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Division 3:  Premier and Cabinet - Service 8: Support for the Implementation of the State’s Road Safety 
Initiatives, $1 910 000 - 
Dr S.C. Thomas, Chairman. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke, Minister for Community Safety. 
Mr I.F. Cameron, Executive Director, Office of Road Safety. 
Mr K. Edwards, Acting Principal Finance Officer, Office of Road Safety. 
Dr K.J. O’Callaghan, Commissioner of Police. 

The CHAIRMAN:  This estimates committee will be reported by a private contractor.  The daily proof Hansard 
will be published in two parts: the first part will be distributed at 9.00 am tomorrow; the second part will be 
distributed at 9.00 am the day after.  The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be restricted 
to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated fund.  This is the prime 
focus of the committee.  Although there is scope for members to examine many matters, questions need to be 
clearly related to a page number, item, program, or amount within the volumes.  For example, members are free 
to pursue performance indicators that are included in the budget statements while there remains a clear link 
between the questions and the estimates.   

It is the intention of the Chairman to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point.  The minister may agree to provide supplementary 
information to the committee, rather than asking that the question be put on notice for the next sitting week.  For 
the purpose of following up the provision of this information, I ask the minister to clearly indicate to the 
committee which supplementary information he agrees to provide, and I will then allocate a reference number.  
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered 
to the committee clerk by 9 June 2006, so that members may read it before the report and third reading stages.  If 
the supplementary information cannot be provided within that time, written advice is required of the day by 
which the information will be made available.  Details in relation to supplementary information have been 
provided to both members and advisers and accordingly I ask the minister to cooperate with those requirements.  
I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice with the Clerk’s office.  Only supplementary information that the minister agrees to provide 
will be sought by 9 June 2006. 

It will also greatly assist the contractor recording the proceedings if when referring to the Budget Statements 
volumes or the consolidated fund estimates, members give the page number, item, program and amount in 
preface to their question. 

In case members are confused, we will be dealing first with division 3, service 8, which deals with road safety.  
It begins on the bottom of page 97 in volume 1 of the Budget Statements. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  My question refers to the second dot point on page 98 under “Major Initiatives For 2006-
07” that states that the department will progress the implementation of random roadside drug tests in Western 
Australia.  Given that legislation will be introduced into Parliament soon regarding drug-impaired driving, why 
is it that we are not going to the extent of having saliva tests in the form of random roadside drug testing as they 
have been trialling in Victoria now for 12 months, especially as a former minister said way back in November 
2003 that she would introduce random drug testing, and considering the evidence that drug-impaired driving is 
such a serious issue on the roads? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This is one of those matters again that crosses over between this division and the Police.  
We can perhaps then come back to it if the member so wishes in the later division.  In answer to the first part of 
his question, his supposition is not correct; that is, we will be doing that.  The bill currently before Parliament 
does not do it, but it has not been given priority because we are currently drafting extra elements into that same 
bill rather than introducing two bills.  These new elements deal with drug testing and use of saliva samples in 
order to make that an effective means of detecting people who are driving when under the influence of drugs. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Is that the reason the drug-impaired driving bill has not been presented yet?  It will be 
represented, will it not? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There is a bill in Parliament that deals with it, but it does not deal with saliva testing for 
the detection of people who are under the influence of drugs.  That is being drafted and that will come in as part 
of the bill already here.  Our desire is not to go to two bills, but whether we do it by withdrawing that bill and 
simply then having it reprinted or by amending the existing bill, will be decided when the additional drafting is 
completed. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Why has the decision been made to go along this path now? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The issue is that the technology was developing, as the member is most probably aware.  
He alluded to another state that initiated those programs, but perhaps it did so before some of the technical 
matters had been fully ironed out and there were a number of problems.  We clearly wish to learn from those 
experiences and make sure we have as effective a system as possible.  We are now committed to going down that 
road, and we will be bringing those amendments to the Parliament as soon as we can. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Will that random drug testing be similar to what we see now with booze bus testing? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The police are taking a key role in developing it.  The Office of Road Safety has been 
involved in setting the general policy.  The Road Traffic Amendment (Drug Impaired Driving) Bill 2005 was 
introduced into Parliament in November 2005.  The bill deals with the identification and prosecution of drivers 
who are impaired by drugs and involved initial random breath testing for alcohol, followed by behavioural 
assessment of drivers by police at the roadside.  This is backed by mandatory blood-testing analysis that allows 
for referral for the detection and referral to medical assessment for other causes of impairment, including 
prescription drugs.   

