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CANNABIS — DECRIMINALISATION 
Motion 

HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [10.16 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house calls upon the McGowan government to reintroduce cannabis decriminalisation measures 
contained in the Cannabis Control Act 2003, and as introduced and supported by the Labor government 
of the day, ahead of conducting a detailed investigation into the potential to fully legalise cannabis in 
Western Australia.  

Obviously, the Legalise Cannabis WA Party, of which I am a member, is more inclined to the second part of the 
motion than it is necessarily to the first part. It is right there in our name for all to see; we do not shy away from 
that in any way. We are proud of our position, indeed. Nonetheless, it is important to find an opening position—
a compromise, if necessary—that all or most members might be able to agree on. What better position than one 
introduced by a previous Labor government, and supported by WA Labor state conference after state conference 
after state conference—members get the idea!—down through the years to this very day? The Cannabis Control 
Act 2003 provided for an individual to possess up to 30 grams of cannabis, and to cultivate two plants for personal 
use, without the matter going to court. I lay out those provisions for new members. They will not be news to longer 
serving members. There are, I think, only two, perhaps three, members now serving who were in Parliament for 
the original debate in 2003, and I hope those here in the chamber will contribute to our debate today. I checked back 
in Hansard, and noted that both Hon Sue Ellery and Hon Kate Doust were present, and both voted in favour of 
what was then the Cannabis Control Bill. I especially look forward to their contributions today, as a result. 
While I was foraging through Hansard, I checked the records for the other place—as we do, when we have exhausted 
the sensible debate here! Interestingly, the Premier, the most popular man in WA, was a serving member when these 
provisions were originally introduced. I have not been able to track down a direct contribution from him in the papers 
I have read, but he certainly seems to have voted in favour of every clause, and then voted in favour of the bill itself. His 
name appears in each vote, next to or close to that of Ms A.J. MacTiernan, who is our own Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
here, then relegated to serving elsewhere. If I am correct, I will be interested to hear her comments in due course, as well. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You are correct, member. I certainly voted in that way. 
Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND: If those members I have named backed 30 grams and two plants as being effectively 
unworthy of legal consequence in 2003, what has changed between then and 2021? If they could effectively 
decriminalise cannabis for small-scale, personal use in 2003, why are they not willing to do so in 2021? Of course, 
I am getting ahead of myself; maybe they will turn around and tell me they still believe that should be the case. 
I will leave that for them to make clear during their own contributions. 
For my part, I want to be clear and consistent from start to finish, something I am not convinced the government has 
necessarily been on this issue, or will be going forward, but I hope to be proved wrong. I am perhaps less hopeful that 
colleagues among the Nationals WA and the Liberals will see eye to eye with us on this occasion, but I acknowledge 
consistency in their previous arguments, and look forward to their comments today as well. “Legalise Cannabis WA” 
does what it says on the tin: we are about the ultimate legalisation of cannabis across WA. We acknowledge that 
we have a road ahead of us, and that we need to bring the people of Western Australia, and members of this house, 
along with us on that journey. We have taken the first steps, I think, in recent days. 
The second part of the motion before us speaks to our longer term objective, which is full legalisation. We invite 
members to support a full and frank discussion and a detailed government-led investigation into the potential 
benefits of cannabis legalisation. Such an investigation could, and we hope would, be far reaching. It could look 
at the economic benefits of further deregulation in the hemp industry. It could examine the impacts of removing 
cannabis from our judicial sphere, and dealing with any health impacts as a health and wellbeing concern, centred 
upon medicine and wellness. It could look at the many economic factors that have encouraged growth in pro-cannabis 
states across the US or in Canada, and figure how WA might benefit from similar, or dissimilar, models. It could, 
in a nutshell, be a major stepping stone to our understanding of what cannabis can potentially do for, and on behalf 
of, our entire community. We favour that approach. Today is about the government telling us why it does not. 
As for the interim return to the 2003 laws that we are proposing today, we believe it would be advantageous in 
the short term to ease the penalties and restrictions around cannabis from the get go. Parliament did it before. 
Parliament—this Parliament, if members are brave enough—can certainly do it again. If the government will not, 
please let us know why and please also let the people know why. We invite members’ contributions, and look 
forward to hearing from each and every party represented here today. In doing so, we invite government members 
to join us on a journey. If they decline that invitation, it will surely be polite of them to tell us why. Thank you. 
HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.25 am]: I rise to indicate my support of the motion, which 
calls upon the McGowan government to reintroduce the cannabis decriminalisation measures contained in the 
Cannabis Control Act 2003. In 2004, WA became the fourth Australian jurisdiction to introduce civil penalties for 
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cannabis possession. The Cannabis Control Act 2003 established the cannabis infringement notice scheme. Under 
this scheme, possession of up to 30 grams of cannabis attracted a $100 fine. The scheme also removed criminal 
penalties for growing small amounts of cannabis for personal use. Cultivation of up to two plants attracted 
a $200 fine. This civil penalty scheme was repealed in 2011 and replaced with the cannabis intervention requirement 
scheme, as part of the WA Police administered drug diversion program. The current cannabis intervention scheme 
is intended to divert low-level offenders to drug education sessions, by allowing an offender to avoid prosecution by 
completing a cannabis intervention session within 28 days. Ideally, such a scheme would reduce imprisonment and 
increase drug treatment uptake. Unfortunately, the current cannabis intervention scheme has very strict eligibility 
criteria: no prior cannabis intervention as an adult; no prior cannabis related offence as an adult; and possession of 
less than 10 grams of cannabis. 
In the last Parliament, in 2019, the Select Committee into Alternate Approaches to Reducing Illicit Drug Use and 
its Effects on the Community produced a report titled Help, not handcuffs: Evidence-based approaches to reducing 
harm from illicit drug use. That inquiry found — 

Western Australians are the least likely in the country to be diverted by police. The incidence of police 
diversion ranged from 32.4% in WA to 98% in South Australia, meaning people in South Australia were 
more than three times more likely to be diverted than people in WA. 

South Australia operates a cannabis redemption notice scheme that is almost identical to the scheme that WA had 
in effect from 2004 to 2011. If the intention is to treat drug abuse and addiction, rather than merely punish users, 
then it is clear that an appropriate intervention scheme is needed. Such a scheme should have realistic eligibility 
criteria, and rely on civil penalties rather than imprisonment. 
Personally, I have lived in Seattle for four years where recreational marijuana is decriminalised and I can happily 
report that the sky has not fallen down. I wholeheartedly support this motion, and I implore the rest of the chamber 
to do the same. 
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [10.28 am]: In short, the Greens also support this measure. 
The Greens WA policy on cannabis has been for a long time to recommend the legalisation of the use and supply of 
cannabis but with the appropriate regulation and taxation. However, within our broader drug policy, we recognise 
that cannabis should not be a prohibited substance. Speaking broadly, we want increased funding for research related 
to the medicinal use of cannabis and to ensure that medicinal cannabis is easily available via the pharmaceutical 
benefits scheme to those who have a medical need. We want to implement strong regulations for the production, 
supply and sale of recreational cannabis and for it to be regulated and taxed at a federal level, including a complete 
ban on all levels of advertising. This would include regulations prohibiting the supply or sale of cannabis to those 
under the age of 18. We also want to enable the legalisation of the growing of cannabis on private property in 
limited amounts, with strict limits on what can be traded or given as gifts. Importantly, we need to develop some 
evidence-based education around the potential harms and mental health impacts of cannabis use, including training 
for those involved in the sale of cannabis. We believe that the funds raised directly by the taxation of cannabis 
should go to drug and alcohol minimisation measures, including education, support and supply programs. We 
support, as an interim measure, the reintroduction of the Cannabis Control Act 2003, which effectively decriminalised 
cannabis for personal use. As we heard, the Cannabis Control Act 2003 was not controversial in 2003 and it should 
not be controversial now. The Greens are pleased to support the motion. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [10.30 am]: Surprise and surprise! We are talking here about 
a drug, and I can sense from the silence across the chamber that this is something we should not be discussing 
because it is an illicit drug that harms people. And, quite properly, I will stay quiet, although I do not doubt that 
half of the members opposite have tried it—and perhaps those on this side as well! 
