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SECURITY AND RELATED ACTIVITIES (CONTROL) AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 October. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [9.53 am]:  Every day that I am here, I try to help with the smooth running of 
the house. 

The opposition will support the Security and Related Activities (Control) Amendment Bill 2007.  We have no 
amendments to make to the bill.  I see no reason that the bill cannot have a very smooth and fairly rapid passage 
through the house.  I have discussed this with the responsible minister and I thank him for agreeing to bring on 
the second reading today rather than yesterday.  It would have been difficult to bring it on yesterday in view of 
the tumultuous events that took place.  It is much better to discuss a bill such as this in the quiet and calm 
atmosphere that we have this morning. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  It is quiet and calm because everybody is tired! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  As my colleague has said, everybody is tired.  Indeed, they are tired of all the nonsense 
that has been going on in this place, particularly yesterday. 

This bill will amend the act that was established by the Court Liberal government in 1996.  It was a very good 
bill in those days, but, like most things, it can be improved. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And the industry has changed.  There are new needs. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course it has.  I suggest that virtually every bill that is introduced in Parliament needs 
to be revised and amended at some stage.  As the minister has said, this particular industry has changed.  People 
change and circumstances change, and so it is appropriate that every now and then Parliament reviews legislation 
and, when necessary, amends that legislation.  The main intent of the bill is to prescribe by regulation 
disqualifying offences that will apply across the whole of the security and related industries.  Disqualifying 
offences are serious criminal convictions that preclude persons convicted of any such offences from applying for 
or continuing to hold a licence under the act.  We do not want people who are not suitable to be licensed as 
security officers.  Very often security officers are looked upon as a lower tier of policing.  If there is a problem in 
the community, whether a person goes to a nightclub, which I do not do very often these days - in fact, to be 
honest, I never go to nightclubs these days -  

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I’ve seen you there. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, the member for Mandurah certainly has not seen me there.  I know he is a nightclub 
goer, but that is because he is a bit flamboyant and likes the jigging and dancing that is done in nightclubs.  I 
hope he does not take part in any other activities that happen in nightclubs.  I am sure that he does not. 

Pubs often have security officers and crowd controllers, and if there is a disruption or an assault against a 
member of the public, the security officers, who are employed to ensure the security of the patrons of those 
places, must act to protect those patrons.  They hold a very responsible position in society.  We want only those 
people whom the public has confidence in to hold those positions.  The opposition has no problem with 
tightening up the regulations to ensure that anybody with a criminal conviction for certain offences cannot obtain 
a licence to be a security officer. 

There are many different aspects of the security industry.  The bill also deals with unarmed bodyguards.  From 
time to time, people from overseas or interstate, celebrities or extraordinarily rich corporate officers must have 
bodyguards because they are the targets of a fringe element in society that likes to attack them.  At the end of the 
day, some people who are not licensed have been employed as bodyguards.  Once again, the Liberal Party has no 
problem supporting the provision to ensure that those people who act as unarmed bodyguards are licensed.  We 
want to ensure that those people do not overstep the mark and that, if they do, their licences will be revoked and 
they will not be able to renew them.  In the security industry, licences must be renewed every 12 months.  I think 
that is appropriate, because people come and go in the security industry.  I know that from personal experience.  
My youngest son is a security officer and he must ensure that his licence is renewed every 12 months.  A good 
aspect of the bill is that in future people who wish to renew or apply for security licences will have to provide 
their fingerprints.  Some people will take offence at that measure, including some civil libertarians.  However, 
that measure is good reason for two reasons.  The fingerprints will go on a database.  When a crime is committed 
and fingerprints are found at the scene of the crime, a possible matching of those fingerprints to someone who 
has worked in the security industry will assist police in the investigation of that crime.  The measure will also 
have a retrospective benefit.  Most prisoners in Western Australian jails have been fingerprinted.  The police 
have used the fingerprint database to discover that prisoners, who are serving time for certain crimes, are guilty 
of having committed other serious offences years ago.  They are able to do that because the fingerprints left at 
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crime scenes are put on the database.  We are establishing a regime whereby a person who commits a crime 
today and who gets away with it may be caught at a later date if he has left his fingerprints at the crime scene.  In 
the interests of justice and law and order in WA, that is a good thing.  I would argue with any civil libertarian 
that the rights of those who commit crimes yesteryear, today or tomorrow are second to those of the victims of 
crime.  Fingerprinting security guards is a good move.  My son would have no problem whatsoever having his 
fingerprints taken.  

