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ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT (DRUGS) BILL 2006 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 8:  Section 66 amended - 
Debate was adjourned after Mr J.E. McGrath had moved an amendment. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  The member for Hillarys suggested an amendment to the amendment to include the 
words that a member of the police force must require the driver or the person in charge of the motor vehicle 
wherever it is practicable, or something along that line.  It would be more manageable for WA Police.  If our 
intention is not reflected in the legislation, this clause will be left up in the air and the main thrust of what the 
government and the minister are trying to achieve will be lost. 

The Road Traffic Amendment (Drugs) Bill 2006 is about people driving with drugs in their system.  If we allow 
people to drive with drugs in their system and they are found to have a blood alcohol level higher than .05 and 
are not tested for drugs, we will be defeating the purpose of this legislation.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are wrong-headed on this.  You do not understand what we are trying to do  

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  The minister does not want people to drive if they have taken drugs.  On one hand we are 
saying that if people take drugs in any form we do not want them driving a car, because it becomes a road safety 
issue.  On the other hand, we are saying that if people drive with drugs in their system and they have also had 
three or four cans of beer and are tested and the test shows they are over the blood alcohol limit, they will be 
pinged for driving with a high blood alcohol level.  Members know that a person who drives with alcohol in his 
system and is tested will be penalised.  People driving with drugs in their system is the latest fight that the 
community has on its hands.   

We hope that this legislation will be the start of an education program for young drivers.  They should be told 
that if they take recreational drugs they should not get behind the wheel of a car.  If they are not tested for drugs, 
yet cop a penalty for driving with a high blood alcohol level, what happens to the message that we are sending to 
them?  There will be instances in which young people are affected by a cocktail of alcohol and drugs, and they 
should receive a bigger penalty.  It should be rammed home to the community that young people are driving 
irresponsibly by not only having a high alcohol level, but also drugs in their system.  It is a message that we are 
trying to get out to the community.   

The amendment should be amended to make it mandatory for police to conduct a second test on someone who is 
found to have a high blood alcohol level, if the equipment is available to do that.  Obviously the equipment will 
not be available at all times.  If they are at a booze bus that has the drug-testing capability, the police should be 
duty bound to conduct a second test.  In that way we will be telling the community that it is not acceptable for 
people to drive with drugs in their system.  If people go to a party and take drugs, which we do not condone, they 
should not get behind the wheel of a car because road safety is a huge concern.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We agree that there is only a small number of samples - it is how we can impact on stopping 
people from taking drugs and driving.  Saying that we have to carry out the drug test rather than leave it as a 
police operational matter will not assist in what we are seeking to do.   

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  The opposition’s opinion differs from the minister’s opinion.  We need to be strong on 
this.  It may involve only a small number of people, but we need to get the message across.  If we do not get that 
message across we shall not be ramming it home as forcibly as the community would expect us to.   

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I support the member for South Perth and the intent of the amendment he has moved.  
The minister has an opportunity to do something quite responsible for the community of Western Australia, and I 
imagine that is what they would expect him to do.  The proposition that the member for South Perth is putting to 
the minister is one of which the majority of the community would be totally supportive.  If the opportunity is 
available to test people for drugs at the same time as they are tested for alcohol, the community will want that to 
happen.  I suggest to the minister that, in a sense, there may be technical difficulties in the drafting of the 
amendment or the proposed legislation before us, but the commonsense of the proposal is self-evident.  The drug 
problem is a growing problem.  No-one denies that and members of this house would not deny that the proposal 
is very sensible.  We need to send a very clear message across the community that we, as the Parliament of 
Western Australia, are entirely serious about this issue.  If the minister is technically hamstrung by the legislation 
as it sits at the moment and does not agree with the wording of the member for South Perth’s amendment, I 
suggest that he has the opportunity, with the support of the chamber, to amend that legislation so that it will 
enable the Western Australian police force to carry out an operational matter.  It is commonsense.  It is self-
evident.  I am sure the police would not resist that.   
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I put it to the minister that if a member of the WA police force pulled him over to breath test him and saw a 
firearm on the seat next to him, I fully expect that he would be asked for his firearm licence to make sure he was 
abiding by the law in every sense.  Without wanting to confuse those two issues, there is a strong analogy 
between being tested for drugs and being tested for alcohol.  If the WA police force has the opportunity and the 
power under this legislation to do that, they will support the minister.  The Nationals support the intent of the 
amendment moved by the member for South Perth.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Without the amendment the police can do that.  The amendment will mandate that they must 
do both.  It would be more effective to leave it to the police to do both if operationally they believe it would be 
more effective. 

