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FIREARMS BILL 2024 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 February. 

MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Leader of the Liberal Party) [12.38 pm]: I rise to contribute to the Firearms Bill 2024 
as the lead speaker for the Liberal Party in the Legislative Assembly, understanding that our shadow Minister for 
Police is in the Legislative Council. As I understand, the shadow minister will move a number of amendments on this 
bill and has already flagged that he will move a motion to expand the scope of the referral to the Standing Committee 
on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review to include policy and other considerations. The Liberal Party is not 
opposed to this legislation although, as I have flagged, we will seek to move a number of amendments and we 
particularly want to debate a number of considerations relating to unintended consequences. 

Over the past two years, firearms regulation has been a highly debated and controversial issue that has sparked 
strong reactions from not only licensed firearm owners but also the general public. On the one hand, some licensed 
sport and recreational shooters are opposed to any proposed changes that would restrict their ability to use firearms 
lawfully. They argue that such changes would be draconian and would represent overreach by the government. On 
the other hand, there are those who believe the proposed changes to the firearms regulations do not go far enough. 
They argue that violence is a serious issue that needs to be addressed and that more needs to be done to limit the 
number of guns in our community, including stricter regulation of the use of firearms. 

This debate has created division between those who view firearms as a legitimate tool for sport and recreation, 
which the opposition respects, and those who see a potential danger to public safety. Despite these differing views, 
public opinion is overall in favour of stricter regulation of firearms. Many people believe that measures such as 
background checks, waiting periods and limits on the types of firearms that can be owned are necessary to prevent 
gun violence and to ensure public safety. There is also genuine concern from licensed and lawful gun owners who, 
at every step of the way, continue to respect their responsibilities as gun owners, which the opposition understands. 

It is two years since the Labor government made a significant announcement regarding the Firearms Act 1973, 
promising a complete rewrite of that act that would aim to address the loopholes and inadequacies that have been 
exploited for far too long. Over those two years, however, the number of gun-related deaths in Western Australia 
has risen, with more than 20 people having lost their lives to gun violence. The most heartbreaking of these incidents 
was a rural shooting that claimed innocent lives, perpetrated by someone who should never have had access to 
a firearm. The tragedy of gun violence is not limited to loss of human life; it also has far-reaching economic, social 
and psychological implications. The costs of health care, law enforcement and the legal system can be astronomical, 
and the impacts on communities and families are obviously devastating. 

It is important to note that most gun owners are responsible, law-abiding individuals who use guns safely. Most, 
if not all, would agree that it is important that guns remain out of the hands of criminals or dangerous individuals 
who would use these weapons to commit horrific acts of violence. Although no law or set of laws will end gun 
violence, the Minister for Police and the Cook Labor government believe that 90 000 licensed gun holders and 
360 000 registered firearms are too many, and that that number of firearms will increase the risk of firearm-related 
deaths, either through suicide or deliberate shootings. 

The details surrounding gun numbers and licences will inevitably consume a considerable amount of debating time 
in both houses of Parliament. In addition, the regulations will undoubtedly receive considerable scrutiny, and so 
they should. But unlike the disastrous Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Bill, for which the government provided limited 
opportunities for scrutiny, the government has provided much more time for the public and Parliament to consider 
the merits of this bill. 

The Law Reform Commission of Western Australia’s Review of the Firearms Act 1973 (WA): Project 105 final 
report of 2016 clearly identified that the act lacked clarity, was no longer fit for purpose and needed significant 
amendment. Although there have been several amendments to the act, the most notable changes were made 
following the Port Arthur massacre and the introduction of the National Firearms Agreement in 1996. Since then, 
every Australian jurisdiction apart from Western Australia has enacted entirely new firearms legislation to better 
align with the NFA. It is understood that this bill will align Western Australia’s firearms legislation more closely 
with legislation in other Australian jurisdictions. However, the bill also exceeds some of the concepts identified in 
the NFA and the Law Reform Commission’s report, including limits on the number of firearms that a licensed 
firearm holder may own and mandatory mental health checks—two issues that I will discuss as I progress. 

The bill will introduce a suite of licence types, each with a clearly defined purpose. These include individual licences, 
business licences, primary producer licences, collector licences, club licences, range licences, trade licences and 
government entity licences. The two licence categories I would like to discuss are individual and primary producer. 
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As I mentioned earlier, this bill exceeds some of the concepts within the NFA, imposing a limit on the number of 
firearms a licensed firearm owner can have. This means that the individual and primary producer licences will 
each have a limit of 10 firearms, and a limit of five for hunting licences. Elite shooters can apply for additional 
firearms. Although it is not expected that this will greatly impact on most of the current licence holders, the imposition 
of limits has caused some angst and anger amongst many licensed firearm owners, especially those individuals 
who like to hunt. They feel particularly aggrieved that they will be limited to five firearms for hunting purposes 
when they have done nothing wrong and have complied with the law. No-one likes limits and I fully understand 
their frustration. 

