting People First: the Western Australian Drug and Alcohol Strategy 2002-
2005”.  It does not take long to peruse, but on perusal it is found to be not a very impressive document, coming 
18 months after the election of the Government, years after the Labor Party claimed to have some answers to 
substance abuse issues, and 12 months after the Community Drug Summit.  The strategy paper lacks detail.  An 
accompanying media statement from Hon Bob Kucera, Minister for Health, dated 15 August 2002, although 
brief, actually contains a little bit of detail, but not very much.  The strategy repeatedly uses words like 
“comprehensive” and “collaboration”, and also introduces a new term, “connectedness”, which comes from the 
same thesaurus, I would imagine, as the railways term “connnectivity”.  These are interesting words.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Has the honourable member read the report?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes, I have.   

The Government has employed these words to explain that it has noted certain things; for example, that young 
people and indigenous people require attention in certain areas of drug or substance abuse policy.  I would have 
thought that that was something that did not take this much effort and time to work out.  I thought everyone 
knew that.  The report announces that the Government will do this and that, and start developing area plans.  
That raises the question, why has it not done so already?  What has the Government been doing?  The 
Government does not know what to do, and I do not believe that it ever did.  It is as directionless in this area of 
policy as it is directionless and leaderless across the whole health portfolio.  Perhaps this Government would do 
a lot better to employ its parliamentary secretary for health to do the job of the Minister for Health.  She could 
not make more of a hash of it, and it might give her some impetus to find out a little more about the portfolio. 

The Government’s policy document lacks imagination, but more than that, it lacks passion and a sense of 
ownership, which reflects the lack in the policy position which this Government has exhibited for some years 
and which it took to the last election.  The strategy does have a stab at a few things.  On page 6 we learn that the 
Government will allocate resources to rural, regional and remote areas to deal with substance abuse.  Country 
members will be relieved to know this.  

The Government has allocated very few resources to rural, remote and country areas - indeed it has taken 
resources away - so it is pleasing to hear, even if the Government is only talking about it, that it intends to 
allocate resources in this area.   

The parliamentary secretary in response might like to comment on this: at page 4 of the strategy the Government 
refers to the realignment of existing resources.  I would like to know what that means.  I suspect that it means 
robbing Peter to pay Paul.  I would like the parliamentary secretary’s comments on that, if she would not mind.  
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The document and the accompanying media statement contain the gratuitous remark that the strategy puts 
people’s lives before political ideology.  If that is the case, it is probably a first for the Australian Labor Party.  I 
do not intend to get too uptight about that remark, but it is unfair to the former coalition Government which did a 
great deal and showed great drive in its approach to this policy area.  That was certainly not based on political 
ideology, but was based on doing the right thing for the community where it needed to be done. 

The ALP went into the last election with a policy that basically said that if it were elected, it would have a drug 
summit.  Indeed, the ALP was elected and in due course it did have the Community Drug Summit.  That was a 
year ago now and is virtually ancient history.  The Government has rearranged some of its responses to the Drug 
Summit recommendations and rehashed them in this document.  It has not added a lot to them.  I remind 
members of the first recommendation of the Drug Summit, and one that the Government was probably not 
expecting.  After the preamble, recommendation No 1 reads -  

Therefore, this summit recommends that the existing foundations of the current WA drug strategy be 
affirmed.  Building on those foundations, a genuine government and community partnership be used to 
inform, develop and implement drug policy within an integrated social policy. 

It was therefore the view of the participants in the Drug Summit that the former Government had laid solid 
foundations which needed to be built upon; that is, it had done a lot of work, it had produced positive initiatives 
and they needed to be built on in order that developments might grow in the policy area.  I bet that was not what 
the Government wanted to hear.  However, that is what it heard.  It must have distressed the Government greatly 
in its headlong rush in all areas of government activity to distance itself in every way from every article of 
government activity that was exercised by the former coalition Government.  That is a pretty juvenile and selfish 
attitude to exhibit.  It is not conducive to the wellbeing of the community in Western Australia.   

That was the ALP’s public policy but, of course, it also had an agenda that it tried to hide.  It was the agenda to 
decriminalise cannabis.  I refer to some recent debate in another place on 11 April 2002, reported in Hansard at 
page 9482, when the member for Kalgoorlie, an excellent young member, as I am sure members will agree, 
reminded the Parliament of the ALP policy that it has had since 1999 and, as far as I am aware, has never 
rescinded.  Its policy reads in part -  

We propose a decriminalised regime which would apply to possession of 50 grams of cannabis or less 
and cultivation of no more than two plants per household. 

