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CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION BILL 2005 
Third Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [10.15 am]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [10.15 am]:  My comments on this bill will also cover the Criminal 
Investigation (Consequential Provisions) Bill 2005, because these bills are being debated cognately.  These bills 
have been in the making for many years.  I am not sure whether they began under the previous government or 
the government previous to that.  When the Liberal-National Party coalition was in government between 1993 
and 2001, various police ministers under Premier Richard Court were keen for these bills to come forward.  
These bills tidy up a lot of areas in the Police Act, the Criminal Code and other consequential acts that needed to 
be tidied up.  It has been encouraging that the Attorney General has been willing to cooperate on suggestions that 
I have put forward, on behalf of the opposition, about some amendments to the second bill.  I do not intend to 
waste the time of the house by talking to the consequential provisions bill when it comes on for the third reading, 
so I will make some comments about that bill now.  I am sure the Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman) will give 
me leeway to do that. 
Our police have a difficult job.  It is of paramount importance to the people of Western Australia that we do 
everything we can to assist them in their investigations and in obtaining evidence.  We as the representatives of 
the people of Western Australia have a duty to ensure that the police obtain from this Parliament the assistance 
they deserve and in some cases desperately need. 
Some of the acts that are amended in this bill are very old.  One of those acts is the Police Act 1892.  Goodness 
me!  It is almost as old as I am!  The bill also amends the Liquor Licensing Act 1988.  In another couple of years 
that act will be 20 years old. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  A bit like me! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes - as the shadow Minister for Health says, a bit like him!  He is only a young boy, of 
course! 

Another act that is amended in this bill is the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 1987.  The police and the 
various government agencies have been working under acts that are aged and outdated.  It is incumbent upon this 
Parliament to regularly update, bring into modern times and make relevant the important acts that our 
government agencies work under.  This is not just a police bill.  It is a bill that covers the various government 
agencies that work under the acts that are amended in this bill.  I am delighted that the Attorney General has 
agreed to an amendment that I encouraged him to move instead of me.  I am trying to build up his status after the 
terrible week that he has had and show that he is not such a bad bloke!  I am sure my colleague to my left will 
not agree with me.  At the end of the day, I have to do my best to lift the Attorney General’s profile in a good 
way, not a negative way.  I am encouraged that the Attorney General accepted that amendment in good faith and 
I allowed him to put it forward instead of me.  It saved the Parliament time and there was less debate on it 
because it was mutually agreed.   

I am also encouraged that the Attorney General will discuss with his upper house colleagues a second, very 
important, amendment relating to property that is found.  We had a police royal commission that showed there 
was not very much corruption at all.  I think that out of that royal commission only one person was charged, and 
that was not over a major incident.  However, recently a female police officer based at Fremantle succumbed to 
temptation over a flashy pair of sunglasses.  She thought they looked better on her than on the rightful owner and 
she was tempted to take the sunglasses, which were handed in as property that was found.  She was not aware 
that it was part of a sting by the Corruption and Crime Commission.  I suggest that obviously there were 
concerns about that particular officer, unless it was some sort of integrity test for any police officer who might 
fancy a pair of good-looking sunglasses.  As I said, unfortunately a female police officer succumbed to that 
temptation and took them, and she has certainly paid the consequences for her action.   

The reason that I wanted to put forward the second amendment, which was one of two amendments I wanted 
contained within the three bills we have been dealing with, is that it relates to money and property over a certain 
value that is handed in.  The sorts of goods that I have in mind include jewellery, such as a very expensive 
bracelet or a very expensive watch.  I do not possess expensive watches.  I cannot afford them.  I have to save up 
to buy cheap imitation Bali watches.  However, there are members in this place who can afford expensive 
watches, and I am looking at one now.  He has a very expensive watch on his wrist.  He is pretty quick also.  He 
quickly took it off.  He probably has a gold medallion around his neck, and he will show us his chest.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is the constituency I represent.   
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  He drives to the outskirts of his electorate in his Roller and then he gets into his Ford model 
Y and drives around Fremantle to try to be a man of the people.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  They refer to me as the “Godfather” down there.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It was not the Attorney General who was the subject of the CCC inquiry!   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is a term of endearment and respect.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General needs some cottonwool in his mouth.   

