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ROAD TRAFFIC LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 November 2014. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.00 pm]: On behalf of the 
opposition I rise to comment on the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill 2014. I indicate that the 
opposition will support this bill. This is an amending bill that will amend the Road Traffic Act 1974; the Road 
Traffic (Administration) Act of 2008; the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008; the Road Traffic 
(Vehicles) Act 2012 and the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012. I indicated in an earlier debate 
tonight that, as I understand it, some of the legislation dealt with by this bill is not operative until this legislation 
is passed. 

This legislation is fairly straightforward. It is about increasing penalties in those different pieces of legislation. 
A review commissioned by the Road Safety Council was conducted by the Centre for Automotive Safety 
Research. I understand that these reviews happen every few years to look at the penalty amounts and the 
consistency of penalties for a range of traffic offences in Western Australia. The explanatory memorandum lists 
a range of those offences that have been taken into consideration for the purposes of the review. They include — 

1. Speeding offences 
a. General 
b. Heavy vehicles 

2. Failure to give way offences 

a. Failure to give way at intersections 

b. Failure to give way to vulnerable road users — 

I am not too sure there whether that is a reference to those people who ride those funny vehicles and get in the 
way in shopping centres these days — 

c. Other failure to give way offences 

3. Disobeying access control signs 

4. Failure to keep left and overtaking offences 

5. Following too closely — 
I could have had the driver behind me the other day pinged for that — 

6. Non-restraint use 

7. Non-helmet use by motorcycle riders 

8. In-vehicle distractions — 

I imagine that would be mobile phones. I just had a month’s holiday in the US with my family, which was 
a fantastic holiday, but it was quite alarming to see the number of drivers on the road, particularly taxidrivers, 
using their mobile phone without any restriction at all, and sometimes more than one. They had the GPS in front 
of them constantly changing. I think in some cases it is hard to see when they are looking at the road. Obviously, 
there is no legal requirement for them not to do those things whilst driving. 
Hon Lynn MacLaren: They just do not enforce it. There is a law, same as here. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they obviously do not enforce it. We enforce it here and people get fined and lose 
demerit points. Another thing I noticed in the states is that there finally seems to be a growing campaign for 
people to use seatbelts in cars. It was not only on TV, but also in taxis and other forms of media. I thought: they 
are finally catching up. We have been a fair way ahead on those types of things. Again, there are some quite 
significant penalties here and I am not too sure whether other countries have addressed those types of issues 
sufficiently. 

The explanatory memorandum also lists drink-driving infringements, which we have just canvassed in our 
discussion on another bill, and providing effective identification of number plates. This review group took into 
consideration these 10 fairly key areas and did an evaluation, I imagine, in comparison with other states to make 
sure that penalties imposed for a breach of any of those offences were up to speed with other places. 

This legislation will seek to not only increase a raft of penalties in those acts, but also amend the Road Traffic 
Act because, as I understand it, that legislation provides the capacity to increase penalties to a maximum amount. 
The penalties in a range of these other acts will be increased above the current levels. The Road Traffic Act will 
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be amended to enable those penalties to come above the current threshold. The key changes to the act in that 
context include that the number of penalty units that can be applied will be increased from 20 to 40. Maximum 
court penalties for speeding offences will increase from $1 200 to $3 200. Maximum court penalties for seatbelt 
offences and failure to wear motorcycle helmets will be increased from $1 200 to $2 800. The maximum 
modified penalties will be changed to enable increased fines for high-level speeding and altering or preventing 
the identification of a numberplate. The first incident probably happens on a fairly frequent basis; we all hear 
people zooming up and down our local streets. I think there was an incident the other day when someone was 
doing 160 kays in a low-speed area and they had kids in the car or something like that. However, I am not too 
sure how often the blocking of a numberplate to avoid identification happens, so I am interested to know about 
that to satisfy my own curiosity. This bill will create greater flexibility for future penalty changes in the 
Road Traffic Code 2000 and the Road Traffic (Licensing) Regulations. 

Before I move on, I want to ask a question of the minister. Given that the three pieces of legislation that will be 
amended by this bill—the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008, the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) 
Act 2008 and the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2012—passed through the Parliament some time ago, perhaps the 
minister might provide the house with an explanation of why it is only with the passage of this bill that they will 
come into effect. 