Of course, this was not a new thing even then, because The West Australian of 29 November 1995 carried a 
report by Natalie Gibson, which read -  

Renewed calls for the decriminalisation of cannabis in WA have received a cool reception from the 
Government. 

That is the former coalition Government - 

The calls have been sparked by the easing of drug laws in the Northern Territory.   

Obviously certain people were encouraged when they saw that happen.  The article continues -  

Labor MLC Alannah MacTiernan, WA Convenor of the Australian Parliamentary Group for Drug Law 
Reform, said it was encouraging to see a conservative Government realise community attitudes 
supported decriminalisation for personal use. 

Of course, the drug summit brief was given by the current Minister for Health to participants on the very 
morning that the Drug Summit started.  It asked them to consider and report on a number of matters.  Included in 
that was a request that the participants make recommendations to the Government on changes to the State’s 
cannabis laws involving decriminalisation of the cultivation of up to two plants, possession of up to 50 grams 
and use by adults on private property, although the trade of cannabis would remain illegal.   

“Decriminalisation” is not a term that came from our side of politics but it has been used by the side of politics 
represented by the Government.  Decriminalisation means that people who have a bit of dope for their own use 
will not attract a criminal sanction.  ALP members now call it a prohibition with civil penalties because they do 
not like the decriminalisation word, even though they have used it for years in the past.  They had certainly 
changed their tune by 11 April 2002, when in the Assembly Minister Kucera refused to answer the simple 
question, “Are you going to decriminalise cannabis - yes or no?”  All he would say is that the Government would 
not legalise it.  We knew that, but he did not have the guts to give a yes or no answer to that question.  The 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health is made of sterner stuff.  Perhaps she is prepared to give an 
answer to the question, “Are you going to decriminalise cannabis - yes or no?”  If she does not want to answer 
that, will she tell us why Labor previously used the word decriminalisation, but now does not want to.  Have 
Labor members read some sort of opinion poll?  I suspect they have and that it was back in February.  I raise this 
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matter because it is the only initiative of this Government.  It has done nothing for advancing drug and alcohol 
strategy in Western Australia by way of new initiatives, apart from this business about decriminalising cannabis.   

On Tuesday 7 May everyone was surprised to hear the Minister for Health say that the Government would not 
decriminalise cannabis.  On Wednesday 8 May, again in answer to a question without notice in the Assembly, 
reported at page 10066 of Hansard, the Minister for Health again refused to address the question in any 
meaningful way.  Finally, the minister announced his intention to legislate for the deletion of criminal sanction 
for the offence of possession of 30 grams of cannabis or two plants for personal use, but he made it absolutely 
clear that he would not under any circumstances decriminalise it.  Who does he think he is fooling when he 
backflips and says such things?  He thinks he is fooling everybody, but who is he fooling?  He is fooling nobody.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  He is fooling himself. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Possibly, but I do not think he is fooling himself.  Surely he has some brains.  I hope 
that he will have the decency to realise that he is being disingenuous.  Is it any wonder that this strategy 
document, shallow as it is and lacking in detail -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Have you read it? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have read it several times.  It refers to $5 million worth of new initiatives.   