Originally the drug-impaired driving bill did not allow for random roadside testing for the presence of drugs.  A 
proposal for random roadside drug testing using oral fluids - that is, saliva - has been approved by cabinet and is 
being drafted.  The saliva testing will focus on drugs known to impair driving and which are amenable to 
screening by oral fluid at the roadside; that is, MDMA or ecstasy, methamphetamine or speed, and THC, that is, 
active cannabis.  Training will be required for police officers.  That gets into the police side of it.  I find it very 
interesting that we will need the equipment.  It will require a new bus, and I love the acronyms they come up 
with.  It will be referred to as the breath and drug bus; that is, the BAD bus. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Can we have a time frame on that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There is a lot to be done.  The legislation has to be drafted and has to go through 
Parliament.  Given the backlog in the upper house, I would not like to guess how long that will take.  The police 
will then have the issue of training and acquiring the equipment they need.  Once we know the legislation is 
going through the Parliament, the police can perhaps start to initiate those things ahead of it being fully 
implemented, but a whole range of steps must be completed before we can make it effective and out there on the 
road.  We will seek, of course, to have it in as soon as we can. 

Mr B.S. WYATT:  The fourth dot point on page 98 under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” states that initiatives 
will be introduced to combat repeat drink driving in Western Australia.  This flows a bit from the member for 
South Perth’s question.  Can the minister provide some details of those initiatives? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This is something that has been worked on for some time.  When people are repeat drink 
drivers, it is usually a medical situation; the people are addicted and therefore their problem must be dealt with 
as an addiction problem.  These people repeatedly drive when they are suspended, and when they are under the 
influence of alcohol.  The special approach being taken is to open up a system where they would only be allowed 
to drive with some form of equipment in the car so that if they were ever to be under the influence, they would 
not be able to start the vehicle.  A fair bit of work has been done on that, but I am not in a position to say how far 
it is from being brought forward.  The technology side of it is clearly established in the policy, and then we need 
to develop legislation to enable the program to be initiated. 