During debate on legislation that we passed earlier, we discussed the need for a raft of options to try to 
encourage people to behave in a better manner, if you like, when they are out on the roads and to manage their 
driving. In some cases penalties can be an effective deterrent because they are quite significant. Depending upon 
someone’s income level, it can be a massive penalty to pay and it could have a very serious impact upon 
someone’s household arrangements. For someone on a higher income the impact of the penalty may not be as 
great. Where someone falls on that spectrum will make the difference to how someone deals with the level of 
penalty. Penalties alone should not be the only way. Earlier we talked about alcohol interlocks being used as 
a mechanism to try to encourage people not to get in cars and drink-drive. The government looks at a range of 
other mechanisms. I referred to the fact that until 9 February this year we have already had 16 people die on our 
roads. We have had a total of — 

Hon Ken Travers: Nineteen. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Nineteen now, is it? I did not know that. The figure I had for total fatalities and critical 
injuries was 88, which has obviously increased now. That figure is now 91, or it might be more because I am not 
too sure about other types of injuries. When we look back over the last couple of years and at the same point of 
time in each year, we see that in 2014 the figure for total fatalities and critical injuries was 31; in 2013 it was 46; 
and in 2012 it was 31. I turn to the total number of deaths on the road each year. My colleague tells me that so 
far this year it is 19; last year it was 186; the year before that it was 161; and the year before that it was 182. I am 
sure that we would all want to prevent these deaths and we all agree that we do everything we possibly can to try 
to prevent them from happening. This may be one mechanism and the mechanism that we talked about in the 
other legislation is another. I think governments of both persuasions have tried to put in place significant 
education programs. There have been changes to speed limits in suburban streets. There is now a 40-kilometre-
an-hour speed zone up and down Albany Highway in Victoria Park to try to encourage people to slow down. 
Some people like it; some are not too happy with it. In some community streets the speed limit is 20 kilometres 
an hour; sometimes it is up to 50. There has been a lot of focus to modify people’s behaviour to try to reduce the 
impact if there is a collision. All of those are good things, including immobilisers and flashing speed signs. 
Speed cameras are a great deterrent because drivers never know where they will be, unless of course they watch 
TV to see where they will be. 

There was an issue at Lathlain Primary School a few years ago. It should have been a 40-kilometre-an-hour 
zone. People were zipping up and down that street like it was a Formula 1 speedway. After working with the 
council and the police, flashing speed signs went up and some portable speed humps were put in to slow things 
down. It started to change the way people worked their way through that part of the suburb and past a very busy 
primary school. Lots of things can be done. 

We have to constantly change and update because people become blasé. Everyone is in a hurry. Everyone wants 
to get somewhere fast. People do not always think about the implications. We need a mix of options to try to 
modify behaviour. If the focus shifts entirely to penalties and they are increased to such a level, one would hope 
the money raised by that mechanism would actually go back into a range of opportunities to better educate 
people and to change behaviour on the roads rather than straight back into the government’s coffers as 
a revenue-raising option. That would be the only concern about this happening. We know these reviews happen; 
they have happened under both governments. It is really about how they are applied. Some matters identified by 
parliamentary counsel were rectified when the bill went through the other place. I understand from the briefing 
I had yesterday that another batch of changes will be moved by the government tonight. 
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Hon Ken Travers: To this bill? 

Hon KATE DOUST: To this bill, that is right. 
I look forward to the Attorney General explaining exactly what each proposed amendment will do and the 
Labor Party will give consideration to how it deals with those. 
Hon Ken Travers: Did we get copies of them? 
Hon KATE DOUST: I have a copy of them but I do not know whether they have been — 
Hon Michael Mischin: They have all been issued. 
Hon KATE DOUST: They came out online yesterday afternoon. I am not too sure why those changes have been 
mooted at this late stage. I do not understand why they were not picked up when the bill was being debated in the 
other place, or even before it was introduced to Parliament, given that this is not something that has been rushed 
through. I will be interested to find out why that is the case and why it is all being managed so late. 