I hope to catch your eye, Mr President, in due course today to ask a question of which I have given some notice 
to get some detail, because I would like some straight answers and some detail.  I would like to hear from the 
parliamentary secretary what information the Government has.  If the Government has something, perhaps she 
will tell us what it is but save us the false impressions and disingenuous approach that the Government has 
exhibited to date.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [4.00 pm]:  I thank the Opposition for introducing this urgency 
motion and giving the House the opportunity of discussing the Government’s progress on the implementation of 
the recommendations of the Community Drug Summit.  The Drug Summit was a huge talkfest.  I do not say that 
in a disparaging way.  It was a very important process that both this Parliament and the community needed to go 
through to discuss this serious issue and to make progress.  However, I have to agree with Hon Simon O’Brien 
that the strategy that came out a few days ago to follow up on the Drug Summit - finally - is a load of waffle.  I 
am enormously disappointed by this strategy document, because it says almost nothing specific.  What has 
happened in that one-year period in the three key areas of drug law reform, the resourcing of programs and the 
administration of drug programs?  Hon Simon O’Brien made much talk about whether the Government would 
decriminalise marijuana.  In the Governor’s speech, we heard the name of the Bill that we can expect on this 
matter.  I noted with interest that it is to be called the cannabis control Bill.  I noted also the interesting spin that 
is being put on this matter by the Government; that is, it wants to look as though it is being as hard as possible on 
cannabis while at the same time seeking to decriminalise cannabis.  I agree totally with the comments of the 
previous speaker on that matter.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We may disagree on that, but at least we want to be honest about the debate. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is right.  However, while we are talking about honesty, I point out that the 
irony is that if the cannabis control Bill that we await contains the provisions that we expect it will contain, it 
will be tougher on drugs than was the coalition Government’s discretionary policy under the Police Act.  I say 
that for the reason that under the previous coalition Government, although we did not have decriminalisation 
through change to the law, we had decriminalisation in a de facto way, and the result was that first-time 
offenders received compulsory counselling.  Under this Government’s proposals for decriminalisation at law, 
first-time offenders will pay a fine.  Therefore, we can argue that the former Government was more in favour of 
a tolerant attitude towards cannabis than will be the laws that we expect to have in this place shortly.  I will 
continue to remind the Opposition of that when it talks about honesty in these matters. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We think it was a very good approach.  Do you?  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It was not bad.  It was just a pity the former Government did not have the guts to 
own it and amend the Misuse of Drugs Act in the process. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We did not need to.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  With regard to the second major area of drug programs - the administration of drug 
services - again the record over the past year is quite worrying.  For a start, the Government has failed to provide 
long-term funding for the Alcohol Advisory Council, even though that body has done amazing work in bringing 
to the attention of the public the huge issues surrounding alcohol abuse in Western Australia.  I remind members 
that Western Australia is the only State in which the consumption of alcohol is increasing, yet the Government 
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has failed to provide permanent funding for the Alcohol Advisory Council and at the moment its services have 
been virtually mothballed.   

Hon Simon O’Brien mentioned the first recommendation of the Drug Summit, which was to build on existing 
programs.  The previous Government established the WA Drug Abuse Strategy Office, which was working 
effectively across a range of programs in the community.  However, this Government has axed that office and 
has merged drug programs into a new small department that is called the Drug and Alcohol Office and comes 
under the umbrella of the Department of Health.  Quite a lot of concern has been expressed about the fact that 
Western Australia no longer has an administrative office that is dedicated to drug programs and is independent 
from the health bureaucracy or any other bureaucracy.  The previous Government’s WA Drug Abuse Strategy 
Office was doing very good work.  It is a great pity that it has been axed and its functions have been merged with 
those of the Department of Health.  That is another disappointing aspect of the Government’s delivery on the 
valuable process that it initiated through the Drug Summit a year ago.   

The third issue - this is where we get to the nitty-gritty - is resources.  What new money is the Government 
spending to implement the drug summit recommendations?  We have obtained from the Drug and Alcohol 
Office some information about the Government’s progress on the initiatives of the WA Community Drug 
Summit in three key areas: prevention and early intervention; support and treatment; and law, justice and 
enforcement.  In the first area of prevention and early intervention, the Government has claimed that it will 
spend $11.4 million.  In fact, $3 million of that money is for the reduction of class sizes and is part of the 
standard Department of Education budget, so that makes only $8.4 million instead of $11.4 million.  For the 
second area of support and treatment, there is only $3.6 million of new money.  For the third area - law, justice 
and enforcement - there is only an extra $500 000 of new money.  In other words, this Government will spend 
about $12.5 million of new money on implementing the drug summit strategy.  I have done a rough calculation 
that it will cost the Government about $37.3 million of new money to implement the 45 recommendations of the 
Drug Summit.  That means that in this document we have a shortfall in funding of about $25 million in 
delivering those 45 recommendations that everyone agreed were so critical.   