This bill has the agreement of the Australian Security Industry Association advisory council, which comprises 
many representatives from the industry.  It is good that the government consulted with that body.  It is happy 
with the bill.  I have been contacted by industry representatives who have said that they support the amendments 
contained in the bill.  They would like this bill to pass through Parliament as quickly as possible so that some of 
the rogue elements in the industry - the minister and I both know that there are rogue elements in the industry 
who should not be licensed - can be dealt with.  About 12 months ago, I was contacted by some people in the 
security industry who have enormous concerns about the industry not being properly regulated and about a 
licensing regime that is not sufficient to ensure that only responsible companies and individuals operate as 
security agencies and officers.  I told them that I was aware that the government was planning to introduce an 
amending bill.  It is has been a long time coming, but better late than never.  The bill will go through this house 
within the next hour or so and then it will go to the other place.  I hope its passage through that house is prompt, 
because it is an important bill.  Some people may think that it is not an important bill, because most of the 
amendments in the bill are housekeeping provisions that will tidy up the Security and Related Activities 
(Control) Act 1996 and other related acts.  This bill is a significant step forward for Western Australia’s security 
industry.  I hope that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services will talk to his colleagues in the upper 
house to ensure the swift passage of the bill.  I do not believe that any member in this house or the other place 
will attempt to delay this bill.  There will certainly be no attempt on my part to delay the bill.  I will be making 
an unusually short second reading contribution on this occasion to the delight of members opposite and to the 
delight of some of my colleagues on this side of the house!   

Mr T.K. Waldron:  I enjoy listening to you!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I know the member does. 

The things that can be said about this bill can be said in simple and easy terms.  The opposition supports the bill.  
We will ensure its swift passage through this house.  I have foreshadowed, hopefully with the concurrence of the 
National Party and the Independents, that when we move into consideration in detail, rather than dealing with the 
bill clause by clause, we will take all the clauses as one question.  We have done that on two or three occasions 
this week and that has saved a lot of time that is better spent in other areas.  Neither the government nor the 
opposition plans to move any amendments to the bill.  If we consider all the clauses as one question, members 
will not be constrained from talking about the one bill.  Dealing with the bill clause by clause can take a very 
long time.  We will not do that today.  I am sure that my colleagues agree with that.   

There are some points I would like to put on the record.  The appropriate time to do that is during the 
consideration in detail stage.  I would like the minister to answer certain questions.  I am sure that one or two 
other members will want to ask some questions.  This will be an extraordinarily short second reading 
contribution.  I can see the delight on the face of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services whose smile is 
widening.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am overjoyed!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If I can ensure the swift passage of the bill through this house, it might cost the minister a 
drink in the bar.  I have been speaking for 11 minutes which, for me - except for my early days in Parliament - is 
a second reading contribution record!   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Even the member for Bassendean -  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Are you giving one of your 11-minute speeches in which the only thing you know about is 
the title?    

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is a problem when somebody starts me off, because a very short speech could turn into 
a very long speech!  I think that my friend the member for Bassendean will run into trouble with the Minister for 
Police.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Can I apologise on the record? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Unreservedly? 
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Mr M.P. Whitely:  Yes, unreservedly.  I am sure you know as much about this bill as you do about every other 
piece of legislation that you’ve talked about!    

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He is off again!  Does the member for Bassendean want me to delay the passage of this 
bill?  If the bill is delayed, let it be known that it is due to the member for Bassendean who has caused nothing 
but trouble in this house today.  He is upsetting members on both sides of the house, particularly the Minister for 
Police and Emergency Services.  I might have to insist that the member for Bassendean leave the chamber so 
that we can deal with the bill expeditiously.  