[2.10 pm] 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I refer to the fourth dot point on page 98.  I presume that the over-representation of young 
drivers in crashes includes both fatal and non-fatal crashes.  Can the minister give a gender analysis of that 
representation? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Of the young drivers involved in serious crashes, I am advised 80 per cent are males. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Are there any recommendations in the review that the government is considering or plans 
to implement that would target males, who are clearly those greatly at risk, as opposed to females, who are 
clearly better and safer drivers? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am not sure whether the member watches more television than I do, but even in the little 
I watch I can see that the advertising campaign that seeks to alert and advise people of appropriate behaviour 
very clearly targets young males.  In terms of actual prescriptive matters, there is no gender discrimination, but 
in matters of campaigning, clearly that group, which is the main problem, is targeted. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I will go back to the fourth dot point under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” on page 98, 
on the repeat drink-drivers.  The minister has said that the police have not finished the preparation for the 
introduction of the interlock devices.  Will the driver have to pay for the device and the installation costs? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think they are matters that have to be worked through, and we are giving them attention.  
Work has been done, but we will need a workable arrangement.  If someone is to receive the benefit of being 
allowed to drive after a series of convictions, and interlocks are involved, then the public is not going to bear the 
full responsibility for that.  A large amount, if not all, of that responsibility will fall on the person, but we are still 
working through the details. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The fifth dot point under “Major Initiatives for 2006-07” on page 98 is about the 
legislative changes to the Road Traffic Act and states that legislative change will be introduced to change 
speeding, restraints and other penalties.  Can I assume that that relates to an announcement the minister has made 
recently that penalties will be much higher for people who are caught speeding?  Does that legislative change 
include learner and probationary drivers?  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Those changes to the Road Traffic Act will change speeding, restraints and other 
penalties.  The penalties for road traffic offences have not been reviewed since 1997.  Since then their real value 
has diminished by almost 20 per cent due to inflation.  We have already announced the increased fines.  That is 
one aspect.  I am also advised that the dot point we are relating to here does relate to those changes in speeding 
fines, as they have not been reviewed since 1997.  There are other matters that I do not think this dot point 
covers, such as the driver training and - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The demerit points for probationary drivers and so on and so forth? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes.  They are really the issues we are dealing with, but that is not what is alluded to by 
this dot point. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is the minister prepared to sit down with the opposition before bringing in any of that 
legislation or regulations so that we can work out a bipartisan approach to this?  I have some concerns that what 
is proposed at the moment is punishment for 90 per cent of the people who do things right 99 per cent of the 
time.  They make one little error and go 12 kilometres an hour over the limit, when they do not intend to.  Also, 
some of the changes proposed will punish the learner and probationary drivers who always do the right thing.  
The government should be concentrating on putting off the roads the people who commit offences knowingly 
and wilfully.  It appears to me what is being proposed at the moment will punish innocent people just to get the 
few guilty ones.  I am suggesting that the minister should, and asking the minister to confirm that he will, sit 
down with the opposition in a bipartisan approach and go through those areas.  It brings to mind a comment he 
made on the radio recently about people from abroad who have driving licences from those countries.  He will 
hit the innocent people again, such as people from Britain, people who drive on the same side of the road as us, 
who have much more stringent driving tests than we do here.  I can understand his reasoning when we consider 
people from some Third World countries where people drive on the other side of the road or do not have 
efficient driving tests.  However, he should not punish the people who are capable of driving very safely just 
because he wants to stop the ones who are likely to cause the problems. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I think we ended up with three different parts to that question.  With respect to the last 
part about the licensing of migrants, I think the member has misunderstood.  That was an announcement made 
by the Minister Assisting the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  It referred to a plan to assess people on 
the basis of the level of licensing they had when they came here.  People who came from a country where the 
licensing is basically equivalent to what we have would not have to go through the same level of tests of people 
who come from another country where the level of licensing is far inferior.  That is not my portfolio.  That 
referred to the actual granting of licences to people who were licensed in another country, and I think the 
member has misunderstood it. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thought the minister made a comment on the radio along those lines. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Templeman made a comment on that in the past week. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I beg the minister’s pardon; it was, too, yes. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The first part of the member’s question was that our law perhaps threatened to treat the 
average and good driver the same as bad drivers and people who are irresponsible.  I am very conscious that that 
is always an issue, and that, in seeking to deal with a very real issue generated by a very small percentage of the 
population, we do not impose unnecessary burdens on the vast majority who at least always attempt to do the 
right thing.  Our legislation will clearly target people who put other people’s safety in jeopardy and people who 
refuse to accept their reasonable responsibilities.  There are problems with the law in trying to do that 
effectively, but we will seek to do it. 
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The other part of the question was whether we would work with the opposition.  I have already indicated in 
Parliament, specifically with respect to the new driver training and learner driver arrangements, that I want to 
work with the opposition.  We are seeking to change the way in which people understand the licensing process 
and their responsibility to gain sufficient experience and practice as learner drivers.  Even though they may have 
their P-plates, they are still very much in the learning mode, and that is what that range of reforms is about.  We 
are leading Australia and perhaps the world in the total package.  The measures risk making young people feel as 
if they have been got at, but that is not the intention at all.  We need to consult with key stakeholders, and I see 
the opposition as one of those.  As I understand, the opposition, from a point of principle, is backing the changes, 
and I thank it for that. 
[2.20 pm] 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  With regard to the proposed legislation for P-platers and the restrictions that the 
government intends to place on them, will the minister revisit that legislation, given the comments of many 
young people that this law will prevent them car-pooling if they are going to university or school or whatever, 
when two or three of them might share a car?  That is the one issue raised by young people.  A lot of them say 
that they accept the legislation about driving between midnight and 5.00 am and that they understand that it is 
being proposed for the right reasons; however, they have a concern about the  legislation preventing them car-
pooling and going about their legitimate work or studies. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The government has indicated that it will implement seven of the nine points 
recommended by the Road Safety Council from 1 July next year.  I think we have done enough work to believe 
we can do that.  However, a lot of detail surrounds that; the actual implementation issues need to be worked 
over.  The statement indicated that there would be exemptions, but we need to manage those exemptions in a 
way that is not too burdensome or bureaucratic.  A lot of the comment has perhaps been based on partial 
understanding of what is being proposed, and that is the reason we need thorough consultation.  If people 
understand what is really being proposed, they will assist us in working through the implementation issues.  I am 
not denying that there are some real issues there, and we need to make sure that we have catered for those when 
we get the detail of the legislation and the regulations in place.  I think we need to keep in mind that we are not 
targeting young people.  We are targeting the first six months of driving.  We are really extending the learning 
period, and there are quite tight restrictions on people in that period.  That is based on the sound evidence.  There 
is a much higher risk factor involved with novice drivers in their first six months of driving. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I refer to the last dot point on page 98, which states -  