I will not talk about the human misery and social impacts of drug abuse, because I have only one minute and 39 
seconds left.  However, I will point out that the headline on the front page of The West Australian of 20 June 
2001 read “Drugs cost WA $1billion”.  That is how much the drug problem costs this State.  During the Drug 
Summit, there was some excellent coverage in our media, including an article on the address to the Drug Summit 
by Dr Alison Ritter, the director of research at the Turning Point Alcohol and Drug Centre, who advised the 
Drug Summit that for every $1 that is spent on community treatment and drug prevention, the community saves 
$7 in preventing crime and disease.  That is pretty good value for money.  This State has a disappointing record 
one year on.  I draw members’ attention to the fact that this morning I returned from Canberra, where I attended 
a meeting of the Australian Parliamentary Group for Drug Law Reform, which is a group of members from all 
political parties and jurisdictions, apart from the Northern Territory, who gather from time to time to discuss 
these matters.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.10 pm]:  It is somewhat surprising to learn about the agreement 
between Hon Simon O’Brien and Hon Christine Sharp.  It is noteworthy because it tells us that the former 
Government’s policy was honestly directed towards reducing the drug problem.  The drug problem was a matter 
of considerable concern to the former Government.  Indeed, many of its ministers struggled to find a solution 
that would work, and there were many examples of what did not work from around the world.  There was also a 
light at the end of the tunnel, because some people had good ideas about the ways in which to deal with a 
problem that is not unique to Western Australia.  The most important aspect for the Government - this is the case 
in all areas of government - is the window-dressing.  The Government spends a lot of time dealing with the 
media aspects of their policies.  It conducted a big Drug Summit, released information and trumpeted that it had 
found a solution.  Anybody who claims they have a solution to drugs is fooling themselves.  Why would Western 
Australia suddenly arrive at the solution that has defied other nations?  Anybody who has studied the drug 
problem knows that there is no single solution, treatment or answer.  Drugs are probably the most multifactoral 
problem faced by a community.  The problem cannot be solved by telling the world that it has been solved, nor 
can it be solved through window-dressing.  However, the Government seems to believe that it can solve any 
problem with window-dressing, because if enough people are fooled, it does not matter whether the problem has 
been solved, provided it wins at the next election.  The previous Government never claimed to have the answer 
to the drug problem; however, it certainly tried to find a solution, and that was not easy.   

If we look at heroin trials, we realise that it is not the heroin trial that works - it is the money that goes toward 
supporting those who are involved in the trial.  We can attempt to give people water or lemon juice provided we 
also give them the support that goes with that experiment.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  Not when you are addicted to heroin.   
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Hon PETER FOSS:  The difference is not in the methadone or naltrexone that is given to an addict, it is in the 
degree of support received by an addict.  Any treatment will fail without the appropriate social support 
mechanisms.   

I attended the first annual survey of the New South Wales drug court, which was also attended by a doctor who 
has had a lot of experience with naltrexone.  He spoke about a country town in New South Wales that decided to 
run its own naltrexone program for addicts.  However, it was a total failure because there were no support 
mechanisms for the individuals.  Dr George O’Neil was able to achieve his limited success not because of the 
naltrexone but because the people participating had a lot of support from various church groups.  The real 
difference in the Switzerland experience was the social support mechanisms.  I agree with Hon Christine Sharp 
that such programs are worthwhile; however, they are also expensive.  The previous Government established 
Western Australia’s drug court to provide people with regular support; however, we know that it was not the 
solution.  There is no such thing as “the” solution.  There are many solutions, the most important of which comes 
from society.   

The previous Government believed that the cannabis cautioning system was important because it gave society an 
opportunity to get close to people and to talk to them about the drug they were using.  The important factor about 
that system was that it gave us an opportunity to talk to people who had a serious drug problem - it was not the 
issue of decriminalisation.    

I am upset that we seem to concentrate on cannabis and heroin.  Do members know what drug leads to the 
highest level of crime in this State?  