With that little bit of humour, which is very important in this place, particularly after a dreadful day like 
yesterday, I will take my seat.  I look forward to making a few more comments during consideration in detail.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin - Deputy Leader of the National Party) [10.08 am]:  The National Party 
supports the bill.  

Mr A.J. Simpson:  Do you know the bill? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, I do know a little bit about this bill, although I would not say that I am an expert 
on it.   

From what I have read, the Security and Related Activities (Control) Amendment Bill 2007 is a good bill, 
although I want to hear about some of the bill’s finer points during consideration in detail.  The disqualifications 
imposed on security guards for serious criminal convictions are a commonsense and practical way to go.  I fully 
support that measure, because our security industry is a growing industry.  I would like to think that security 
guards and police can work together closely, particularly at big events in not only Perth, but also the country.  
Fingerprinting security guards is a good idea.  If that helps with incidents that happen within the industry, or 
retrospectively, that is good.   

The creation of additional security licences for unarmed security bodyguards is a good measure.  I am interested 
to learn how that will work.  Country Western Australia has an issue at the moment with the number of security 
guards that are required to be employed at major events.  That requirement places a huge cost on events such as 
the Wagin Woolarama, Dowerin GWN Machinery Field Days and the Kulin Bush Races.  The stipulations are 
tough and the costs fairly high at those type of community events.  It is good that security guards attend those 
events.  I support the notion that they should be present.  However, security measures must be applied in a 
practical and commonsense way and without overdoing it, particularly at events that have been running for a 
long time.  For example, the Wagin Woolarama has been held for the past 27 years and there have rarely been 
any concerns.  I am worried that some of the security measures for that event are over the top.  Some of the 
events I go to in Perth probably do not have that level of security or are much bigger events with a similar level 
of security.  We need to have a bit of flexibility and be very much guided by our local police, and I think that 
happens in most cases.  However, there have been a couple of incidents, particularly following the introduction 
of the new licensing laws.  Once again, the National Party supports the responsible sale and service of liquor, 
and supports, to a certain degree, people selling liquor having to do training courses etc.  I am happy that some 
exemptions have been given because we must remember that we do not want to overburden our volunteers by 
making them sit tests and go to courses; we do not want to get to the point at which we do not have any 
volunteers and some of these events stop happening.  The events that we run in country Western Australia are 
very important, as are events in the city.  Families like to get out, relax and kick back.  We need to control these 
events, but I want to make sure that that control and the regulations are enforced in a commonsense and practical 
manner.  If we do not have events, it will have a great detrimental effect on opportunities for people and 
business.  Generally, it is fine, but there has been the odd incident.   

The RevHeads event was held in Narrogin last.  The RevHeads weekend attracts a certain clientele, which 
sometimes has a small element that can cause some problems.  Therefore, we definitely need security for those 
types of events, and I think the provisions in the Security and Related Activities (Control) Amendment Bill 2007 
are all good.  We support it.  On occasions such as the RevHeads weekend, perhaps the police, security people 
and organisers could work together more closely.  An incident occurred in Narrogin on the weekend and there 
will be a meeting to try to sort that out.  I am confident that we will sort that issue out.  One thing I will say is 
that the key provision in this bill should be the strengthening of the checks and balances for people working in 
the security profession.  If security guards cause problems, which can happen, it will reflect badly on the industry 
and create greater problems.  I think this bill helps to address that issue.   

Those are the main points I wanted to make.  Once again, we will need to ensure that there is a bit of flexibility 
in the application of the regulations that stem from this bill.  I think that sometimes the licensing law that applies 
to Northbridge after midnight on Saturday should not be applied to the Gardner River tennis club, where there 
are 25 mums and dads who want to serve a beer over the bar - it is a very different thing.  Therefore, we need 
that flexibility.  Thankfully, I think we are improving in that area, because exemptions are being given.  The 
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National Party will continue to watch that area closely, particularly for our big events, because I think we need 
commonsense to ensure those important events continue.  Therefore, we support the bill.  I am interested to hear 
about more about the additional security licensing for unarmed security bodyguards. 