What we are talking about here, from a medical perspective, is wellness—physical, mental, social and financial 
wellness. Can cannabis contribute to any of those four areas? It can contribute to all four areas. Restricting, in any 
way, access to cannabis, a healthy, healing herb, is contradictory to wellness, and any limitations we put on it will 
be contradictory to the wellness of the general population. Let me explain that. We permit alcohol consumption in 
our society, which kills 6 000 people a year in our country. This is intolerable, yet we tolerate its sale. I am not 
suggesting for one moment that we should restrict the general sale of alcohol; however, we should ensure that alcohol 
does not go to inappropriate places, such as to 12 and 14 year olds, as it does elsewhere in our nation, as it can 
lead to the destruction of societies and people’s health and wellness—mental, physical, social and financial. 
How can cannabis be of help? It can be of help in a number of ways. Most people who use cannabis now are 
self-treating themselves, but if they self-treat with cannabis, to some good effect, under our current legislation we 
automatically turn them into criminals. We have criminalised self-medication for personal wellness, rather than 
medicalised it. We need to look at this very carefully. Are we sure we want to turn a sizeable proportion of our 
community into criminals when they are trying to heal themselves? A question we must seriously ask is: are we doing 
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the right thing? Because, if we are not, then, heaven help us, we must change this. It is our obligation; it is our duty 
to change this. 
What about the physical health of those who come back exhausted from working their second job to make their 
payments or for whatever reason? We all know people, perhaps even ourselves, who have been in this situation—
they arrive back home at night exhausted, shattered in mind and body. What would they normally do? Well, they 
might have a whisky—I can recommend some good whisky—or a few beers, and settle themselves down. Some 
might have a cigarette. I heartily recommend that they do not do that! Why not take, for example, some sublingual 
cannabis that includes some THC, which has none of the side effects of the previously mentioned commonly used 
drugs? Would that be of benefit to someone to help settle them for the night so they can rest and then return to the 
fray the following day, unimpeded in body or in mind? I suggest we ought to consider that strongly, because the 
people of our state need this. 
What about the social effects? We have all seen the social effects of drinking alcohol to excess. Northbridge in 
Perth is a fine example of what happens. We do not see this with cannabis consumption. The social impact on our 
society of using cannabis properly will be enhanced social wellness. A night out in Northbridge will not be ended 
by a blow to the chin by someone who has taken one drug too many! I commend this to the house. 
What about the financial side? I am not talking about drug traffickers here, but those who are prepared to 
commercially grow a healthy, healing herb. I am talking about tourism being created when people come to our 
state to experience such a benefit. Look at what happens in Amsterdam, for example. Can we not make a feature 
of that? What about wellness villages, where people’s bodies and minds could be cared for by the use of appropriate 
psychological and physical interventions, including cannabis? What about our veterans who return broken in body 
and mind and who are denied access to this and other healthy, healing herbs for their mental wellness? Should we 
allow them to die a sad, lonely, poor death because they are unable to function in society? Can we reverse that? 
Most certainly we can! It is our duty—is it not?—to look after those who are weakest in society. Denying society 
access to cannabis is tantamount to causing sizeable subsections of our community to suffer physical and mental 
poverty and distress. 
I beg members to reconsider the opinions favoured by the majority and have an open mind about what could be 
done to enhance the wellness of people. They are looking to us for some measure of support and guidance that will 
lead them to better physical, mental, social and financial wellness. This is but one step that would enable us to 
make a sizeable change to the wellness of our population. It is incumbent on us to take this seriously, to look at 
the issue more closely, to examine the details and to take the appropriate measures. Members, I commend this 
motion to your attention. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [10.36 am]: It is my pleasure 
to rise on behalf of the government to speak on this motion. At the outset, I congratulate Hon Sophia Moermond for 
bringing forward to this place her first item of non-government business. I also congratulate Hon Dr Brian Walker 
on the Misuse of Drugs Amendment Bill 2021 that he read into this place this morning. I appreciate the passion 
that both members have for the issue that got them elected to the Parliament, so congratulations. That is the good 
stuff over. Unfortunately, I am not in a position this morning to indicate that the government will support this motion. 
I want to touch briefly on the last Parliament. In the fortieth Parliament, the government established the Select Committee 
into Alternate Approaches to Reducing Illicit Drug Use and its Effects on the Community, and a number of 
honourable members in this place were on that committee. In November 2019, the committee released its final report. 