Hon Christine Sharp:  Alcohol. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  The illicit drug that leads to the highest level of crime in Western Australia is 
amphetamines.  The Chief Judge of the District Court told me that they call the home burglary day 
“amphetamines day” because every offender is a user of amphetamines.  Are we going to hand out 
amphetamines in trials?  Amphetamines are probably one of the most dangerous drugs because they not only 
impact upon a person at the time they are being used but also cause major psychological and behavioural 
changes.  Amphetamines are probably one of the biggest causes of domestic and child violence because they 
cause not only a person’s body to deteriorate or their teeth to fall out but also major character changes.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  What you said about amphetamines also applies to users of heroin and such people still 
need support.  Amphetamines are not as physically addictive as heroin -  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, but people continue to say that we do not have to worry about amphetamines because 
they are not physically addictive.  However, they pose more of a problem.  I always query whether a person is 
more physically addictive.  It is difficult to determine whether a person on amphetamines is more physically 
addictive than a person who is addicted to heroin.  However, such people are psychologically addicted and 
cannot give up their addiction.  That is why social support is so important.  If we do not get rid of the underlying 
reasons for the drug taking, there is no point providing addicts with free drugs.  Amphetamines are the drugs to 
which we seem to be closing our eyes.  To the extent that we keep talking about heroin and cannabis, we are 
missing the point.  Amphetamines are the drugs that lead to burglary - because addicts need money - and they 
also lead to more crimes in the community because users beat up their wives and kids.  Indeed, they will beat up 
anybody who happens to upset them.  Cannabis users are not involved in car chases because they usually are not 
in a position to become involved in a high speed chase; those involved in high speed car chases are usually 
amphetamine users.  However, for some unknown reason, while we turn a blind eye to amphetamines, there is a 
lot of nonsense about heroin trials and cannabis.  Why?  Because it is too difficult to think of another 
experiment.  We have suggested the introduction of cannabis rules that have failed miserably in South Australia.  
Why is it that Western Australia, in almost every area of endeavour, loves to introduce something just after it has 
been proved unsuccessful in another State?  Western Australia insists on doing this in the area of education and 
drug laws.  Why do we not adopt some of the ideas that work?  The report seems to be about the ideas that do 
not work.  I do not want to criticise the Drug Summit because the people who attended did so for a good reason, 
and they were all interested in tackling the drug problem.  Those who attended were drug users, those involved 
in the treatment of drug users and others who are socially affected by the drug problem.  Who was not there?  
The people who had nothing to do with drugs; that is, the majority of our population who might just have the 
answers.  They might be able to tell us why they are not affected by drugs.  It is like asking sufferers of smallpox 
how to get rid of that disease.  Maybe we should ask the people who do not have smallpox why they do not have 
smallpox.  The general community should have been allowed to have its say as well as those who have been tied 
up and almost buried in the problem.  The Drug Summit failed to include people in the community who are not 
engaged in the drug problem.  If we hold a drug summit then it should truly be a summit.  It is not surprising that 
the result is so intense, and, in the end, useless.  The Government discarded the results simply because they did 
not result in anything new.  The Government’s response is a total and utter waste of time.   
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HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.19 pm]:  I have listened 
carefully to the contributions of members.  Given that three members of this Chamber have spoken about this 
issue, it is apparent to me that each of them has a different view about the causes of the problem.  Each of them 
has a different view about the success of the Community Drug Summit.  It is also fair to say that each of them 
has a different view about what the priorities of the Government should be on the outcomes of the Drug Summit.  
It does not take too much effort to work out that just about everyone has a different opinion on the matter.  This 
issue is very difficult for a Government to come to terms with.  However, we must keep in mind the objective of 
the Drug Summit. 
Hon Peter Foss:  You obviously did not hear us speak because we all agreed.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, I do not think the members agreed.  Hon Peter Foss said that in his view the 
problem did not relate to marijuana and other drugs; it related to amphetamines.  However, I do not want to 
waste too much time on that point.  The idea of the Drug Summit was to bring together people in the community 
with a wealth of experience, knowledge and wisdom to contribute to the formulation of a long-term and strategic 
policy to address this problem.  The member may not like the outcomes of the Drug Summit - 