I thank the advisers for the briefing I received yesterday. On the whole, the opposition understands the review 
that has been conducted. We understand the need to have these penalties increased from time to time so that they 
are comparative with other places. I understand this also enables consistency with the government’s 
Towards Zero program 2008–2020. Although the opposition will agree to this bill, it will certainly be interested 
in listening to the Attorney General’s explanation around each of those amendments and as to why they have 
only just been picked up and brought into this place. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [8.14 pm]: I rise to speak about the Road Traffic Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2014. The Greens will certainly support what is before us. I would question why this 
amendment to the road traffic legislation does not include something to protect cyclists. There is another bill on 
the notice paper that would protect those vulnerable road users. The Road Traffic Amendment (Keeping Safe 
Distances from Bicycles) Bill 2014 proposes to amend the Road Traffic Act 1974. The government, in response 
to that bill, was seemingly hesitant to amend the Road Traffic Act to protect cyclists. If the government is talking 
about road safety, surely it would be talking about one of the most highly publicised risks to vulnerable road 
users—cyclists clashing with motor vehicles. This year there has already been a cyclist death on the road. This 
would seem to be a prime opportunity to amend the Road Traffic Act 1974 by including greater protection for 
cyclists. I would be interested to hear the Attorney General explain in his reply to the second reading speech why 
the government will not insert section 63A, which is proposed on the notice paper at this time. We propose to 
amend this legislation, we are looking at this bill; therefore it would be a prime opportunity to address that. If the 
government has an alternative suggestion to protect cyclists, I would have thought this would be the time to do it. 
Be that as it may, the Road Traffic Amendment (Keeping Safe Distances from Bicycles) Bill 2014 sits on the 
notice paper and there is still that opportunity to do that. I thought that this bill being debated before us today 
would be an ideal opportunity to improve road safety for cyclists. 
Hon Kate Doust has already gone into great detail about the increased penalties and the rationale for that. She 
also mentioned one of my concerns—it is really hard to make a penalty a deterrent when people earn such 
disparate incomes. A small fine for a high-income earner is not such a great deterrent as a small fine is for  
a low-income earner. I support the bill before us. I would like the Attorney General to explain why there was not 
some attempt to protect vulnerable road users—cyclists. As it is currently being debated in the public arena, this 
would have been a prime opportunity to do that. With those brief comments in relation to the Road Traffic 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2014, I indicate that at this point the Greens are predisposed to support the 
legislation although we would like to see it expanded to include protections for vulnerable road users. 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.19 pm]: I will make a couple of quick comments about the 
Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill 2014. Firstly, I wholeheartedly agree with Hon Kate Doust’s 
comments and will add to those. We have traditionally had a very strong bipartisan approach, but it is very sad 
that I have seen that deteriorate in recent times. From the sound of it, thanks to government amendments we will 
definitely go into committee. I want to know from the Attorney General when the government expects the 
Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008, the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008, the Road Traffic 
(Vehicles) Act 2012 and the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 will be brought into force. If 
members look at those acts as they currently stand, they will find that the only parts of the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008—an act well known to many of us in this chamber—that have come into 
commencement are section 1, “Short Title”, and section 2, “Commencement”. The remainder of that act has yet 
to be proclaimed. We are now seeking to amend an act that has not been brought into force, even though it is an 
act from 2008. 
On top of that, there has been a long history of the government constantly advising industry and the like that 
those acts would be fully proclaimed and brought into operation. I will not go through the numerous dates that 
this government has set with respect to when the remaining sections of those bills are likely to be proclaimed and 
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brought into operation, but rest assured that numerous dates have been set. However, those dates are consistently 
passed and a new date is set. What I would like to hear from the government tonight is: When can we expect that 
the acts that we are seeking to amend in this bill will be proclaimed? Is it still the government’s intention to do 
that; and, if it is, when will that occur? 