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I hear what the minister is saying and I appreciate what he said, but it is the minister and 
the government’s responsibility to send out a far stronger message and mandate it through this legislation, and 
not leave it up to the police force.   

I respect everything that the members of the Western Australian police force do and the responsibilities that they 
have for a wide range of issues.  This is yet another one for which they will face additional responsibility and 
need resources, as we have mentioned before with regard to the Road Traffic Amendment (Drugs) Bill 2006.  I 
am asking, as is I believe the member for South Perth, that it be mandated.  If that requires some adjustments to 
the member for South Perth’s amendment, I am sure he would be agreeable to that.  If the minister can sit down 
with the member and make modifications to the amendment, I urge the minister to do so because it will result in 
stronger and more effective legislation, which the community of Western Australia will appreciate far more than 
the bill that sits before us at the moment.   

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I will refer the minister to a couple of facts which were discussed at length in the 
opposition’s party room, and were the reason it decided that this would be the only amendment it would propose 
to this legislation, which we wholeheartedly support.  The ABC science program Catalyst believes that drugs are 
now responsible for more deaths on the roads than alcohol.  It found that for subgroups, such as young male 
drivers, as many as 23 per cent had driven under the influence of drugs in the previous 12 months.  The statistics 
of the Office of Road Safety’s road crash surveys in 2002, found that 25 per cent of fatalities - drivers, 
pedestrians and motorcyclists - had drugs in their system other than alcohol.  In fact, despite the presence of 
drugs in 25 per cent of road fatalities, only 16 people were charged with driving under the influence of drugs in 
that year.  We know that is the reason for this legislation.  The government recognises that people are driving 
with drugs in their system and not enough of them are being convicted, because we do not have the necessary 
mechanism in place.  Now that we are bringing in the mechanism, we want to send the message to the 
community that we will not tolerate people who drive with drugs in their system.  There will be two offences, 
and one will be more severe than the other.  Underlying all this is the requirement that people not take drugs and 
drive.  That is why the opposition urges the government to accept our amendment, with some change to it, as 
was suggested by the member for Hillarys.  We can do it by rewriting the amendment.  Alternatively, the 
minister may like to look at it with the departmental representatives and ascertain the best way to implement it.  
We know that it will probably not be possible in every circumstance, but let us make it as watertight as possible 
and as mandatory as possible so that in circumstances in which the technology is available the police will test 
people for drugs, even when they have tested positive for alcohol. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I promise the minister that I will not flap my gums for long, because I do not want to 
waste my breath if the minister is not interested in true road safety.  I have suggested a very simple amendment 
to the amendment, which I believe addresses the objection that the minister has to the member for South Perth’s 
amendment.  I do not want to waste my time even writing out an amendment to the amendment if the minister 
will not support it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I won’t know until I see it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have just made a suggestion.  I will write it out if the minister gives me his word that he 
will honestly look at it with a view to - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I consider every amendment seriously, even amendments that are not good ones. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This is such a simple one.  If the minister says that he will support something along these 
lines, I will go to the trouble of writing out an amendment to the member for South Perth’s amendment.  It is 
only a few words; that is all.  It will simply state “where the necessary equipment is available”.  The minister has 
already said that the necessary equipment will be available in the booze buses.  His argument was that the 
equipment will not be in patrol cars or with motorcycle police and so forth.  I accept that. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is not just the equipment.  There must be trained people to administer the test. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What is the training for administering the breathalyser test - the simple roadside one? 
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is a lot easier than the training required for drug testing.  That was the major problem in 
Victoria, where there was some controversy.  That was attributed to inadequate training for the officers 
administering the test. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I accept what the minister is saying.  I accept that as an argument inasmuch as the police 
would not have the necessary training and there would not be the necessary equipment in patrol cars and other 
police vehicles, other than what is known as the booze bus.  However, one day in the not too distant future, I 
hope that the police will have the necessary equipment and the necessary training. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am hopeful that there will be a lot of expansions in this area, and this is just a first step.  We 
might be able to bring other drugs under the test.  There might be new and more efficient equipment.  There will 