A Road Safety Council review to identify the best practice in speed enforcement will be undertaken and 
recommendations will be made to Government. 

Has there been a recommendation to reduce the speed limit in Western Australia from 110 to 100 kilometres an 
hour? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  The member has reacted to what I suspect is a rumour that has no foundation.  I 
quite rightly sought to have that put to bed, and I have done so with that dot point.  That dot point refers to 
identifying best practice in speed enforcement and relates to a study initiated by the Road Safety Council.  I 
understand Monash University has been contracted to undertake the study. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Yes.  The question then is why speed limits on some roads in the south west land division 
have gone from 110 kilometres an hour to 100 kilometres an hour when the limits on the side roads are 110 
kilometres an hour.  This is not based on any particular formula.  I refer specifically to the eighty-fifth percentile 
method of establishing road speed limits.  Does this recommendation somehow take into consideration any of 
those factors? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I cannot give a detailed answer to that.  As the member quite rightly pointed out from his 
own experience, speed limits are set by Main Roads.  Main Roads has a number of criteria by which it 
establishes an appropriate speed limit, and using a percentile has been a standard method, or a part of its 
approach, in setting those speed limits.  That is the responsibility of Main Roads.  I am sure the police enter into 
discussions from time to time if Main Roads makes a judgment they do not agree with, but it is the responsibility 
of Main Roads, which has its own procedures.  We currently cannot answer the specifics of the case the member 
has raised. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  The dot point refers to the Road Safety Council identifying the best practice in speed 
enforcement.  Can the minister enlighten us on what that might be? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I have already indicated, it was thought appropriate to have a fresh look.  Monash 
University has been contracted to undertake the study.  The study will involve public consultation, so 
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announcements will be made in the foreseeable future.  A discussion paper may be released.  I am not briefed on 
how advanced that current study is.  The researchers will seek to get the statistical data that is available, consult 
with key stakeholders and bring back a study with a set of recommendations, I assume, on best practice in speed 
enforcement. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I refer to the first dot point on page 98 under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07”, which 
indicates that the department will continue major statewide road safety community education programs.  I 
strongly support those programs.  Do these initiatives include, or is there support from the Road Safety Council 
and the government for, holding advanced driver courses for newly licensed drivers, given what the minister 
mentioned earlier about the first six months of driving?  Are advanced driver courses included, or are they under 
consideration by the government or the Road Safety Council; and, if not, will they be considered in the future? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I spent a few years as a driving instructor and did an advanced course myself, and I was 
very strongly of the view that I benefited from it and that everyone would.  However, over the years when I have 
put forward the proposition that we should look at somehow increasing the number of people who do advanced 
driving courses, I have been told on many occasions that the research data internationally does not actually show 
that the number of accidents can be reduced by mandating or encouraging a large number of people to go 
through those courses.  As I said, I thought I benefited from it quite considerably.  I think there are benefits in it; 
however, to my knowledge, at a state level there is no evidence that encouraging, subsidising or mandating a 
large number of people to undertake such courses would actually produce a reduction in the road toll.  It is an 
area in which a lot of work has been done.  I am not the expert, so I will ask Iain Cameron, the executive 
director, to either correct me slightly or give extra evidence to support what I have just said. 