To be honest, I find it extraordinary that a government can be so incompetent that it is now 2015, and an act 
from 2008 has still not been proclaimed. I accept that the government waited until 2012. But since 2012, we 
have been three years in the waiting. I would love to know from the government, and I hope the 
Attorney General can provide this in his response, when we can expect all the acts that we are amending tonight 
to be proclaimed. As I have said, royal assent for the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008 was given on 
15 August 2008, and sections 1 and 2 of that act came into operation in 2008, yet seven years later, we are 
seeking to amend clauses of a bill that is yet to be fully proclaimed. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Attorney General) [8.22 pm] — in reply: I thank 
honourable members for their contribution to the debate on the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill 2014, 
and particularly Hon Kate Doust and Hon Lynn MacLaren for their indications of support for the bill. 
Hon Ken Travers rues the fact that a bipartisan approach is less likely to be taken towards this legislation. 
I thought we were having a pretty good bipartisan approach until Hon Ken Travers stood up and decided to 
immediately label the government as incompetent. 
Hon Ken Travers: I said your government has politicised road safety. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am sorry, but I do not recall interjecting and interrupting. 
Hon Ken Travers: I was not misrepresenting what you had said. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Hon Ken Travers immediately labelled the lack of proclamation as incompetence 
on the part of the government. If he seeks an explanation, I am happy to give it to him. The advice I have is that 
this is part of a suite of legislation that deals with what is known as the compliance and enforcement legislation 
under the Road Traffic Act. It was proposed to break up the road traffic legislation into four pieces of 
legislation—the Road Traffic Act 1974, the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2012, the Road Traffic (Authorisation 
to Drive) Act 2008 and the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008. It was always intended that those acts would 
be proclaimed and come into operation as a package. However, in the course of doing that, considerable work 
needed to be done to craft the regulations and supporting processes for the legislation. It is intended that in the 
second quarter of this year all these pieces of legislation will come into operation. 

The purpose of this legislation was originally to amend certain penalties within the legislation and also to amend 
the limits that could be prescribed by way of regulation. However, in the course of the work that has been done 
since the passage of the legislation through the Legislative Assembly it has been identified that there are certain 
anomalies in the manner in which the legislation meshes together. The several amendments that I propose to 
move when we go into Committee of the Whole are corrections of issues that have been exposed and that it is 
opportune now to amend in anticipation of the whole package coming into operation. This is a complex set of 
legislation, and some pieces rely on provisions that have been amended over the last several years in other ways. 
Therefore, this is an opportunity to get the package sorted out before it comes into operation. I am happy to go 
into, and I will, of course, explain in the course of Committee of the Whole, the significance of each of these 
particular amendments. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren asked why there is not anything in the bill to protect cyclists and other vulnerable road 
users. The Road Traffic Act is replete with provisions to protect cyclists and other vulnerable road users. The 
whole point of the offence-creating provisions in the bulk of the Road Traffic Act is to create offences for 
contravening road rules, and to establish standards of road behaviour and the like, in order to protect all users of 
roads, vulnerable or otherwise, whether cyclists, pedestrians, drivers or passengers. 