I note that the government’s position is that the introduction of an upper limit will reduce the number of firearms 
in the community and reduce the likelihood of theft. However, it is currently the case under the 1973 act that 
a licensee must demonstrate both genuine reasons and a genuine need to possess particular types of firearms, and 
that firearms of a lesser class would be inadequate or unsuitable for their needs. I also note that it is currently the 
case that in addition to supplying evidence to support their genuine need, they must have secure storage that 
complies with schedule 4 of the Firearms Regulations 1974. 
Part 7 of the Firearms Bill 2024 covers security and storage of firearms and provides explicit requirements for how 
firearms must be stored, in what circumstances firearms can be removed from storage, and transportation of firearms. 
If the intention of the legislation is to reduce the stockpiling of firearms and removing them as a high-value target 
for theft, one would think that strengthening the genuine reason and genuine need tests, alongside the proposed 
more stringent storage requirements and oversight powers, would be enough to increase public safety and limit the 
proliferation of stolen and illegal firearms in our community, rather than imposing further prescribed limits on 
law-abiding licensed firearm owners. The opposition will seek further clarification around that. 
Another way of reducing firearm numbers without necessarily imposing limits is reform of the antiquated and 
exploited property letter system. Under the 1973 act, to obtain a firearms licence for hunting or recreational shooting, 
it was necessary to have written permission from a property owner to satisfy genuine reason. However, this process 
has been exploited since it was introduced in 1973. People have obtained property letters for a firearm without 
ever having met the property owner or having fired the firearm they applied for. There have even been cases of 
property letters being sold on the internet. This reform would give landowners clear oversight of who has authority 
to shoot on their land, and the ability to consider the suitability of a firearm’s use on a specific property, thus 
placing a limit on the firearms that can be possessed under certain licences. 
It is interesting that this reform of the property letter system and the introduction of a new primary producers 
licence has been supported by the state’s peak farming organisations—in particular, the Pastoralists and Graziers 
Association, the Western Australian Farmers Federation, the Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association, 
vegetablesWA and Wines of Western Australia. I note that both the PGA and WAFarmers have held the long-term 
view, which was included in their respective submissions to the Law Reform Commission, that any changes to 
existing firearms legislation should include a separate licence category for a primary producer. Primary producers, 
as opposed to sport and recreational shooters, often require a firearm to manage livestock or destroy vermin. This 
licence will enable them to apply for categories of firearms unavailable to an individual licensee that are more suited 
to primary production purposes. However, primary producer licensees will be limited to a maximum of 10 firearms. 
The primary producer licence will also enable licensees to nominate certain family members and employees as 
authorised persons. The licensee and authorised persons will be able to use the firearms on the property for which 
they are licensed, as well as other primary production properties with the permission of the owner or occupier of 
that property. The licensee will also be able to undertake hunting activities additional to primary production activities 
authorised under this licence. 
Considering these comments, the Liberal Party is seeking to propose an amendment in the other place to expand 
the eligibility for individuals to apply for additional firearms. Currently, only sporting club shooters will be able 
to apply for such permits, but we believe that primary producers and recreational shooters should also have the 
option to do so. The proposed amendment would allow primary producers and recreational shooters to apply for 
additional firearms on an as-required basis after an interview with police to determine suitability. This would provide 
a more streamlined and efficient process for obtaining firearms, while still ensuring that proper safety measures 
are in place. 
It is important to note that the Liberal Party is committed to upholding the strict firearms regulations and that this 
proposed amendment will not undermine that commitment in any way. Rather, it will seek to provide a more equitable 
system for those who rely on firearms for their livelihoods or recreational activities. I also note from my discussions 
with both the PGA and WAFarmers their objection to clause 57(3), which will place a restriction on granting 
a primary producer licence for a landholding for which another primary producer licence is in force. Given the 
complex and unique ownership structure of most farms and pastoral stations, this is not a practical solution, and it 
is my understanding that the two organisations have expressed their concerns to the minister, who has given an 
undertaking that he will remove this provision. 
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One other area of concern is the introduction of health assessments for both physical and mental health and how 
these will work. Part 4 of the bill lays out the fit and proper person requirement that must be satisfied before a firearm 
licence is granted to ensure that the person is suitable to safely and responsibly possess firearms and related things. 
Although not limited in what this may include, the commissioner may also consider the person’s conduct, behaviour, 
views, opinions, attitude, character, domestic circumstances, honesty and integrity, as well as their close associates. 
They can also consider refusal based on physical and mental health grounds. Clause 153 provides that the 
commissioner can classify that the person is not fit and proper if the commissioner is satisfied that the person does 
not meet the prescribed firearm authority health standards spelt out in clause 148. Under this clause, all first-time 
and renewal applicants will be required to undergo a health assessment carried out by a registered health practitioner 
who will examine their physical and mental health. The health practitioner will then provide health evidence to 
the commissioner to inform a determination. Should any matters arise from the initial assessment, the person may 
also be directed to a specialist for further examination of whether they meet the standards that will be outlined in 
the regulations. 