Mr I.F. Cameron:  There is no need to correct the minister; he is exactly right in his appraisal.  We looked 
worldwide to see whether we could identify an effect of advanced driver training that would reduce crashes, 
particularly among young people.  We were not able to find that effect.  However, the Deputy Prime Minister 
has formed a reference group for a novice driver training trial pilot project in New South Wales and Victoria.  I 
am contributing to the development of that and we have a watching brief on it.  They have asked, “If you were 
going to do anything in the world to do something about advanced driver training, what might work?”  However, 
that is very much in a pilot phase, and that pilot has run up to about $8 million in its estimates already.  The 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development is about to release a report on young driver safety, 
and it is unable to find a recommendation for, or evidence to recommend, advanced driver training.  It does not 
mean that we are against it or talk it down; it means that we are not able to tease out a safety benefit other than 
experience.  There is no substitute for getting experience.  That can be under a professional driving instructor or 
it can be under a responsible adult, but there is no evidence other than getting real on-road experience.  The 
primary reason is that the difference between an experienced and an inexperienced driver is that essentially the 
experienced driver has learnt to identify hazards and to react before they are a problem; the young driver does 
not until he or she gets real-world experience. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I have a further brief question.  I have done those courses over time, and I understand 
where the Road Safety Council is coming from.  I am happy about the pilot program.  However, when local 
communities put forward programs in which they want to do that, if it is not an ideal program, they should be 
encouraged and supported by the government and the Road Safety Council to take up something that will deliver 
better outcomes.  I think it is wrong to discourage communities that are prepared to support this financially by 
simply saying that the program is no good. 

[2.30 pm] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I accept that.  If the member knows of particular communities that he feels are being 
discouraged from doing something that would improve road safety, he should let me know later, because it might 
have been because of a communication issue.  We clearly want to encourage a broad range of community 
groups. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I am dealing with the Road Safety Council about one at the moment.  I just wanted to 
raise it because I think it is important for other areas. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I refer to the first dot point under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” that refers to 
community education programs focusing on drink-driving, speed, use of restraints and fatigue.  How much of the 
road safety budget is spent on advertising these initiatives, and can the minister give us a breakdown of the 
amount that is targeted to each of these problems? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The total budget for a whole range of different road safety programs is $7.2 million for 
educational campaigns.  It is envisaged that the two programs that are mentioned in that dot point will be 
prepared and run this year.  The one on safer vehicles will advise people about the safety of the vehicles they 
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purchase, and encourage people to buy vehicles that have a proven record of being safer, particularly when 
involved in crashes.  The other one on supervised driving for novice drivers fits in very much with the 
announcements that we have already made about getting an extended period of experience under supervision. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Given that the statistics, which we will see later in other sections under the Police Service 
division, show that the incidence of drink-driving has increased by 10 per cent in roadside testing, is that an area 
on which we may not have done enough advertising or which we should be revisiting?  Is that a concern to the 
department? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That actually comes another division, but it is appropriate perhaps to answer the question 
now.  The Commissioner of Police, again, would know more about it than I.  However, my understanding is that 
that relates to changed operational procedures by the police; that is, they want to see at what times and at what 
locations there is likely to be a higher incidence of people breaking the law and driving when their blood alcohol 
content is beyond the limit, and, therefore, by more effective targeting, the hit rate will be higher in getting 
people who are above the limit. 

Dr K.J. O’Callaghan:  I think that is a very fair assessment.  About three years ago, we were getting truly 
random breath-testing; that is, the bus went out and it just sat somewhere, and people were tested as they came 
through.  We put in a slightly different strategy that targets the location of the booze bus based on intelligence, 
and we get a higher hit rate because of it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I just follow that up.  I think those of us involved in clubs and organisations know that 
the culture has changed.  People no longer go out and enjoy themselves and drink to the same degree and then 
drive as was the case in the past.  There is a real consciousness.  The “2004 Annual Review of Arriving Safely - 
Road Safety Strategy for Western Australia, 2003-2007” states - 

There is evidence that the levels of alcohol-related fatalities in WA are falling, with a 33 per cent 
reduction in 2004, compared to the baseline, in the number of people killed in crashes where at least 
one driver or rider had a BAC over 0.05 per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, this is a fairly small service.  I have on the list at this stage the member for Swan 
Hills and the member for Murray.  We now have less than an hour and a half to get through the next two 
divisions; namely, the Police Service and the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I am happy to give up my question because the opposition wants to move on. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I think we have spent nearly 40 minutes on this section.  It is very important, but there are 
major issues to come, and we will miss out on them if we do not - 

The CHAIRMAN:  It is entirely up to the committee.  If members wish to withdraw their questions, I will put 
this division.  Both members are happy to withdraw their questions.  Therefore, there being no further questions 
on the list, the question is that the appropriation for division 3, service 8, be recommended. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