What Lynn MacLaren seems to be driving at is that there is no specific provision in this legislation akin to the 
one that she has currently before the house as a private member’s bill, which prescribes that motorists must stay 
one metre away from cyclists. The great deficiency in this legislation, according to Hon Lynn MacLaren, is that 
it provides no protection for cyclists. There are offences in the Road Traffic Act for dangerous driving, 
dangerous driving causing death, dangerous driving causing grievous bodily harm, dangerous driving causing 
bodily harm and careless driving. There is a raft of regulations under the Road Traffic Act that create offences, 
all dealing with how one should behave on the road and the sort of care that one needs to take towards other 
users of the road. If that does not provide sufficient protection, an arbitrary one-metre rule will hardly make 
a difference. If it is already an offence to drive dangerously and kill a person, to say that a driver also needs to 
stay one metre away from a cyclist will hardly make a difference. But that seems to be the cure-all to prevent 
dangers on our roads for cyclists. 
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I should add that there is a good argument, as the other side of the coin, that perhaps there should also be some 
protection for pedestrians against cyclists. Perhaps there should be a one-metre rule to stop cyclists from going 
too close to pedestrians when they are crossing intersections or driving on pedestrian pathways and the like. 
Perhaps Hon Lynn MacLaren might look at making some amendment to her legislation to accommodate that 
particular hazard, rather than focus on one specific thing and disregard the other more substantial issues that are 
already contained in the Road Traffic Act. I therefore reject the idea that there is nothing in the bill to protect 
cyclists. In fact, the existing legislation is, in the government’s view, and on the evidence available, perfectly 
capable of doing that, if people comply with it. If people are not complying with the existing legislation, they are 
unlikely to comply with a one-metre rule or some other arbitrary measure of distance, rather than a duty of care 
being applied when they use vehicles. Nevertheless, we will have to agree to differ on that. The legislation as it 
presently stands increases a raft of penalties across the several pieces of legislation that govern conduct on the 
roads and other associated behaviour, and increases the flexibility of regulations to improve penalties to keep 
them current, having regard to the value of currency nowadays, the prevalence of offending behaviour and the 
reasons associated with it. I thank members and the parties for their support of the legislation. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Liz Behjat) in the chair; Hon Michael Mischin (Attorney General) in 
charge of the bill. 
Clauses 1 to 16 put and passed. 
New clause 17 — 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: As I mentioned, it is proposed in the second quarter of this year that the suite of 
road traffic legislation known as compliance and enforcement legislation be proclaimed to come into effect. The 
legislation will see the current road traffic legislation separated into four primary acts: the Road Traffic Act 
1974, the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2012, the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008 and the Road 
Traffic (Administration) Act 2008. However, during the preparation for the implementation of that legislation, it 
has been discovered that several drafting omissions have been made. After consulting with Western Australia 
Police, the Department of Transport, the Office of Road Safety and Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, it has been 
concluded that the best solution is that these amendments be made in Committee of the Whole in the passage of 
this particular bill, the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill 2014. The bill currently contains a number of 
small amendments designed to account for changes as a result of the compliance and enforcement legislation, in 
addition to amendments allowing for increases to regulatory offence penalties. Accordingly, it seems an 
appropriate vehicle to get any of these consequential smaller amendments and problems resolved in time for the 
proclamation and bringing into effect of the other package of legislation. 

New clause 17 in particular takes some explanation. Currently when a person drives contrary to the time, 
purpose or locality conditions of their extraordinary licence, they are liable for an offence under section 77(1)(a) 
of the Road Traffic Act 1974, and their vehicle may be immediately impounded for 28 days. Once the 
compliance and enforcement legislation is proclaimed to come into effect, the offence of driving contrary to the 
time, purpose or locality conditions of an extraordinary licence will no longer be in section 77(1) of the Road 
Traffic Act, but instead will be an offence under section 38(1)(a) of the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) 
Act 2008. Section 78A of the Road Traffic Act provides a definition of “impounding offence (driver’s licence)”. 
This definition includes the mentioned offence of driving contrary to the time, purpose or locality conditions of 
an extraordinary licence that is currently created by section 77(1)(a). As there is no corresponding amendment 
being made to the definition in section 78A of the compliance and enforcement legislation, unless this 
amendment is passed, the effect will be that the offence no longer falls within the definition of an “impounding 
offence (driver’s licence)”, and consequently it would be unlawful for the vehicle to be impounded at the 
roadside, which is contrary to policy. 

This clause amends section 21 of the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 to rectify the definition of 
“impounding offence (driver’s licence)” in section 78A of the Road Traffic Act to include reference to the 
offence of driving contrary to the time, purpose or locality conditions of an extraordinary licence that has been 
created by section 38(1)(a) of the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008, and will allow for roadside 
impoundment to continue, as it currently does, when a person has driven contrary to the time, purpose or locality 
conditions of an extraordinary licence. At serial 1/NC17 on issue 1 of supplementary notice paper 94, I move — 

Page 7, after line 26 — To insert — 

17. Section 21 replaced 
Delete section 21 and insert: 
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21. Section 78A amended 
(1) In section 78A in the definition of impounding offence (driver’s licence) delete paragraph 

(b) and insert: 

(b) an offence against the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008 section 
38(1)(a); or 

(2) In section 78A in the definition of senior police officer delete “person appointed under the 
Police Act 1892 Part I to be a member of the Police Force of Western Australia” and 
insert: 

police officer 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the Attorney General for his explanation of the amendment and indicate that the 
opposition will support it. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am obliged and ask that the question be put. 

New clause put and passed. 