Although there is a clear need for a health assessment to be required as a preventive measure to reduce instances 
of a person’s wellbeing being an impacting factor on firearms misuse, as there is for other licences such as pilot or 
dangerous goods drivers’ licences, further detail needs to be provided about how these assessments will be carried 
out, especially for mental health. The Liberal Party also believes that this should apply only to first-time applicants 
and will be considering a further amendment to reflect this. Some of the concerns that I have heard from people 
are about the impact that this could have on farmers or gun holders seeking mental health support. That is why we 
would like some further clarification. Further amendments may also be put forward depending on the direction of 
the debate and subsequent information received during consideration in detail. 
As I mentioned at the beginning, firearms regulation is an emotive issue amongst not only lawfully licensed firearms 
owners, including primary producers who use firearms as a tool and for hunting and recreational shooters, but also 
the public. Most gun owners are responsible, law-abiding individuals and they use their guns safely. However, overall 
public opinion shows some concerns about ensuring that firearms regulation is as good as it can be in favour of 
limiting the number of guns in our community. What is important in these reforms is the need for positive outcomes 
that will both ensure public safety and protect the legitimate use of firearms by law-abiding licensed firearms owners. 
As I stated at the outset, our shadow Minister for Police is in the other place. I appreciate that there is a slightly 
different position between the Liberals and Nationals WA on this issue, but we both are committed to scrutinising 
this bill, and we will put forward a number of amendments, most importantly the motion, as previously flagged by 
our shadow Minister for Police, to extend the scope of the bill’s referral to the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review to include policy and other considerations. 
I will leave my comments there. I understand that plenty of others will speak. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Leader of the Opposition) [12.57 pm]: I rise as the Leader of the Nationals WA to 
make comments on the important legislation that we have before us today. I say at the outset that the National Party 
has concerns with aspects of the Firearms Bill 2024 and we will seek as part of our contribution to ensure that the 
bill is properly scrutinised as it makes its way through the Parliament. It is our belief that complex legislation like 
this, which will presumably be in place for decades to come, should go through the utmost scrutiny in Parliament 
and, for that reason, we will move to ensure that the minister sends this bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation 
in the other chamber. I understand that the bill will go to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review, but that committee will scrutinise only the technical aspects of the bill rather than the whole bill. 
In some of the contributions that the minister has made in public, he has given the impression that the bill will go 
to the legislation committee, but I think there was confusion over whether it would be the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review or the Standing Committee on Legislation. The two committees have very 
different remits and terms of reference for scrutinising legislation. We will seek to send this bill to the legislation 
committee so that it can go through all the nuances of the bill to ensure that there is appropriate scrutiny of the 
many changes that will be made. 
Members of the Nationals WA are aware of the need for public safety and responsible firearms ownership. We have 
always held the view that regulation and legislation are important to ensure the community is safe, but we do not 
agree with aspects of this legislation. This will lead us to have differences of view from the government that we will 
go through in consideration in detail; there are many clauses to discuss. We will be voicing our opposition to certain 
clauses, and our intention is to put forward amendments in the Legislative Council for further discussion and 
debate when the bill reaches that chamber. 
I now outline some aspects that concern us about this legislation. Importantly, this measure relies in part on the 
results of the Law Reform Commission of Western Australia’s review of the Firearms Act carried out at the behest 
of the former Liberal–National government. In fact, backbench members of the National Party at that stage agitated 
to have that review conducted because they knew that the regulations and legislation at the time were clunky, outdated 
and were leading to time-consuming and expensive regulatory processes. They certainly needed to be streamlined. 
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In order to achieve that, we were told at the time by the then Minister for Police that a review of the law was 
needed, because, at that time, the law dictated how firearm registration and ownership were regulated; that is, the 
act dictated the steps that needed to be taken to own and use a firearm. We are aware of that process and the need 
to undertake a review. 
Some recommendations of the Law Reform Commission have been followed; others have not. For instance, the 
Law Reform Commission did not find there should be arbitrary limits on the number of firearms owned. In fact, it 
considered that very topic and came to the understanding that the limit was not necessary. As the minister has been 
fond of saying, in some ways this legislation goes beyond the National Firearms Agreement. I would have thought 
that we should seek to have legislation that is in line with that agreement rather than at odds with it. That is another 
area of concern. 
Organisations representing rural industries that have been consulting with the minister certainly support some 
aspects of the legislation. The Nationals WA support some of those changes. Again, we will go through those aspects 
in consideration in detail, as they are too complex to delve into in the short time I have left to speak. Other people 
in the community have not been so well consulted. Certainly, the Western Australian Firearms Community Alliance 
felt that it did not have the level of consultation required, and 13 000 people, in very short order, signed a petition 
demonstrating that they required extra time for consultation on this matter. The consultation period that was 
allowed at the end of last year was very brief, and it occurred at a time when it was especially busy in regional 
Western Australia, and it was difficult for people to take the time required to respond to such a large body of work. 
Those matters were of concern leading up to the development of this legislation. 

Of course, we then had the typical process of the minister trying to heighten public concern. I think there was 
a raid on a gun shop in Midland or thereabouts weeks before this legislation was presented. Suddenly, newspaper 
reports appeared the day before the legislation was introduced. It was carefully orchestrated to give the impression 
that somehow there was some imminent threat to the Western Australian community that the minister was acting 
to abate. That is typical of the way this government operates. We have seen many media stunts in line with 
announcements around guns. There was a case of firing a very high calibre rifle at a place and defence authorities 
being concerned it was not safe to do so—but it went ahead. We also recall the publishing of a map to indicate where 
certain people live and could indicate where to find firearms. Instead of enhancing public safety, the government 
is working towards drumming up public concern and working to make people feel there is a problem when one 
really does not exist—because, by and large, the 90-odd thousand licensed firearm owners in this state are responsible. 
They have all received their licences and had their guns registered and licensed after going through a process to 
demonstrate a need and a place to store them. All these matters are already in the legislation. It is not as though, 
as has been portrayed in some areas, Western Australia is in some sort of crisis in which guns are rampant in the 
community, and those of us who question the government’s motives are accused of encouraging an American-like 
gun culture. That is absolute nonsense. The National Party was the party that teamed up with John Howard and 
the late Tim Fischer when he was the Deputy Prime Minister of Australia to ensure the beginnings of the 
National Firearms Agreement, and, of course, we have supported responsible gun ownership ever since. 

This is not about the proliferation of guns in the community, and this is not about enabling ownership for people 
who do not need a gun. But we are questioning many aspects of the legislation brought here. For instance, an arbitrary 
level has been set for the number of guns that a person can own. Also, it appears that if someone owns a gun that 
they use for a certain purpose, it cannot be used for another purpose. The minister may disagree, but this seems 
quite clear from briefings that I attended. If I want to shoot clay pigeons at a shooting club with a shotgun, I will 
not be able to shoot rabbits on the farm with the same gun. That seems to be contrary to the idea of having fewer 
guns. I would need to buy a competition shotgun and another shotgun to shoot rabbits at home, which seems to be 
counterintuitive. That is one of the aspects of this bill the Nationals WA has concerns about.  