Question put and passed.   

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Hillarys has been exceedingly helpful and suggested that we take all the 
clauses as one question; therefore, I seek leave to do so. 

Leave granted. 

Clauses 1 to 82 - 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The benefit of considering all clauses together is that we can move from one clause to 
another and back to a clause, which we can do when there are no amendments.  I think it will save a lot of time 
in the house and make it easier for members.  My good friend and colleague the member for Wagin has a 
question that he would like to ask. 

However, to start the ball rolling, page 1 of the explanatory memorandum deals with clause 5 and states with 
regard to the definition of “class” - 

this clause, together with clause 68, provides for sub-classes of licence to be prescribed for security 
consultants and security installers.  The new sub-classes replace the current cumbersome and confusing 
system of conditions and restrictions placed on these licences due to skill and training differences. 

Could the minister expand on that area?  What is meant by the “skill and training differences”? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Currently, a range of different activities that take place are captured and require a licence.  
We are trying to open it up so that licences for these activities can be more specifically designated by 
regulations.  The current system is a bit cumbersome in determining who is captured by which subclass and the 
definitions of that subclass.  For instance, a person fits security screens, someone else fits special locks, another 
person puts in security systems, and another person puts in closed-circuit television.  The bill provides that we 
will be able to clarify that with a more general class covering all those sorts of activities relating to the type of 
security that is applied to premises.  Therefore, we will have a simpler system for prescribing the criteria for a 
person who fits security doors and security windows, which might be different from criteria for a person who 
does another aspect of security. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Is the minister saying that they will all be under one class of licence?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  They are now. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are they all under one class? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, and that is the difficulty.  A person who applies for that class of licence might do 
only a certain part of security, such as installing security alarm systems etc, and might not have the qualifications 
or meet the required specifications for fitting security doors.  Is that all right? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Yes. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Currently, those activities come under the one licence.  Therefore, a person who might 
specialise in doing doors does not meet the criteria to get the licence, which covers a broader range of areas.  The 
issue is that people need to meet certain criteria for that broad licence class but it may be that a company wants 
its person to fit only security screens and nothing else.  The provisions in this bill would allow that to happen. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  But they would need a licence to fit security doors. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The proposal is that security installers who fit CCTV and alarms come under class 1, and 
the criteria would be specifically set for those activities.  The issue here is the integrity and honesty of the 
person, and whether the person is fit and proper to be in the industry.  However, the issue is also the competence 
of the person, because there is a consumer protection aspect as well if a person is providing a service that does 
not meet the required standard.  The biggest complaint I have heard from the industry is that some players in the 
industry are charging people to provide a service that does not meet the standard. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What sort of service are you talking about - security alarms, or doors?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It covers a whole range of things.  People are selling security doors that someone could 
just smash through, because they do not meet the required standard.  This is more of a consumer protection 
aspect. 
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  I would have thought that would come under consumer protection rather than this bill.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  A condition of the licence is that the licence holder is competent and meets the 
required standard.  We do not want to license a person to provide a certain service in the security industry if that 
person has not done the training and is not qualified to provide that service to the required standard.  The 
industry is saying very strongly that it wants that to be part of the licensing regime.   
To come back to the specific classes the member is talking about, I am advised that the installation of CCTV and 
alarms will be one class.  The installation and repair of locks, doors and windows will be a second class.  
Therefore, a person who is registered to install alarms and CCTV will not necessarily need to be qualified to 
install and repair locks, doors and windows.  The third class will be for installation only, such as for locks and 
doors.  Under the current system, there is only one class of licence.  Therefore, a security installer may be 
licensed to do the electrical work but may not be skilled enough to install and repair locks etc.  That is generally 
handled by placing conditions on the licence.  However, that often causes confusion about what a person needs 
