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CANNABIS LAW REFORM BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 August. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.04 pm]: After that 
extended debate on the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 1) (Environment) Bill 2009, we should all get up 
and do one of those training exercises where we stretch.  

I am pleased to be able to comment on the Cannabis Law Reform Bill 2009 on behalf of the opposition and 
indicate that I am the lead speaker. Unfortunately, I note that I will have disjointed efforts at delivering this 
speech given the time of day and the state of play for the rest of the afternoon. This bill seeks to amend a number 
of bills. It seeks to amend the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981, the Spent Convictions Act 1988 and the Young 
Offenders Act 1994, and repeal the Cannabis Control Act 2003. I understand from some amendments that were 
flagged by the advisers earlier this week that the minister will also be seeking to amend the Working with 
Children (Criminal Record Checking) Act 2004. Some quite substantial changes are being proposed in this 
legislation. I thought that I might take some time to go through the background to this bill and the opposition’s 
position on this bill.  

This legislation has arisen as a result of the Liberal Party’s pre-election commitment, which the Minister for 
Energy outlined in his second reading speech. I thought it would be useful to go over the key planks that were 
outlined in the government’s election commitment to remind members in the chamber of what they were. As set 
out in the second reading speech, they were to: repeal Labor’s cannabis legislation, the Cannabis Control Act 
2003, and reinstate the one-time cautioning system for possession only; introduce a new limit for possession of 
10 grams of cannabis or less, down from the 30 grams allowed under Labor; require first-time offenders, juvenile 
and adult, found in possession of 10 grams of cannabis or less to attend a mandatory cannabis education 
program; prosecute subsequent possession offences; prosecute as criminal offences all cultivation offences; 
impose harsher sentences on dealers who sell or supply illegal drugs to children; provide offences for exposing 
children to harm from the manufacture of illegal drugs or cultivation of plants; and ban the sale of drug-use 
paraphernalia. Those were the Liberal Party’s guiding principles before getting into government. This was one of 
its election commitments as part of its 100-day plan. We are now two years down the track and we finally have 
this bill in front of us. We have seen a number of examples from this government in which proposals from its 
100-day plan obviously took a lot longer to deliver than our proposals would have. Those are the guiding 
principles of the Liberal Party under this legislation.  

The document that the Liberal Party put out and the Premier’s comments in the media refer to the opposition as 
being soft on crime. That was one of the reasons why it has sought to repeal the legislation that dealt with 
cannabis and to put this legislation in its place. I read some of the debate that occurred on the cannabis 
legislation in 2003–04. The decisions that were made at that time by the then Labor government were quite 
important and interesting. As my colleague Hon Linda Savage reminded me, part of the reason for putting that 
legislation in place is that it dealt with people who were not necessarily criminals—people who were not 
necessarily conducting themselves in criminal activities but who were perhaps ignorant of both the social and 
medical impacts of the drugs that they were using. The legislation was a way of unclogging the legal system that 
had to deal with all these people who were being picked up for using small amounts of cannabis.  

The other comment that Hon Linda Savage made that I thought was very interesting is that part of the issue at the 
time and part of the issue that we now have to deal with is that because a lot of cannabis is grown 
hydroponically, it is a much stronger drug than it was when people used it back in the 1970s or 1980s. For some 
reason, it has a greater impact on people. Having flicked through a range of reports, I note they talk about the 
increase in cases of psychosis among people using cannabis. The Labor Party does not have any in-principle 
opposition at all to this legislation. In fact, prior to the change in government, the Labor government had 
conducted a statutory review of the Cannabis Control Act 2003. That review made a range of recommendations 
and the Labor government had proceeded to draft amendments to the legislation to comply with those 
recommendations. Unfortunately, given an election and the passage of time, we did not get to that point. This 
legislation, which repeals that act, has picked up on a number of the recommendations. I will go through the 
recommendations in detail so that members are aware of them.  

The bill we are dealing with today goes a little further in limiting the amounts of cannabis people can use, and 
the time the infringement notice comes into place differs, as do the types of counselling that will be offered. I 
was going to say that I think everyone in this room, regardless of where they line up politically, has a concern 
about the increased access in our community to illicit drugs. I think we all share the concern about the 
implications for people who use those drugs in terms of behavioural changes and impacts upon their living and 
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working arrangements. Everyone, of course, wants to do whatever they can to try to reduce illicit drug use. 
Having legislation in place that establishes parameters can be very useful, but it is not the only measure that can 
or should be used. I think a lot of other things can be done to try to encourage people to not go down the path of 
needing to use illicit drugs. One of those pathways, of course, is education. That was a very important element of 
the former Labor government’s legislation. Rather than trying to force people to the line, it was used to actively 
encourage people to be educated so that they could understand the implications for themselves and others if they 
chose to continue to use cannabis on either the odd occasion or in a larger dosage.  

It has been a very interesting process. I note that there has been quite a lot of commentary about this in the 
media. I picked up a number of newspaper articles in which a range of specialists in this area, both psychiatrists 
and medical doctors, have given their views on the use of cannabis in our community and on the proposed 
legislation. Dr Paul Skerritt is a psychiatrist, and was spokesman for the Australian Medical Association at the 
time he made those comments. He was reported in The West Australian of 25 March 2009 as referring to this 
proposed legislation and to the medical evidence showing that cannabis is harmful to both the individual and the 
community, as follows — 

But it is now urging that the crackdown announced by the State Government focus primarily on 
education and treatment rather than punitive measures.  

Dr Skerritt said taking the “tough approach”, which appealed to the Liberals and Nationals, was not 
necessarily the best way of limiting cannabis consumption. In fact, it could prove to be counter-
productive. “Sending people to jail is not going to help,” he said. “There are too many people in jail 
already. And prison is a very expensive way of making almost every problem worse. Drugs are readily 
available in prisons and it is not a good solution to drug problems.  

“Instead, we need to have better treatment facilities for those who are seriously affected and better 
educational facilities for the others. 

That is a very valid point. On top of whatever else the government is doing, resourcing those types of facilities 
and ensuring there are education processes are essential. They must be ongoing.  

I think I commented last time when I had the opportunity to speak on cannabis legislation—I think my children 
were several years younger—about my concern as a parent and how, as we watch them grow up and they 
become more social, we do not necessarily have the same level of control over their activities. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders.  

[Continued on page 6258.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

 