Hon Peter Foss:  You are reading that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I will read it out because that was the objective, and I am happy to table it.   
The bottom line is that that was the objective of the Drug Summit.  There were certain outcomes of the Drug 
Summit.  Members may not like those outcomes and they may not like the priorities by which the Government is 
implementing those outcomes.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  The question is whether the Government is doing anything about it at all. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The motion is about the Western Australian drug and alcohol strategy.  It is quite 
clear to me that the member who moved the motion has not read the detail of this report.  There are no two ways 
about it.  This report is formulated from the recommendations of the Drug Summit.  It has been put together in a 
drug and alcohol strategy.  If time permitted, I could go through the detailed information and the way in which 
the Drug Summit was organised across a number of categories and areas which led to the outcomes of the 
summit and consequently this report.  We all acknowledge that this is a problem for the Government and for the 
community.  However, this Government, unlike the previous Government, has accepted that drug-related 
problems are a social and health issue and are not necessarily a criminal matter.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is a totally misleading remark! 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, it is not.  The way in which the Government will respond to this issue is very 
different from the way in which the previous Government responded.  I find it a little galling to have to listen to 
criticism from somebody who just sits there and knocks, knocks, knocks. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Drug Summit was held 12 months ago.  Twelve months later the 
Government has released a strategy into the public arena.  The previous Government was in government for two 
terms and during its two terms no progress was made in this area.  Hon Simon O’Brien is laughing his head off 
because he knows - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I am in the presence of a lunatic and I find it very amusing.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The member should not speak about his colleagues like that.  He knows that this 
is the truth.  He asked what we mean by the realignment of government services.  We heard from Hon Peter Foss 
that one of the critical issues in this area is providing support to those people who have this problem.  The Drug 
Summit and the Government have recognised that this is a key issue, so the Government has established the 
Drug and Alcohol Office.  The Drug and Alcohol Office will have the integrated functions of the Western 
Australian Drug Abuse Strategy Office, the Next Step Specialist Drug and Alcohol Services, the alcohol and 
drug policy branch of the mental health division and the alcohol and drug program of the public health division.  
There is also a senior officers group.  For the first time across government, senior officers will be involved, 
communicating with one another about the appropriate way in which to implement the strategy at a grassroots 
level.  For the first time, a number of departments will be involved in the strategy, including the Drug and 
Alcohol Office, the Department of Education, the Western Australia Police Service, the Department for 
Community Development, the Department of Justice, the Department of Training, the Department of Housing 
and Works, the Department of Indigenous Affairs - and I could go on.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Do you guarantee it will work?  Why go down that path? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  There is no guarantee.  If there was one clear solution to the drug problem 
internationally, I am sure it would be implemented in all jurisdictions by all Governments.  The simple fact is 
that this is a very complex issue, as members would have found out if they had attempted to do anything about 
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this issue while they were in control of the Treasury benches.  They did not attempt to address this issue.  They 
have their heads in the sand about this matter.  As a consequence, the Labor Party made an election commitment 
that, if elected, it would hold a drug summit, the outcomes of the summit would be implemented and additional 
resources would be allocated to implement those outcomes.  I heard Hon Christine Sharp say that she has done 
the mathematics and it would cost $37 million to implement the drug strategy.  She may well be right; she may 
well be wrong.  I do not know.  How long is a piece of string?  However, the Government has allocated 
$5 million in new initiatives to individual programs and other items of expenditure.  It has established a youth 
rehabilitation and respite centre, located in the Perth metropolitan area.  It has allocated $300 000 to expand 
home detoxification services and $450 000 to expand Aboriginal rehabilitation services.  To date, $2.665 million 
of a $5 million allocation has been expended.  The rest of the money has not been allocated.  To suggest that the 
Government has not made any increases in funding allocation and has sat on its hands and not done anything 
about this very pressing community problem is an absolute nonsense.  It is a cheap shot by Hon Simon O’Brien.  
I cannot believe the member made such a big deal about - 