Another one, which is very concerning for smaller communities in regional areas, is the standards around dealerships, 
and the fact that dealerships will be expected to receive the majority of their income, as I understand it, from their 
trade in firearms and ammunition et cetera. However, many businesses in regional Western Australia are very 
mixed in their activities. A rural supply shop may put through millions of dollars worth of chemicals and products 
for the rural community, and only a few thousand dollars a year in trade in firearms and ammunition. That shop 
still performs a very important service for that regional area. The legislation outlines that a minimum standard of 
trade must be exhibited. We do not know what that standard will be because it has not been made known. However, 
I know from discussions with smaller dealers who provide a service to smaller communities—genuine dealers; not 
people trying to own guns by claiming to be dealers—that they are concerned that they will lose opportunity to 
carry out that trade under this legislation. Their concerns are entirely legitimate because the standard of the level 
of trade that will be required is unknown. The dealers provide a very important service in their local area because 
they will check and provide assurance that a firearm is serviceable. They also ensure that the local community can 
access the ammunition that is needed to control pests et cetera in the area and they provide a service when someone 
leaves to go overseas or elsewhere by putting the guns in the storage facilities that are provided. That is a public 
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good. I am very concerned for those businesses. I have been contacted by a number of the dealers across the state in 
the smaller country areas who are concerned about what this will mean for them. As the minister knows, it is often 
quite difficult for regional people to access the services that people in the city area take for granted. If that ability 
and those services are taken away, it will be an issue for those communities. 

That brings me to the point about the medical checks for physical and mental health that will be required. When 
the legislation was first proposed, it was to be a mental health check, but now it will be a health check that is a check 
for a person’s physical and mental health. I am not sure what the difference is. A few other things in the bill concern 
me. One is that even if a practitioner, such as a GP, issues a certificate or examines a person, it will be up to the 
police to determine whether that person’s examination met the standard. I am struggling to understand why the police 
will determine the standard of someone’s health. If a GP said that a person is in good health, surely that would be 
the standard. We see in the legislation the use of that standard again and again, but I have no idea what that will 
mean in practice. When we first voiced our concern about this, we spoke of the problem in many areas of the state 
with accessing very limited health services. There are 90-odd thousand people who will presumably need a health 
check under the legislation. In the communities that I represent it is not uncommon for people to have to wait 
three or four weeks to see a GP. That would put even more strain on our health services, which we know is facing 
enormous stress under this government, but that stress is particularly acute in the regional areas. We know that finding 
a GP will be an issue for those 90 000 licence holders and we might not be sure how people are being treated by 
the police with regard to what is a sufficient standard of health. That is in the legislation, but we do not know what 
it will mean for an individual. 
In general terms, another thing that firearm owners have told me is that they would like to see more emphasis put 
on making sure that a person is a fit and proper person to hold a licence for a firearm of a certain category. They 
also want the ability to easily sell a rifle of a particular category and calibre that might be worn so that they can buy 
a new model of an equivalent standard. However, that has not been catered for in this legislation. As a consequence, 
people might hang on to guns that are getting a bit old and may be less safe because of the complication of having 
to buy a new gun to do the same task. There would be no difference in the fitness of the person or in the number 
of guns because they would be trading in an old gun for a new gun and there would be no difference in the type of 
gun. As a result, less safe guns might be in the community than there are currently. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Another area that we are in the dark over is the storage requirements. I understood that we were 
to be given some information about the storage requirements under the new legislation, but that has not happened, 
so we are none the wiser about what the storage requirements will be under the new bill. We know they will be in 
the regulations, but I understood that we were to be given an indication about whether everyone who has a gun 
safe with two or three rifles in it will have to buy a new safe and what the new standard will be. That is of material 
interest to people across the state. Even the cheapest gun safe is an investment of hundreds of dollars. As we know, 
people are already facing a cost-of-living crisis in Western Australia as they negotiate inflation and the rising cost 
of living. This is another impost that could be put on an individual even though they have a cabinet that met the 
requirements when they first acquired the firearm. We would like to have seen that in the legislation. I know there 
were discussions in the briefings about a safe from a particular hardware store that someone said they could get 
into in a few minutes. I do not know about that, but the minister could let us know during consideration in detail 
whether he has some guidelines or further information that can be provided because that would be very helpful as 
we negotiate through the legislation. 
Another concern is the suitability of a property for a particular activity such as hunting with a particular calibre. 
Again, there is no explanation about how that will be determined, or none that has been provided to the opposition 
or members of the firearms community to whom I have spoken. There does not seem to be much understanding 
about that. 
Another matter that concerns people is the minimum-activity requirements. We spoke earlier about the dealers 
who will have to meet unknown minimum requirements. There will also be minimum-activity requirements on 
a particular licence holder, which I presume could be policed only by having an understanding of a couple of things 
such as identifying when a person uses a gun. The minister may be able to explain how that will happen. Perhaps 
it will simply be done by recording how much ammunition a person uses. Of course, people can reload et cetera 
and it might be more difficult to ascertain that information than was first thought. That is an interesting new facet to 
the legislation that raises some issues. A person may also change their occupation and no longer need to use a firearm 
daily. I am sure that there have been many farmer politicians over the years who have had a firearm or two that they 
used far more often when they were on the farm every day rather than when they were in politics. I will not mention 
anyone here. Certainly, that change in occupation changes the regularity of use of the firearm, but the use and the 
need for it is still there because the pests are still on the property. One day, that person may be back on the property. 
We have a concern about that and would like to understand more about it. 
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The $64.3 million compensation buyback scheme was announced before the legislation was passed. That meant 
that people could only suppose they would be able to retain their firearm. They do not have a clear indication from 
either the police or Parliament as to whether or not they will be able to retain their firearm. I would have thought 
that the buyback scheme would be left in place over a longer period of time, so that after having made an assessment 
of whether they want to retain the firearm, after they come under the ambit of this legislation, people could then 
make that decision, rather than having to make the decision before the full circumstances are known. It seems to 
be putting the cart before the horse. 
Maybe it is a way of suddenly trying to buy back a whole bunch of guns and there is nothing more in it than that, but 
if the government is trying to compensate people who are caught up in the legislation by some of the change-of-use 
categories et cetera, then that would seem to be a back-to-front way of doing it. We have asked why the $64.3 million 
limit was put in place. We have not really had an explanation as to why that amount was deemed to be appropriate. 
Many firearm owners expressed concern that the levels of compensation that are offered are not realistic in many 
circumstances. Who knows, under this new legislation it might be more difficult for people to sell their guns on 
the open market; there might be less demand. The changes might leave them out of pocket. The way the buyback was 
initiated is puzzling. We do not see any science behind it, nor do we see science behind the arbitrary numbers of 
guns that people can have. 
I am pleased to see one particular measure in the bill about which the Nationals WA has advocated for a change 
in the legislation for a long time. Australia Post has been unwilling to handle—as it does in every other state—the 
carriage of firearms, parts or ammunition. That is something that was brought about because of the need from the 
authority in Western Australia. We have a unique situation here. My colleague Hon Martin Aldridge and others had 
many discussions with police, including the former commissioner—the current Governor—around this matter and 
they were certainly understanding and supportive of the situation, but nothing had been done to undo the complication 
that Australia Post did not want to apply to be a body that can transport firearms or ammunition. My reading of 
the transport and commercial carrier parts of the legislation is that that particular situation will be undone and will 
now be resolved. We are very grateful for that, because we have taken up that challenge for many years. Many 
small dealers around the state and people in regional areas are most affected by that difficulty. Again, it is a situation 
that needed to be addressed. 
We were not concerned about having a review through the Law Reform Commission because we knew that this 
legislation was decades old. I think it is 50 years old, but it was probably 40 years old back at that stage. We were 
happy to have it addressed. It has taken a long time to get here. The review was concluded at the end of the last 
government, and no legislation came forward, and now after seven years of this government—despite the fact that 
there has been some legislation in the firearms area—this is only now coming to the fore. Many aspects of the Law 
Reform Commission review have been followed, but unfortunately other areas have not. We will be seeking to get 
an understanding during consideration in detail why some measures that we mentioned were considered and others 
were not. 
As I said before, in Western Australia we have a Parliament and we have processes within Parliament to study 
legislation and go through it carefully. I think members on the other side must remember the situation in 2023 when 
a piece of legislation was pushed through Parliament and it was very clear there had not been proper consultation. 
It had not been through all the processes that it should have been. This was the Aboriginal cultural heritage 
legislation. The failure of the government to allow proper scrutiny of that led to the failure of the legislation. That 
legislation was supposed to be preceded by a green bill; however, it was rushed through this place within 24 hours, 
if I recall, of it being made known to us. It was pushed through the other place and then pushed onto the community 
in unseemly haste, in a way that has caused uproar. 
This bill has echoes of that. In order to avoid that, the opposition believes that this bill should go to the 
Legislation Committee in the other place, not the uniform legislation committee in its current form, because it has 
limited terms of reference. The Legislation Committee has met only once in the entire term of this Parliament. It 
has considered only one piece of legislation. 