New Clause 18 — 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: At serial 2/NC/18, I move — 

Page 7, after line 26 — To insert — 

18. Section 37 amended 
In section 37 in the Table in the 4th row delete “s.59B(3)(c)”. 

This is an amendment to section 37 of the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012. Prior to 2012, section 
59B(3) of the Road Traffic Act provided for circumstances of aggravation for the offences of dangerous driving 
causing death, grievous bodily harm or bodily harm in sections 59 and 59A of the Road Traffic Act. The section 
was deleted and replaced in 2012 by an equivalent provision in section 49AB of the Road Traffic Act by the 
Road Traffic (Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2012. The amendment widened the application of circumstances 
of aggravation to include pursuit-related offences under section 53(2A) of the Road Traffic Act. Section 37 of 
the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 amends numerous provisions within the Road Traffic Act to 
update the term “member of the police force” and replaces it with the term “police officer”. The term “police 
officer” is defined in section 5 of the Interpretation Act 1984. One of the sections to be amended by section 37 of 
the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 is deleted section 59B(3)(c) of the Road Traffic Act—that is, 
the circumstance of aggravation. Given that that was also meant to be deleted, it is not possible to amend 
a deleted section and, accordingly, this new clause will remove that reference in section 37 to a provision that is 
non-existent. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I indicate the opposition’s support for the amendment. 

New clause put and passed. 

New clause 19 — 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I move — 

Page 7, after line 26 — To insert — 

19. Section 232 amended 
 In section 232 in the Table in the 2nd row delete “s.12(1) def. of permit”. 

This new clause will amend section 232 of the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012. Section 12 of the 
Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008 will be replaced by section 19 of the Road Traffic Legislation 
Amendment (Information) Act 2011 upon commencement of the compliance and enforcement suite of 
legislation. The amendment is consequential to amendments made in 2011 to the Road Traffic Act to facilitate 
road traffic information sharing between the Department of Transport and Western Australia Police. The 
amendment will bring the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008 into line with the equivalent provision that it 
will replace in the Road Traffic Act. Section 232 of the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 seeks to 
amend various sections in the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008 to include section 12. The purpose of the 
amendment is to update references in the act to the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2012. Currently, the act 
incorrectly references the “Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2008”. This is because at the time of the passage of the 
Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008, all the compliance and enforcement acts were expected to pass; 
however, the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2012 did not pass until, of course, 2012. So the replacement section 12 
of the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008 no longer contains the definition of “permit” that section 232 of 
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the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act is seeking to amend in the manner I have outlined. This new 
clause, if passed, will remove that amendment and the reference to a provision that does not exist in the place 
where it used to be. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s what happens when it takes so long to pass legislation and proclaim it. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not think that was the issue. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I indicate the opposition will support this amendment. 

New clause put and passed. 
New part 7 — 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I move — 

Page 7, after line 26 — To insert — 

Part 7 — Road Traffic (Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2012 amended 
20. Act amended 
 This Part amends the Road Traffic (Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2012. 
21. Section 12 amended 
 In section 12 delete “49AB(1)(c), 53(1) and (2A), 60(1c)(a)(i)” and insert — 

49AB(1)(c) 

New part 7 will amend the Road Traffic (Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2012. It is not one of the pieces of 
legislation currently covered by the amendments in the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill 2014 that is 
before the chamber, hence the need to pass a new part to this bill. The substantive amendment is in proposed 
section 21, which will amend section 12 of the miscellaneous amendments act. Section 12 of the Road Traffic 
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Act 2012 amends section 49AB(1)(c), section 53(1) and (2A), section 60(1c)(a)(i) 
and section 61A(1)(a) of the Road Traffic Act in order to replace the term “member of the Police Force” with the 
term “police officer”. As I have already indicated, the term “police officer” is defined in section 5 of the 
Interpretation Act 1984. Of the sections to be amended by proposed section 21, two are affected by other 
amendments that are to commence concurrently. Section 53 of the Road Traffic Act is to be deleted by 
section 11 of the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 and the same amendment will be made to 
section 60(1c)(a)(i) by the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012 in the table to section 37. This 
proposed section will remove the duplicate amendments in section 12 of the Road Traffic (Miscellaneous 
Amendments) Act 2012. So, it is to correct a duplication of amendments. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I indicate that we will support this amendment. 
New part put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 
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