be a lot of expansions, and I look forward to pushing those. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We can cover that today.  We can send a very clear message to the very irresponsible 
members of the community who decide to not only drink before they drive, but also take drugs before they drive.  
This Parliament could send a very clear message, and we would support it absolutely.  I can assure the minister 
that we are not trying to score points; we are just trying to send that message.  I honestly believe that we are 
genuinely trying to help the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.  I could criticise the minister about 
many things. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I accept that, but I am concerned that you might be placing operational constraints on the 
police, which will not help. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  How would it place operational constraints on the police? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It depends on the wording.  The current wording is clearly an operational constraint. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course, but if the words “where the necessary equipment is available” are added - 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, but it will become mandatory.  There might be equipment, but no-one might have been 
trained to use it. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The police will not have the equipment in their cars.  If they cannot use the equipment, 
they will not have it in their cars, minister.  It is very simple. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It will come down to the wording. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister is using semantics to negate what I believe is a genuine attempt by the 
opposition to try to catch those people who take drugs and drive, which we know has caused deaths on our roads.  
If the minister tells me that he will really give my proposal serious consideration, and not simply reject it, I am 
happy to write out the extra words, and then move an official amendment to the amendment.  However, if I do 
that and the minister simply rejects it, I will criticise the minister until kingdom come; I promise him.  I do not 
want to waste my time, and I do not want to waste the time of this Parliament.  I just want to send a clear 
message to the community.  If the minister tells me to write out the amendment and that he will give it serious 
consideration, I will do it.  If the minister gives me that intimation now, I will sit and write out that amendment 
to the amendment. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have already said that I accept the genuineness of what people opposite are doing.  
However, I believe it is quite wrong-headed.  It will not deliver what they think it will.  I will deal with what the 
member for Hillarys said.  The problem with the amendment is that it would be a clear constraint on the 
operations of the police to say that they “must also require” the driver to undergo an oral fluid test.  The member 
for Hillarys said that he could amend the amendment.  I am open to an amendment, but the fact is that it may still 
be a constraint. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  How? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not know because the member has not written it out.  That is the whole point.  
Therefore, I cannot judge - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I have told you what it is.  You’re not unintelligent, minister.  It is very simple. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, but I have already pointed out that there is a constraint.  The opposition has 
suggested the insertion of the words “where the necessary equipment is available”.  It may be that the equipment 
is available, but there may not be officers who have the training to administer the test within a reasonable time.  
That is the problem. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  What about if we use the words “where the necessary equipment is available and the officers 
have the necessary training”? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I said, we could look at it.  I cannot support the amendment at the moment.  However, 
I will give a clear undertaking.  This legislation will be dealt with by the other place some time next year.  I am 
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sure that the member will have his colleagues raise this issue in the other place.  I will give very serious 
consideration to how we can cover what the opposition wants.  I will talk to the member personally in the new 
year about his proposal and what we might be able to do to try to go down the path of testing for both. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  We could say “must, where necessary equipment and trained personnel are available”, or 
something like that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, but there may be other things that will lead to difficulties in how it will work.  
However, I am willing to look at those possibilities for an amendment, but I am not willing to do it on the run. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr S.C. Thomas  
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived.   
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 9:  Sections 66A to 66F inserted -  
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I had another amendment to clause 9 on the notice paper, which would simply have 
duplicated the previous amendment.  I will not now move that amendment, bearing in mind what the minister 
has said.  It was consequential to the previous amendment, so I will not proceed with it.  
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I refer to proposed section 66A(6)(b) on page 11, which states -  