Second Reading — Amendment to Motion 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move — 

To delete the word “now” and insert after the word “time” — 
only after the minister gives an undertaking that he will request the minister’s representative in 
the Legislative Council to seek to have the bill referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation 
once the bill progresses to that house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): Members, as a point of clarification, during the second reading debate 
on the Firearms Bill 2024, the question before the chair has been that the bill be now read a second time. The 
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Leader of the Opposition has proposed a recent amendment to this question in accordance with standing order 170. 
He moved — 

To delete the word “now” and insert after the word “time” — 
only after the minister gives an undertaking that he will request the minister’s representative in 
the Legislative Council to seek to have the bill referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation 
once the bill progresses to that house. 

The question now before the chair is that that word to be deleted be deleted. 
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt) [1.28 pm]: I rise to support the amendment that the Leader of the 
Opposition has moved. I will outline why I think it is prudent for the government to take the advice of the Leader of 
the Opposition. He has mentioned one of the pieces of legislation that was an utter debacle from a legislative and 
community perspective. I had a meeting this morning in my office with people who had been involved with that 
legislation and they are still smarting from the time that was wasted because the government was not willing to go 
through an ordinary and, I think, legitimate process to bring good legislation to the house. 
In fact, yesterday I was on my feet making a comment on the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Safety Levies 
Amendment Bill 2023 and the Petroleum Legislation Amendment Bill 2023, which had over 10 pages of government 
amendments—government amendments to its own legislation! If anyone thinks that I am cherrypicking, I have 
19 pieces of legislation here in which the government has brought government amendments to its own legislation. 
I can list them all. Some amendments might be minor and administrative. Others, as we found out from 
a Standing Committee on Legislation report tabled earlier this week, proved that there is great merit in using our 
committee system appropriately. I will get to that in a minute. 

The review of the Sports and Entertainment Trust Bill 2023 identified that some definitions were missing from 
that legislation and that the government, in fact, had introduced it into the wrong house! This put paid to the fact 
that the government brings in perfect legislation, because the record sits in front of me. I can list that legislation. 
The list includes the Residential Tenancies Amendment Bill 2023, the Western Australian Marine Amendment 
Bill 2023 and the Duties Amendment (Off-the-Plan Concession and Foreign Persons Exemptions) Bill 2023. The list 
has grown! There are now 21 bills; I started with 19! It includes the Charitable Trusts Bill 2022, the Bail Amendment 
Bill 2022, the Directors’ Liability Reform Bill 2022, the Workers Compensation and Injury Management Bill 2023, 
the Main Roads Amendment Bill 2023, the Marine Safety (Domestic Commercial Vessel National Law Application) 
Bill 2023, the Land Tax Assessment Amendment (Build-to-Rent) Bill 2023, the Aboriginal Heritage Legislation 
Amendment and Repeal Bill 2023 and the Electoral Amendment (Finance and Other Matters) Bill 2023. I will 
concede that the Attorney General made amendments to the electoral amendment bill that incorporated some of 
what the opposition and industry said, and other amendments were made during the process. We also urged the 
Attorney General to send that bill to the legislation committee. The list continues with the Western Australian 
Marine Amendment Bill 2023, the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law Application Bill 2023, the 
Residential Tenancies Amendment Bill 2023 and what I mentioned yesterday. Sorry; I have gone back the other 
way. I should have said the Legal Profession Uniform Law Application Bill 2021, the Children and Community 
Services Amendment Bill 2021 and the Administration Amendment Bill 2021. I can provide Hansard—the reporter 
is looking very concerned—with the list that was helpfully put together so we could highlight that we do not move 
this motion lightheartedly and it is not just a stunt. We are talking about a significant piece of legislation, and 
I would expect that the Minister for Police and his government would want to get it absolutely spot-on. 