Recommendations 2, 3 and 6 of the select committee’s report into alternate approaches to reducing drug use called for 
a review of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981. The government’s response to this report noted that the act had been recently 
reviewed, in 2017, and a number of amendments were made to the provisions of the act. Recommendation 21 of the 
select committee report was for a health-based response to the use and possession of drugs that made provision for 
the cultivation of cannabis for personal use. Although the McGowan government certainly supports a health-based 
approach to the treatment of people with drug and alcohol problems, the recommendation to make provision for 
the cultivation of cannabis for personal use was not accepted by our government. As we indicated at the time, 
the McGowan government remains committed to ensuring access to medicinal cannabis for people with medical 
needs; this includes enabling general practitioners to prescribe medical cannabis to patients. However, non-medicinal 
cannabis has the potential for significant adverse impacts on the broader community. A large body of evidence 
exists on the significant physical and, indeed, mental health harms related to cannabis. These include an increased 
risk of mental health problems, respiratory problems and impacts on brain development, including harmful impacts 
on the development of children and adolescents. The evidence against decriminalisation of cannabis currently 
outweighs any possible benefits to our community. 
There are options for people who are impacted by cannabis use and its associated causes or risk factors. The 
government is responding to drug harm in our community with a balance of initiatives that include prevention, early 
intervention and treatment. Indeed, The Western Australian alcohol and drug interagency strategy 2018–2022 is 
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Western Australia’s key policy document that outlines strategies to prevent and reduce the adverse impact of alcohol 
and other drug use in Western Australia.  
It outlines our commitment to providing support for those who need it. We currently have diversion options, such 
as the cannabis intervention requirement scheme, which is also available. Under our meth action plan, we significantly 
expanded the number of places the government funds in residential rehabilitation therapeutic communities for 
alcohol and other drugs in the south west and metropolitan areas, as well as providing expanded capacity in our 
community alcohol and drug services. We have also further committed to expanding integrated community alcohol 
and drug services to the Peel region; a 20-bed alcohol and other drug rehabilitation facility in the metropolitan 
area to increase the capacity of our parent and family drug support program; drug education support services at 
youth accommodation; and support services, and much more. We have also recently had the pleasure of opening 
the Midland Withdrawal and Intervention Centre. We have established alcohol and drug services in our prisons 
and we are working to enhance mental health alcohol and drug services across the state. 
I thank Hon Sophia Moermond for her interest in and support for taking a health approach to drug harms in our 
community. We must support those who need help so that they can seek support and treatment to address the factors 
that have led them to the use of cannabis. However, it is the government’s position, and the evidence shows, that 
the harms brought about by the decriminalisation of cannabis for personal use outside of medicinal cannabis currently 
do not outweigh the possible benefits. Our priority is, and remains, the health and wellbeing of our community, 
and I look forward to working with the honourable member to that end. 
We have briefly touched on the issue of alcohol in the community; obviously, we are not going there. It is a quirk 
of history that we made a judgement to allow one substance that causes addiction, health issues and social issues 
to be legal, but we are not in a position today to allow that for another drug, so we will not be supporting the member’s 
motion this morning. 
HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [10.41 am] — in reply: When we look at the damage that alcohol 
does in our society—people requiring liver transplants and families needing support—we see that alcohol is addictive, 
versus cannabis, which is not addictive. People will use alcohol to excess and alcohol can cause more behavioural 
issues than we find with people who use cannabis. One of the big issues with alcohol is that people become violent. 
This has certainly been noted in relation to domestic violence throughout the COVID-19 pandemic and people being 
in lockdown. If we think alcohol is okay with the very obvious negative consequences it has on people, and then 
say that cannabis is not, it is simply not logical. People do not die from a cannabis overdose; people do not end up 
needing a liver transplant because of cannabis. People on cannabis mostly do not get violent either. If I have the 
option of dealing with people who are intoxicated by alcohol or people who are using meth, for instance, or with 
people who have just had a joint, I would much prefer to deal with those people who are under the influence of 
cannabis versus any of the other drugs out there. 
I also think that a lot of people who use any of the other intoxicants available to them to a degree of excess that 
affects their lives in a negative way are often traumatised. I do not think they need to be further traumatised by 
getting a criminal record or by being busted by the police for things like that, or going to jail. Those people need help 
for their mental health issues and help to deal with their trauma. I do not think that criminalising some of those 
behaviours, like using cannabis, is particularly useful for that group. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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