because of the person’s physical condition that person is incapable of undergoing the driver assessment. 
What kind of scenario does this provision refer to?  Presumably it is referring to disabled people and not people 
who are legless as result of drug use.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  An example might be when a person is unconscious as a result of a motor accident, but it 
is believed that, because of other evidence, that person should be tested.  As long as it takes place within four 
hours, the test may be done in the emergency room of a hospital if the person regains consciousness and seems 
well and it is medically prudent to administer the test.  In such a case the power is potentially available to the 
police to ask the person to submit to the test. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Proposed section 66A deals with the requirement of a person to undergo a driver 
assessment.  In the provisions for the conduct of a driver assessment, it is open to the police, if they suspect that 
a driver is impaired, to ask the driver, for instance, to get out of the vehicle so that the driver assessment test can 
be administered.  There could be other physical conditions that make the test a little difficult.  I have not seen all 
of the procedure for how that driver assessment may be conducted and how it is required to be performed by the 
possibly impaired driver.  I want to clarify that a little.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Perhaps the member can interject on me.  I am not sure what he is seeking.  It is 
reasonably self-evident to me.   
Dr G.G. Jacobs:  I am the shadow Minister for Disability Services, and I am asking about some of the disability 
issues that may impair someone, not because that person is under the influence of drugs, but because he or she 
cannot physically perform the test the police are asking for.  Of course, I have not seen the detail of the tests and 
what is actually required.   
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not think that that is of great importance to the proposed subsection to which the 
member is alluding.  As the member quite rightly pointed out, we are dealing with the requirement to undergo a 
driver assessment.  Proposed section 66A(1) begins with the words “A member of the Police Force may require”.  
Proposed subsection (6) places conditions on that opening statement by giving reasons for a person not being 
required to undergo a driver assessment.  It seems to be just a commonsense approach, but we are dealing with 
the black letter of the law.  We do not want to end up with a situation in which, if this were not made explicit, 
some extra onus or pressure is placed on a member of the police service to apply this test when it is not 
appropriate.  Proposed subsection (6) states that the test is not appropriate under both the conditions listed in 
paragraphs (a) and (b).  If a person is unconscious and unlikely to regain consciousness and be in a state in which 
the test can be administered, this proposed subsection gives the police an out, so that they do not have to do it.  
Paragraph (b) refers to a person’s physical condition, such as if a person has a broken leg.  It is simply stating 
what would be commonsense and making sure that there is a way out, as would be expected.  The law cannot say 
one thing while commonsense dictates that something else be done.  Common law and operational procedures 
give a fair bit of leeway for those sorts of things, but if a requirement is placed in the act, it makes sense to deal 
with some of the common circumstances that are likely to arise and recognise them in the statute.  That, as I see 
it, is the reason for proposed subsection (6).  

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  All I was seeking was clarification that a person with a disability will be exempted. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That will be the case if it appears to a member of the police force to be so.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Other than the scenario of an unconscious person that you cited, I expected you to say 
something about a person who is, for instance, a disabled driver. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There could be myriad specific examples.  The point is that this provision makes it clear 
to a police officer that he or she can make a judgment in this case. 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I refer the minister to proposed section 66A(7), which states - 

A driver assessment shall be conducted by a member of the Police Force in accordance with regulations 
prescribing the procedure for assessing drug impairment. 

The important part of this proposed paragraph that I need to understand is the concept of the regulations 
prescribing the procedure.  Do they exist at the moment? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  This was discussed in earlier debate.  The actual assessment has not been completed.  When 
we last debated this bill, officers were looking at assessment procedures in other states.  We have a fair idea of 
the type of assessment required, but the finalisation of the assessment test is still under way.  The issue is that 
once the test is developed, we then have to follow through with the regulations that will lay down how the test 
will be administered.  

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I presume it will be administered by the entire WA police force. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  Will no other people be involved? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They may seek advice from consultants at universities and a range of specialists, but WA 
Police will drive the regulations and bring them to me for my signature.  If the legislation is driven not by 
regulation but by operational procedures, that can be done by the Commissioner of Police.  However, if the 
legislation is to be driven by regulations prescribed by the act, they will come back to me and the Parliament for 
approval. 

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  Will the minister indicate when they will be completed? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We hope to have them in operation by 1 July next year. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I refer to proposed section 66B(6), which reads - 

If this subsection applies to a person, a member of the Police Force may require the person -  

(a) to allow a medical practitioner or registered nurse nominated by the member of the Police 
Force to take a sample of the person’s blood for analysis; . . .  