As a previous member of the Legislative Council and someone who was part of the legislation committee, I also 
speak with experience of why it is an important process and lever that the government can use to make sure all 
the i’s are dotted and the t’s are crossed. Our government was never afraid to use it, even when we had a majority 
in Parliament. I was a member of the legislation committee that looked at the proposed stop-and-search law, which 
I saw reared its head again over the weekend and is apparently being considered by this government, which I find 
remarkable. Those laws were the subject of significant investigation and review and, ultimately, did not proceed. 
The legislation was reviewed by the committee, which ultimately found that the policy intent and the way in which 
the legislation was constructed would not deliver the outcomes the government sought. Was it a painful process 
for the government at the time? Yes; it was not ideal, but the processes of Parliament are here for a reason. They 
are here for us to utilise, and this government has used it once in this Parliament. In the previous four-year term, 
the government chose to refer legislation to the legislation committee 13 times. This iteration of the government—
with its incredible numbers, ultimate power and arrogance, which came with the previous Premier’s leadership—
has not referred one piece of legislation, apart from the Sports and Entertainment Trust Bill 2023, which most people 
would say is fairly innocuous legislation, and I used to be the Minister for Sport and Recreation. I think that this 
is essentially the government saying, “Oops! We’d better put something through to the legislation committee so 
opposition members don’t have the opportunity to stand and draw attention to it”—exactly what I am doing. The 
government sent it to the legislation committee. The committee has done its job and determined that a definition 
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was missing in the legislation and that the government introduced a money bill into the Legislative Council, which 
is a big no-no and should not be done. The committee’s recommendation is that the bill be withdrawn from the 
Legislative Council for debate and reintroduced into the Legislative Assembly. That is very simple legislation; it 
is not what we are contemplating in the reforms to the firearms legislation. 

The member for Moore, the Leader of the Opposition, and the Leader of the Liberal Party have outlined some concerns. 
Yes, the opposition will have the opportunity to go through it in consideration in detail, but that is not the same as 
referring legislation to a committee and giving the committee the opportunity to call witnesses and experts, and make 
sure that the community has the opportunity to make submissions, in addition to the work that has been done previously. 
The government should get it right because the track record of this state government says that it does not get it right. 

I had to watch the Minister for Mines and Petroleum yesterday. It was not his legislation, so I will not heap too 
much on him. The previous Minister for Mines and Petroleum introduced the flawed legislation. This minister had 
to clean up the mess, and sitting here was pretty unedifying. The minister introduced 10 pages of amendments to 
his own legislation. Again, it was something that had been around more than 10 years and was contemplated by 
the previous government. 

Does the minister think that he has this legislation spot-on and exactly right, or are we to assume that no amendments 
or what the opposition will bring to Parliament will be contemplated? As usual, as we saw with previous legislation 
going through this place and the other, it will just be rammed through on numbers. I urge the minister not to do that. 
It is a sensible request from the opposition to send it to the committee. If I am right, the committee is predominantly 
made up of government members, so the risk would be low, but we hope that they would approach their role as 
parliamentarians who are here to make sure that what we put through Parliament comes out the other end fit for 
purpose. They would make sure that the Western Australia Police Force, which will administer it; the licence holders 
and businesses that will be impacted by it; and people in the community who will rely on the legislation for their 
safety can be assured that the legislation will do what it sets out to. I do not think this an unreasonable request. 