to do to qualify for a certain class of licence.  The industry is asking that the licensing system be more specific 
about the classes of licence that will apply to security installers.  Therefore, it is envisaged that under the new 
system, there will be three different classes of licence rather than just one.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Just to tease that out a bit further, many security alarm systems can be purchased off the 
shelf.  These sorts of systems are quite inexpensive these days.  People can buy such a system.  However, they 
need to get an electrician to connect the system to the electricity supply, because it is against the law for an 
unlicensed person to fiddle around with the electrics, even in his own house.  We would not expect an electrician 
to be required to qualify under this licensing regime if he is simply connecting a security system that a person 
has purchased from Bunnings or somewhere else.  These security systems are very simple.  They just involve 
putting a sensor in each room and connecting those sensors to the alarm.  The control panel for these systems is 
also very simple.  It is just a small motherboard that needs to be connected to the electricity supply.  Any 
electrician can do that work.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  An electrician cannot install a security system unless he is licensed. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am not talking about the system.  I am talking about the connection between the control 
panel and the electricity supply.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Any person who contracts to a security firm to install security systems must be licensed.  
Some small firm or individuals that are licensed may use an electrician to do the connections for them.  
However, the installation of the security system can be done only by a licensed installer. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My concern is that that may create a bit of a cartel.  It will enable companies to get 
together and make an agreement.  I know that is illegal, but a lot of corporations and companies do that.  They 
may set a fixed price for installing a security system that a person has purchased off the shelf or through a 
magazine.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Anyone who advertises and purports to be an installer of security systems is required to be 
licensed to do that work. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, an installer.  I accept that.  However, a person may buy a do-it-yourself security 
system.  What would happen in that case?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That would be the responsibility of the householder or owner of the property.  We are not 
seeking to interfere in that.  The issue is about giving the public a guarantee that anyone who purports to be a 
security agent or an installer of security products is licensed; that is, has been vetted, and meets a certain 
standard.  That will provide a high level of certainty that the security system will work according to the required 
standard.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is fine.  I have no problem with that. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I want to know a bit more about the creation of an additional class of security licence 
for people who are acting as unarmed security bodyguards.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams):  Order!  Before the member continues, I realise that we are 
dealing with clauses 1 to 82 inclusive.  Could the member please give an indication of the clause he is referring 
to? 
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  It is clause 16, proposed new section 14A.  I want to know what the role of these 
bodyguards will be and how they will be utilised in the industry.  I see an opportunity, particularly in country 
Western Australia, for these people to play an important role in some of our events, for which they definitely do 
not need to be armed.  Is that a correct interpretation of what their role will be?   
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I thank the member for the question.  Unarmed “security bodyguard” is a new licence 
class as defined in clause 16 of the bill.  It relates specifically to a person who, for remuneration, escorts another 
person as a guard or protector for that person.  At present, the licence relates to persons who guard property, not 
persons.  We are all familiar with security guards around shopping centres and businesses.  The designated 
licence of those persons relates only to guarding property.  We want to open up a class of licence for persons 
who want to offer themselves as a bodyguard to guard or protect another person.  The purpose of this 
amendment is to close a gap in the system, because apparently there is some interest in the community in being 
able to employ an unarmed bodyguard.  A woman who is being stalked, for example, may want someone to 
accompany her in certain situations. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  So, these will be unarmed bodyguards?  These will not be general purpose security guards 
at a country field day, for example?  These persons will be one-on-one for a particular person?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Again, a particular person may have a licence that covers more than one area.  A person 
may normally work as a security guard for property but may want to apply for a licence under this new 
classification in case a job comes up where someone has phoned a security company and has said he is going 
somewhere and does not feel safe and needs a bodyguard.  It may be someone who has a problem with a 
neighbour and is away from home a lot on international travel and wants to employ someone not to protect his 
property, but to act as an escort, guard or support person for his family members.   