I support this concept because it is very important, particularly for the drug amphetamine.  The physical 
assessment of driver performance of an individual is often betrayed; that is, the oral fluid test is often negative.  
It is therefore a good option to take a blood sample from an individual.  That option is necessary, for instance, 
when an individual’s driving behaviour betrays the individual’s level of intoxication.  For example, physical 
aggression is not necessarily detected in a sobriety or driving assessment test.  This is therefore a good option.  I 
ask the minister to say whether he agrees with my assessment; however, I believe it is a good option.  Clinical 
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pharmacologists often say that physical assessment is not a good indicator of the level of intoxication in blood, 
and that people can continue to be a danger on the roads. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I thank the member for his support.  I seek the call so that the member for Roe can have 
the opportunity to debate another matter. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I refer to proposed section 66C headed “Requirement to undergo a preliminary oral fluid 
test”.  It has been brought to my notice in the past few days by a couple of people that because the oral fluid test 
deals with saliva, there is an operational issue about the transmission of diseases.  What protections are 
envisaged for testers dealing with saliva samples, whether they be police officers or other approved testing 
persons, to protect them from the potential transmission of hepatitis B, HIV-AIDS and other diseases?  I was 
asked by a couple of constituents about the protection that would be given to police officers when, as part of 
their duties, they are actually mechanically administering this test. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It may not show in Hansard, but I am holding up for members to see the equipment that 
is used in Victoria.  Western Australia might come up with a slightly different model.  However, the member can 
see that this model is contained in a sealed pack.  Operationally, during the procedure an officer will wear 
surgical gloves, or some form of gloves, and glasses so that saliva cannot get onto his or her hands or face.  This 
equipment has two small devices on the underside that touches the tongue.  Saliva from the tongue is then placed 
into the unit and a bulb is then broken, through which another fluid flows.  The unit is laid flat for five minutes 
and there is a viewing window that shows whether the test is positive for any illicit drug. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Will the minister please give us a personal demonstration in front of the house? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am not trained to administer the test! 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I will do it for him! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The minister has outlined to the house how the equipment will be used when the test is 
administered.  Proposed section 66C(2) states - 

A member of the Police Force may - 
(a) call upon the driver of a motor vehicle to stop the vehicle; 
(b) direct the driver of a motor vehicle to wait at a place indicated by the member of the Police 

Force,  

in order that a requirement may be made under subsection (1). 
There is an associated issue that I have touched on previously, which is about an operational matter when the 
police are conducting random oral fluid tests.  The minister said that once the saliva sample has been taken and 
the ampoule has been broken to activate the test, the unit must rest on a flat surface for five minutes before the 
result can be read.  My concern is about an operational matter.  This test will be conducted in a random fashion, 
but people will have to wait five minutes for the result and there will be a long queue of cars.  This equipment is 
different from the blood alcohol testing equipment that gives almost an immediate reading on a digital screen 
and essentially the operation of the testing continues to flow.  How will those operational matters take place for 
this test with people waiting for five minutes? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That will come down to how busy the road is, how much space is available for cars to pull 
over and the number of cars that can be pulled over while other cars are waved on.  Then, when those drivers are 
cleared, the police will bring in another two, three or five cars, whatever is judged operationally effective for the 
number of police accredited to administer the test and the amount of road space.  That will allow it to be done in 
a safe way, given the general flow of traffic in the area.  
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The minister would concede, though, that because of the nature of this test, operationally it 
will be quite difficult to administer the random oral fluid testing schedule. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have gone past booze buses many times and I suppose about a third to half of the time I 
have been stopped.  At other times I have been in the flow of traffic and allowed to go through.  This operation 
will be similar.  It will be an operational issue as to how quickly particular drivers can be stopped, spoken to and 
assessed, and whether vehicles need to be moved and parked and then more vehicles brought in.  The police 
probably have a fairly clear idea of how they believe it will work, but I suppose there will be some room to move 
on exactly how it will work when they actually have drug buses operational in the community.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have the impression that my colleague still has a comment to make on this clause.  
Unless I stand and make a couple of comments, he will not have an opportunity to speak.  I am sure he has a 
very valuable contribution to make on this clause.   
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I refer to page 16 of the bill.  Proposed new section 66D(1)(b) states - 
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(b) a person refuses or fails to undergo a preliminary oral fluid test . . . 
a member of the Police Force may require the person to provide a sample of the person’s oral fluid for 
drug testing, and for the purposes of this subsection may require the person to accompany a member of 
the Police Force to a place, and may require the person to wait at that place.   

Operationally, if someone refuses to have a test, is he taken to a police station from that location or is he taken to 
the bus?  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If it is the drug bus, it will be to the bus nearby, but it may be available at a police station.  If 
there are one or more cars operating out of the police station that is administering the test, they are required to 
bring the person back to the police station. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 10 to 23 put and passed.   

Title put and passed.   
Third Reading 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [3.31 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time.   

I thank members for their very positive contributions to the Road Traffic Amendment (Drugs) Bill 2006.  I 
reiterate my undertaking to look at the matters raised in the amendment before the bill is debated in the other 
place to see whether we can come up with some amendment that I am happy with from an operational point of 
view and that also meets the clear intention that as many people as possible should be tested for drugs.  I thank 
members for their contributions to the debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