On a more serious note, I wanted a second amendment included in the legislation in this place, but I accept that 
the Attorney General will look at it more closely and, hopefully, encourage his colleague in the upper house to 
amend it in that place.  I suggest that legislation should require that a senior police officer of the rank of 
inspector or above to countersign when a person claims property or cash valued at over $1 000.  The reason I say 
that is that in every profession there is the odd person who is corrupt.  In the police service, unfortunately, there 
will be the odd police officer who does not always act honestly.  It is unfortunate.  They are there to uphold the 
law and catch the criminals, but there will always be the odd police officer who will not do his or her job 
properly.  They might do their job properly, but they like extra cash or something they see.  That is unfortunate 
and that is what happened at Fremantle.  

The reason I wanted that amendment included is that it leaves police officers vulnerable to temptation.  A person 
may not notice for some time that they have lost a piece of jewellery - it may not be the Attorney General’s 
$5 000 watch, but it may be someone’s $3 000 watch or a treasured diamond bangle that fell off someone’s 
wrist - and that is the reason for the amendment to extend the time in which a person can claim lost property 
from one month to two months.  In the few days before the time runs out in which the rightful owner can claim 
that article, there is the opportunity for a corrupt police officer to tell his or her mates that there is a piece of 
jewellery in the lost and found box at the police station and that if they describe it correctly, they may be able to 
get it.  The police officer then describes the item and informs his mate where it was found and the day it was 
found.  That is an example of one police officer who may be corrupt, but the action could incorporate a member 
of the public, a friend.  To overcome the possibility of that happening, I would prefer the legislation to state that 
a senior officer of the rank of inspector or above must countersign when a person claims an item of lost property 
or cash over the value of $1 000.  It would take away some of that temptation.  It is another safeguard, not only 
for the rightful owner of the jewellery but also for the police service as well.  That is necessary.   

The member for Yokine is shaking his head because he thinks every copper is a good one and there is not a bad 
one in the place.  That is a view that not everyone shares. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I did not say that.  You are presuming that and you are also presuming a mistrust of all police 
officers.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I am not. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Yes, you are.  What does the fellow at Halls Creek do when he has to bring in an inspector 
from 2 000 kilometres away to sign a piece of paper?  What a nonsense.  We are talking about putting coppers 
back on the frontline.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Yokine does not want integrity within the police service being 
transparent and upheld.  I am surprised at that.  We have seen what happened in Fremantle and I do not want to 
see that situation occur again.  That is the reason I would like that amendment included in the legislation, and I 
hope it will be done in the upper house.  It is a safeguard to honest police officers and to people who lose their 
property.   

I am delighted the Attorney General amended the bill in relation to the time frame to be able to claim lost goods 
or cash.  I am delighted that he will give my suggestion serious thought, and I take him at his word that he will 
do so and will talk to his upper house colleagues and see the sense in what I am saying.  If it is impossible for 
that procedure to take place in Halls Creek, I understand that.  I am sure we could come up with something for 
remote areas whereby two police officers sign the document - for example, a senior sergeant and a constable.  
That can be overcome.  I suggest that the metropolitan area is where most items are lost and found, because of 
the population.  My suggestion is put forward in good faith.   

I am a little surprised at the member for Yokine’s reaction.  We have different views on life.  He has his and I 
have mine.  I am happy to say that the opposition has supported all stages of this bill.  I hope it gets a reasonably 
expeditious journey through the upper house, particularly in the knowledge that the opposition supports it, but it 
is up to the government to decide to give it priority.   

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [10.29 am]:  I flag the point that this legislation, as the member for Hillarys has 
pointed out, amends a number of the acts.  I refer specifically to what it does to the Police Act, which is to be 
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superseded by the Police administrative bill that is coming before the House, and the Criminal Investigation 
(Consequential Provisions) Bill.  All of the provisions under the Police Act have been split and sent off to these 
two other bills.  However, it has come to my notice that there is one provision under the current act that is yet to 
be addressed.  It deals with prostitution.  What is the government intending to do with that provision, and is 
there - I am being a little conspiratorial - by stealth, some degree of positioning provided for in these much 
needed bills?  There still remains the question of prostitution, which has remained a problem for successive 
governments.  I am keen to see how the government will deal with that particular issue.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