I remind the minister, when he stands to respond to this request, that the government itself has amended 21 pieces 
of legislation in this term alone. I do not think that one minister in this place has a clean slate on bringing legislation 
to this place without requiring some amendment. Perhaps the Minister for Regional Development, who is sitting 
in the corner, might have escaped that. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: None of it was struck down as being unconstitutional as the former Liberal government’s was. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: The Attorney General would have to admit that it is unedifying for the government to amend 
its own legislation when the government has all the resources, time and capacity. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): Attorney General! 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: It is incumbent on the government that has this much power in this iteration of Parliament to 
make sure that it demonstrates to the community that it is not simply being arrogant and ramming legislation through 
because it can. The Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the Liberal Party have raised legitimate concerns. 
I do not live in great hope that we will see this agreed to, but the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the Liberal 
Party and I want it on the record. This government does not have a great track record, and it would do it well to 
agree to send this to the legislation committee. 
MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Police) [1.38 pm]: No. We will not do that. At the outset, I will 
reflect a little on the extent of the consultation for this legislation. 
As the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Vasse observed, the Law Reform Commission commenced 
a public consultation process in 2014. It went for two years and resulted in a report that has, from memory, 
123 recommendations. The Liberal and National Parties did nothing with that report. We then took government, 
and a working group consulted in our first term. It had members from different parties, including the representative 
of the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party WA in the upper house, Mr Mazza. They worked on the proposed 
recommendations from the Law Reform Commission report. Then, in this term of government, we implemented 
part of the recommendations of that report in the first amendment to the act I brought into this place that more than 
doubled—almost tripled—the penalties for firearm theft and unlawful use of firearms, and, amongst other things, 
created a firearms prohibition order. Then, we commenced a two-year process to rewrite the act from the ground 
up in accordance with the key recommendation of the Law Reform Commission report. As the report recommended, 
we have made public safety the principal consideration of the new legislation. The approach for every part of the 
legislation flowed from that penning of the priority of the principle of public safety. Everything else in the legislation 
flows from that. Nevertheless, that said, there was almost two years of consultation in preparing this bill to come 
to this place. That is not to say that in consideration in detail any potential proposals, observations or suggestions 
from any party in this place will not be considered. That is what this place is for. We do not cede our responsibility 
to the other place. 
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Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: It is extraordinary that Hon Mia Davies would suggest that the only party, the only organisation, 
the only part of this Parliament capable of making amendments to or reviewing the legislation is some committee 
set up in the upper house. It is incredible that the member for Central Wheatbelt would suggest that. Nevertheless, 
as we have indicated, this legislation is not being rushed. It will be dealt with in a methodical, reasonable manner. 
It will go through this place, and the opposition can do its duty and assess every single clause, propose amendments 
to its heart’s content, make suggestions and identify things — 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, thank you. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: — that it does not like and make suggestions on behalf of anybody. That is the opposition’s 
job; that is what it is supposed to do. That opportunity will be afforded to the opposition. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Thereafter, the bill will proceed to the other place where, in the normal course of events, it will 
go the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review for three months of assessment—three 
months. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, please take your seat. Leader of the Opposition, I have warned you a couple 
of times. Please cease interjecting while the minister is on his feet. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: It will have been scrutinised by the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the Liberal Party 
in this place, with all the resources and support available to those positions, including — 
Ms L. Mettam: Resources? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The member for Vasse is the Leader of the Liberal Party, and the Leader of the Nationals WA, 
the Leader of the Opposition, is here. They can seek advice and support from anybody. They can criticise the bill and 
propose amendments or suggestions to their hearts’ content here. Then the bill will go through the normal course 
of events—it will not be rushed or pushed through. Having criticised me, the Leader of the Liberal Party appears 
to be trying to delay the legislation. Her spokesperson suggested that I was responsible for a school shooting and 
a murder–suicide in the wheatbelt because I had not yet passed the legislation. That is an incredible backflip and 
an extraordinary decision on the leader’s behalf. Having done that, the Leader of the Liberal Party stood in this 
place, I do not know, not three quarters of an hour ago and said that this legislation had not been dealt with like 
the Aboriginal Heritage Act. She said there had been consultation and a proper process. Now, the Leader of the 
Opposition is suggesting that there has not been and he wants to change the normal process into some other thing. 
We will not do it. The opposition has the opportunity to do its job in this place. When the bill goes to the upper house, 
it will go to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, and thereafter it will be debated 
in the upper house in the normal course of events, as is normally the process for legislation. Any proposals can be 
dealt with at that time and place. 
I will reflect a little on what the two years’ worth of consultation involved. Despite the Leader of the Opposition’s 
claim that the Western Australian Firearms Community Alliance had not been consulted, I am pretty certain it was 
consulted every week for the better part of a year and a half, with personal meetings with the police officers who were 
contributing to the drafting process. Every week there were personal meetings in their offices. Bearing in mind 
that that organisation represents only some of the licensed firearm holders, beyond that, as the member for Vasse 
indicated, there has been deep consultation with the bodies that represent primary producers in Western Australia. 
The Primary Producers Firearms Advisory Board has been consulted on this legislation, and it has contributed 
significantly to shaping it. There were also the WA Farmers Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association 
of WA, the Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association, vegetablesWA and Wines of Western Australia. All those 
bodies have contributed to the shaping of this legislation. 
Other people have been consulted. The Leader of the Opposition was at pains to reflect on an electronic petition, 
on which the signatures could have come from anywhere. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, thank you! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: That aside, a consultation paper was produced last year. A one-month consultation period followed 
and submissions were received. We did not get 90 000 submissions from the supposed 90 000 licensed firearms 
owners who the Leader of the Opposition claims to represent, but we got 6 681 emails, 5 135 of which were auto-
generated from the WASCA site. There was auto-generation of emails that were essentially identical in content, 
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although some words were moved around. For all intents and purposes, their argument—what they were proposing—
was identical. They were still received and acknowledged. There were 1 546 emails that were not pro forma. The 
vast majority of them were against the legislation, primarily the three elements that the opposition has identified 
on its Facebook pages as being what it opposes, such as limits on the number of firearms. The opposition proposes 
an unlimited number of guns for everybody in Western Australia. That is what the opposition proposes because it 
opposes a limit. It is just not possible to oppose a gun limit and not be for unlimited guns. I am sorry, that is just fact. 