Hon Ray Halligan:  I prefer it when you are knocking something rather than supporting it.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I genuinely believe that the Government has done more about this issue in the 
past two years than the previous Government did in two terms of government, because the previous Government 
did nothing.  Members opposite want to rewrite the history books, but they cannot get away with it.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien has peddled nonsense in the Chamber.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.29 pm]:  I listened with interest to some of the comments 
made, and I do not intend to take up much of the time of the House.  However, some of the debaters are the 
bleeding heart choir singing the same hymn again!  I think the outcomes from the Drug Summit have been far 
less than were required.  Until the judiciary of this State starts setting deterrents that stop people from dealing 
drugs in schools and encouraging schoolchildren to indulge in this deadly practice, the trade will never end.  The 
amount of money derived from drugs is far too great for any Government to combat except through extremely 
severe penalties.  I heard Hon Peter Foss say that no country or Government has stemmed the tide.  I believe that 
Singapore has done a fairly good job.  I would like to see what was the level of drug importations from South 
East Asia after Barlow and Chambers were hanged.  Until the judiciary takes a realistic approach and provides 
effective deterrents, we will never overcome our drug problems. 

In New South Wales last week, a man was sentenced to 55 years for multiple rape.  That is a realistic term for 
someone who has abused and destroyed someone’s life.  Drug dealers who destroy our children’s futures should 
be handled in exactly the same way.  If we are too “concerned” to have a citizen-initiated referendum on the 
death penalty, this Parliament, as the final court of the land, should at least have the courage to set deterrents for 
the judicial system to apply to stop drug dealers in their tracks when they try to import drugs.  If Singapore can 
do it, why can we not do it?  The fault lies in our Parliament, not outside.  We do not have the courage to stand 
up and dictate our terms to these people.  We continually allow them to get away with atrocious acts.  A person 
can go to any school in this State and buy virtually whatever drug he likes.  If any member on either side of this 
House considers that that is in any way a successful drug program - 

Hon Jim Scott:  It is not true. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It is true.  Is the member telling me that he cannot buy drugs in schools in this State?  
The member is living under his green canopy, as he normally does.  He is living in a world by himself.  A person 
can go to virtually any school in this State and buy drugs. 

Hon Jim Scott:  That is nonsense. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It is not nonsense.  While the member perceives that it is not the case, there is no way in 
the world this Parliament will ever pass reasonable deterrents.  The member is away with the fairies if he does 
not believe that drugs are accessible in this State. 

Hon Jim Scott:  I did not say that at all. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The member said it was not true.  I am reinforcing the fact that it is most definitely true.  
We are all aware of the growth in the number of marijuana crops in the north of the State.  It is well known and 
recorded. 

Hon Jim Scott:  That is not “virtually any drug”. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I was talking about marijuana.  A person can buy heroin almost anywhere he likes in this 
State.  Perhaps the member could not buy some in an hour or two but anyone who had any understanding of how 
this city works could certainly do so.  A person could buy heroin or amphetamines.  It may be the member’s idea 
of deterrence to put dealers away for three months with a slap on the wrist, but it is certainly not mine.  Until we 
adopt a realistic approach, we will get nowhere.  We can have all the talkfests we like and spend all the money 
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we like, but what is required is the courage to take steps to set deterrents so severe that people will not trade in 
drugs. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [4.35 pm]:  I thank members for allowing me a right of reply.  
This is the sort of issue that attracts members’ attention and prompts them to make a contribution. 

I thank members for their contributions.  Hon Christine Sharp made some very valid points.  I will not 
summarise them but I thank her for participating in the debate.  The debate showed that other issues will arise in 
due course on which members will disagree.  However, those debates are for another time.  Today, we are 
discussing the substance of the Government’s strategy on drug and alcohol abuse.  The issue has been taken up 
with some enthusiasm by Hon Peter Foss.  I thank him for his contribution, especially his idea about the Drug 
Court, with which I agree.  It is an excellent system and I look forward to seeing it continue.  He also mentioned 
some other useful things. 

I will direct some dispassionate comments to the parliamentary secretary. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Does the member agree with anything I said? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  At one point the parliamentary secretary referred to the Chair as Mr President.  She got 
that right.  There were a few other things.  I really think she missed the point I was trying to make.  I do not say 
that in a triumphal way.  The point supported by Hon Christine Sharp, Hon Peter Foss and Hon John Fischer is 
that rhetoric and claims are not a substitute for programs, achievements, progress and hard activity.  I reject the 
accusation made by the parliamentary secretary - she said it without pausing to think - that the former 
Government did nothing, sat on its hands and implemented no initiatives on drug law reform.  The health sector 
knows that is not the case, as indeed does the parliamentary secretary.  When she becomes the Minister for 
Health, I hope she will display a greater sense of sincerity and courage than that shown by the current minister 
and his advisers.  Frankly, the parliamentary secretary did not address any issue raised in the debate.  I have a 
question on notice - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Your contribution lacks substance. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I asked some very pointed questions requesting content.  Hon Christine Sharp also 
asked for content.  By its own definition, we now know that the Government intends to decriminalise cannabis.  
By the briefest of unruly interjections, why cannot the parliamentary secretary say so?  According to its own 
definition, is the Government going to decriminalise cannabis?  It is a yes or no question.  If the Government is 
confident in what it is doing, it should be able to answer yes or no. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  How does that relate to the member’s motion?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  My motion points out that the Government is not doing anything.  All the Government 
is capable of doing is trumpeting rhetoric. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  In answer to my question on what the Government intends to do, a yes or no response 
is required.  I refer to my earlier remarks - if members opposite were to say that the Government had something 
other than the decriminalisation of cannabis on its drugs agenda, they would be trying to fool everybody.  In fact, 
they would be fooling nobody, not even themselves.  

Debate lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