Mr T.K. Waldron:  What about dignitaries?  Would it cover that?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Dignitaries are normally covered by government; that is, Australian Federal Police 
protective services.  Therefore, that would not normally be the case.  However, a wealthy businessman from 
Asia, who is used to having this sort of protection all the time, might come to Western Australia for a brief 
holiday, and he might want to hire people here to perform a service similar to that which he has in his own 
country.  That would be available as a specific licence class. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  It is not a general security person.  It is for that specific purpose. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, for that specific purpose. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am trying to find the clause that relates to the question that I want to ask.  I am sure the 
minister will be able to help me.  It is about the requirements that would enable the fingerprinting of all 
applicants and licensees. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is section 48 of the act and clause 32 of the bill. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank the minister very much; I am obliged.  My question about that is a general one.  I 
go back to what I said in the second reading debate.  All these individuals who are in security-related industries 
must renew their licences annually.  I am right in saying that, am I not? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, it is three yearly. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is three yearly - I thought it was annually - unless, of course, someone has his licence 
revoked.  Therefore, they are all three yearly. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  When the act is proclaimed, all new licence applications will have the applicable part 
about fingerprinting, and I assume that all renewals will have the fingerprinting requirement also. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is correct. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Therefore, within three years of the act being proclaimed, everybody in the industry will 
be fingerprinted.  Basically, that is the situation. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is the clear intention, and I am sure that will be what happens. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Will those fingerprints go onto the state’s database or the national database? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I think they will go onto the general state database, which means they will become part of the 
national database. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Therefore, as I said in the second reading debate, there will be an opportunity for the 
police, who will be administering this area, to see whether there is a match, as they do on computer systems 
these days.  A person may apply or renew his application to become a licensed security officer or agent or 
whatever.  If that person’s fingerprints showed up in connection with a crime that was committed some years 
ago, that would assist the police in that way. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Also, it would assist the police in future.  Even if somebody got out of the security 
business, would that person’s fingerprints still remain on the database? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I refer the member to clause 32(4), on page 21 of the bill.  Proposed subsection (2a) 
states -  

An application . . . is to set out an election to be made by the applicant as to whether any fingerprints 
and palm prints taken from the applicant under this section, . . .  

It goes on.  Proposed subsection (2b) states - 

The fingerprints and palm prints of an applicant who makes an election referred to . . . are to be kept by 
the Commissioner in accordance with that election and, unless the applicant subsequently changes the 
election, . . . do not apply in respect of those prints . . .  

Therefore, when a person’s licence is revoked or no longer current, he will make a decision about whether or not 
the fingerprints will be destroyed.  They will not be kept forever unless, by the election, they are allowed to 
remain in the database. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What do the police think will be the probable outcome?  Do they think that people will 
generally elect to leave their fingerprints on the database, or do they think that when those people are out of the 
business, they will want their fingerprints taken off the database? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is hard to judge, but the advice I am receiving from the officers is that there is a general 
expectation that people will leave them with the police and they will remain on the database.  However, we will 
have to wait and see what happens. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I think I probably have only one more general question on the bill.  I refer to the 
minister’s second reading speech, in which he said - 

Provisions will clarify that a code of conduct can be prepared that will apply across all licensees, 
irrespective of whether or not the licensees are members of the relevant industry associations, which is 
currently the case. 