Point of Order 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The discussion here is about the referral to a committee, it is not about the merits of the 
Firearms Bill 2024 itself. I ask the minister to come back to the point of whether this bill should be reviewed by 
the legislation committee. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): The point of order is not upheld. Please cease from interjection—yet 
again, I am telling you that. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I was talking about the Leader of the Opposition’s criticism of that process and his justification 
for going to a different committee in the upper house for three months as opposed to the one it will go to for 
three months on the grounds that he feels that there has not been adequate consultation. During that consultation 
process we received submissions that predominantly opposed firearm limits of any description. They also opposed 
health checks and reform of the corrupted property letter scheme. That is fine because that is what they felt, but, 
as I said, even if we take into account the significant number of form letters, with a vast majority of 6 081 reflecting 
that position, this law is not just for people who own a gun. This law is not just for people who have a firearms licence. 
This law, in accordance with the National Firearms Agreement that John Howard championed in 1996 and 1997, 
makes public safety the principal consideration. This law is for the public, so the police sought to get an opinion from 
more than just those people who own a gun. Not surprisingly, that part of the population had a different view than 
the 6 081 people who do not want a limit on how many guns they can own.  
That part of the population was surveyed with an accuracy of plus or minus 1.3 per cent and it confirmed that 
72 per cent of Western Australians believe there should be a firearms limit. They believe that it should be five or 
fewer, and another 16 per cent on top of that believe there should be none. That is 88 per cent of Western Australians, 
the ones who do not own guns. It was demographically representative and it was proportionally representative of 
gun owners who were canvassed, but 88 per cent of the public believe there should be limits to the number of 
firearms a person owns. Beyond that, we consulted with other people, because, again, that small number of people 
who own firearms and amongst those people the number who own firearms and are concerned about reform of the 
legislation, which is even smaller, are not necessarily very representative of a lot of people. We talked to a range 
of other people to seek their views. I am wondering whether either the Leader of the Opposition or the Leader of the 
Liberal Party talked to those people, because they have a view. I am pretty certain the Leader of the Liberal Party 
talked with at least some of them, but I do not think the Leader of the Opposition did. 
Mr R.S. Love: I do not know who you are talking about, so I cannot tell you. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I will tell the Leader of the Opposition. Did he talk to the Western Australian Council of 
Social Service? Louise Giolitto was CEO at the time we introduced the debate and began the consultation; did the 
Leader of the Opposition talk to her? I doubt it. Did he talk to Stephen Bendle from the Alannah and Madeline 
Foundation, established by Walter Mikac after his wife and two kids were shot at Port Arthur? Did he talk to them? 
They have a view. Did he talk to Sandy Lukjanowski from Injury Matters, the people who deal with injuries 
associated with gun trauma in Western Australia? Has he talked to them? These are people who have a view. Did 
he talk to Gun Control Australia’s Dr Charles Watson, a neuroscientist in Western Australia, about his view on gun 
control and guns? Did he talk to Alison Evans, the CEO of the Centre for Women’s Safety and Wellbeing? She is in 
Western Australia and she is pretty high profile. She has a view. Did he talk to Kati Kraszlan, the Commissioner for 
Victims of Crime? There is not much of a positive response coming.  
Did the Leader of the Opposition talk to Dr Ann O’Neill, a very high profile victim of gun violence who watched as 
her two children were shot to death by an estranged former partner and was then shot in the leg that was subsequently 
amputated? She is the founder of Angelhands and an advocate for gun control. Did he talk to her about her views 
about the laws? Did he talk to Dr Sudhakar Rao, the chair of the WA Royal Australasian College of Surgeons’ 
trauma committee? Did he talk to him at Royal Perth Hospital? He treats people with gun trauma. Did he talk 
to the Public Health Association of Australia’s CEO, Adjunct Professor Terry Slevin? He has a view. I doubt that 
the Leader of the Opposition talked to anybody other than the Western Australian Firearms Community Alliance. 
That is a concern, because that indicates a lack of consultation. That indicates that the Leader of the Opposition 
is ill-informed. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
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Mr P. PAPALIA: The member is ill-informed. He does not know the public of Western Australia’s view on 
firearms reform. He does not know that. All he knows is the view of a small portion of licensed firearm owners in 
Western Australia. That is pretty disappointing when we take into account what he is proposing by, firstly, delaying 
this legislation. The Liberal Party has been criticising me for two years for not having done it fast enough, and it 
is now trying to delay it. It then wants to delay it further in the upper house and the Leader of the Opposition wants 
to abrogate his responsibility to properly assess this legislation in the house where government is formed. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: In the house where government is formed, he wants to relinquish that responsibility. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): Leader of the Opposition, I have warned you so many times. I call 
you to order for the first time. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I would urge the Leader of the Opposition to consider that list that I read to him and seek them 
out for their advice. If he wants to claim that there has been inadequate consultation—he is absolutely guilty of 
lack of consultation—he needs to rectify that situation. He needs to talk to victims of gun violence. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: He needs to talk to the victims of family and domestic violence who are fearful of guns in the 
community, because that escalates and magnifies the threat to them. He needs to talk to people who advocate 
for victims of crime, like Kati Kraszlan. He needs to talk to people who have been campaigning for decades for 
firearms reform and are concerned that it has been undermined by the push for an American-style gun culture in 
Australia. He needs to determine whether he has the moral high ground on this. If all he is doing—in a desperate 
bid to get support of some people from the Queensland gun lobby who are funnelling money through WAFCA—
is because he is so desperate for anybody to support the Nationals WA, then that is a sad indictment of the once 
proud National Party. 
I will reflect. The Leader of the Opposition mentioned a true National Party leader, Tim Fischer. I met him in 1991 
at the fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Crete in Crete. He is a veteran, a courageous man who, had he not 
been there at that moment, may not have enabled John Howard to do the great reform that he did. If we had not 
had Tim Fischer as the Leader of the National Party, if we had someone like the member for Moore, I doubt whether 
we would have had that reform. It is extraordinary. Ask anybody, except for the small number of people who the 
Leader of the Opposition talks to, what they think one of the greatest contributions John Howard made to Australian 
society was. Ask them that, and undeniably, almost universally they will say that John Howard’s gun laws were 
one of his greatest contributions to the nation. They are thankful to this day for that. Australians are thankful we 
are not America. They are thankful we do not have American gun culture. Do not argue for it. 

Point of Order 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I again refer to the fact that the minister is debating the bill not the motion for the referral to the 
committee. I ask that he be called to order. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): The point of order is not upheld.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr P. PAPALIA: We will definitely not refer the bill to that committee. It will go to the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. You can do your job in this place. Make your case. I do not think you 
have got one! 
MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Leader of the Liberal Party) [1.59 pm]: I rise to also speak to the amendment. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That was the close of the debate. How can she contribute when the debate has closed? 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): She can; it has been checked. 
Ms L. METTAM: We had already clarified that. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: It has been checked; thank you. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms L. METTAM: I support the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition in support of this piece of 
legislation going to the Standing Committee on Legislation—a committee that this government has used only 
once, which goes to the level of accountability and transparency that we have seen under this government. We 
know that it has a track record when it comes to amending its own pieces of legislation, which the member for 
Central Wheatbelt pointed out. We support this amendment to ensure that there are no unintended consequences 
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from this piece of legislation. The minister talked about the bill being a product of the Law Reform Commission 
of Western Australia report. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 785.] 
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