My question is: who will make another code of conduct?  Will it be the industry advisory council; will it be the 
police department? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, the code would be signed off by the minister.  That is the reason that I established, only a 
few months ago, the industry advisory council.  I want it to play the lead role.  In the other portfolios for which I 
am responsible, I have been involved in putting codes in place.  I think they are very useful, but they are useful 
only if the industry owns them and the industry knows that the codes will work for it.  Therefore, there will be 
major input from the industry, through that advisory council, and we will make sure that it is a workable code.  
The industry wants a workable code that will set standards and help maintain standards.  I am very confident that 
we will have a situation in which the industry input will give us a code which will be workable, from a practical 
point of view, and which will also establish appropriate standards. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  When does the minister anticipate that code of conduct being in place? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The council has already started looking at it.  Clearly, it cannot come to fruition until this 
legislation has passed through the Parliament and the regulations are in place.  I cannot tell how long passage 
through the other place and development of the regulations will take.  However, I am certainly urging the 
industry advisory council to work on that and to consult, so a lot of the preparatory work can be done for the 
development of the code. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My final question is a general one on the whole bill.  First, I will start with a little 
statement.  In recent years, we have seen some very undesirable people involved in the security industry.  Some 
of them have acted as crowd controllers inside and outside some nightclubs.  We have seen them at some 
popular pubs and clubs, and we have seen them generally throughout the entertainment industry, I suggest, very 
often.  Some of their actions have been very dubious.  When the act is finally proclaimed, will it ensure that no 
undesirable people are able to operate under different forms of licences?  I know that in some nightclubs, very 
often some people are not necessarily designated as security or crowd controllers; they have some other 
classification.  They are probably not classified as security officers, but they are responsible for part of the 
security in those places.  I use the word “security” very loosely, because some nightclubs - fortunately, not too 
many - are renowned for employing thugs to do what they want.  We know that in some nightclubs there is a 
prevalence of drugs such as ice, which is killing and hurting a lot of people, particularly young people.  It is not 
just young people, but it is happening to more young people in WA.  Can the minister give an assurance that 
once this bill is proclaimed those people will not be allowed into the industry?  That is the main question I am 
asking the minister today because there is no point in having a direct licensing regime if there are loopholes 
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whereby undesirable people in our society can get involved in what is commonly known as the security industry.  
They not only bring discredit to the industry in general, but also they are a danger to the public.  That is my final 
question.  I hope that the minister will stand and give an answer to that so that we can then conclude this part of 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member quite rightly points to an issue that is of concern, which is the use of crowd 
controllers in the entertainment industry who are involved with organised crime and drugs etc.  The police 
already put a huge effort into that area.  I think there has been an internal reorganisation to provide resources to 
target that problem.  Associated with the liquor industry section there is a new section dealing with that matter 
and bringing it all together.  The particular provisions we are dealing with refer to fingerprinting, and they 
require that the police have the ability to test for drugs.  That is used to target those people.  Clause 67 provides 
for a new offence for agents who employ in any capacity a person who has had his application for a licence 
refused, or his licence revoked or his licence renewal refused.  That is a toughening up.  There is now an offence 
against an employer employing in the security industry someone who has had his licence revoked.  That 
strengthens it as well. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  So we can take a lot of comfort? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I would think so. 

Clauses put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [10.42 am]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

I thank the opposition for its support for the bill and for the way in which we have been able to expedite its 
passage through this house.  The industry has been calling for a number of these changes for some time.  In fact, 
it has become a bit frustrated that it has taken so long.  The bill will make major improvements to the security 
industry in this state.  I think that the Security Industry Advisory Council, which I have established, and the 
industry will work very well together to make sure that we improve standards in the industry.  This legislation 
will be a key part of that.  It opens it up for the police to use non-sworn officers in a range of standard areas to 
check on compliance.  That will make sure that we have standards in the industry across all its various sections. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What do you mean by non-sworn officers checking on compliance? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Currently, most of the effort by the police goes into dealing with nightclubs and crowd 
controllers - which we just spoke about - in association with certain criminal elements or with drugs.  Because all 
that effort goes into that, there are many other parts of the industry where regulations are not enforced.  Issues 
such as checking whether a security system was not properly installed or whether it was faulty or someone not 
delivering the right standards are examples.  The industry is so large that it is very hard to check on people 
working as security officers in shopping centres to see whether they are licensed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They will be employed by the police service? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  How many do you envisage? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That will be a resourcing matter for the Commissioner of Police.  What we are providing 
in this legislation is the ability for the commissioner to have public servants who can do a lot of this work in 
support of police officers.  We do not need police officers going around shopping centres checking that the 
security guards are licensed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I accept that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That can be done by public servants. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  But you could be setting up another regime of, dare I say it, a police state. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, they will work from the same unit; they will be part of the same unit within the 
police.  We promised in this term an additional 160 public servants to work with the police so that the police 
could be more on the front line and not do standard checking work that could quite effectively be done by public 
servants. 
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  I think a lot of what was talked about was clerical work back in the stations. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  A lot of this is clerical work checking on licences to make sure that the licence system 
works.  There are already public servants who do part of that work.  We are providing here specific provisions 
that allow that work to be expanded.  Quite clearly, they will have the power to do some of that checking to 
ensure that the licence system is working.  That is one of the many improvements that are contained within the 
bill.  I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


