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POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.27 pm]: I will say a few things about the Police Amendment 
Bill 2010, which is an interesting bill. It is one that the Greens (WA) provisionally support, but I note that there 
are some amendments on the notice paper that we will consider, including an amendment in my name, which we 
will support. This bill amends the Police Act 1892 to empower police to charge for services at major events. The 
police minister wants the Western Australian police service to be able to charge for its services at major for-
profit sporting and entertainment events. We note that the bill passed through the other place with one 
amendment, which was a government amendment to insert a definition of “charitable organisation”. The original 
version of the bill referred to a definition in an act that has since ceased, and the amendment imported the correct 
definition into the bill. Overall, we do not see too many problems with supporting this bill, but I do have a few 
matters I want to raise.  

The Western Australian police service typically faces issues to do with under-resourcing, together with an ever-
increasing demand for services. We recognise that. The dominant response has been for police to rationalise their 
service delivery. The primary mechanisms for rationalising are prioritising services, withdrawing services or 
making users pay for services. The 2004 Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Corrupt or Criminal 
Conduct by Any Western Australian Police Officer, or what is known as the Kennedy royal commission, 
recommended amending the Police Act to enable WA Police to raise fees and charges. According to the report, 
the rationale was — 

WAPS is obliged to perform a range of functions or processes that impact on its ability to provide “core 
policing services”. 

Accordingly, it is necessary for legislation, empowering WAPS to charge fees for certain services, cost 
recovery and third party funding. 

The Kennedy royal commission recommended —  

The Commissioner of Police should be entitled to recover the outstanding charges and fees in a Court of 
competent jurisdiction and in addition retain the discretion to waive or reduce the charges in appropriate 
circumstances. 

It recommended that a provision be inserted into the proposed police administration bill that empowers the 
Commissioner of Police to charge fees for services, cost recovery and third party funding for police services; and 
that discretion should be reposed in the Commissioner of Police to waive the fees and charges in appropriate 
circumstances. These recommendations clearly follow the terms of the equivalent New South Wales legislation. 
WA Police already charges for various services, including the provision of state traffic certificates, police escorts 
of oversized vehicles, interestingly the gold-stealing detection unit, and firearms licensing. However, WA Police 
currently does not charge for events policing; hence, this piece of legislation. The Kennedy royal commission 
points to sections 208 and 209 of the New South Wales Police Act 1990 to demonstrate the type of services to 
which fees may properly attach. The New South Wales act explicitly provides that the police may charge for 
attendance at sporting events, for escorts and other services, and for responding to multiple false security alarms. 
The rationale for charging for events policing is that these events take up police time and resources and the 
police want to be able to recover these costs to make up the shortfall in their budget. 

The second reading speech states that the bill will ensure that the community of Western Australia is not left 
footing the bill for such events while the organisers reap considerable commercial and/or economic gain. New 
South Wales, Victorian and Queensland legislation empowers the police to charge for these services. South 
Australia, apparently, is considering similar legislation. The Western Australian Police Union supports the user-
pays charges. According to the Minister for Police, the police have consulted with the Events Industry 
Association of Western Australia, Eventscorp, the Western Australian Cricket Association, Allia Venue 
Management, RugbyWA, the West Australian Football Commission and various concert promoters. Apparently, 
EventsCorp has agreed with the proposal, and the WACA and Allia support the fee proposal on the basis that it 
provides them with some degree of certainty about the number of police provided at their sporting events. I guess 
that is provisional support. 

In the budget statement for the department of police, it was estimated that the police would raise $625 000 in 
2009–10 and $2.6 million over four years from events policing, for which it did not charge because this 
legislation had not been passed. 
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This bill will amend the Police Act by inserting new part IVB, “Charging for services at major events”. The 
question is: which events can the police charge for? Proposed section 39D will enable the Commissioner of 
Police to charge on a cost-recovery basis for the attendance of police officers at major sporting or entertainment 
events when that attendance is requested by the promoter or organiser of the event. I think that is an important 
point to be clear about in this debate: it is when a request is made by the organiser or promoter for police to 
attend an event. An event is defined as an event when a charge is made for admission or participation, the event 
is run for commercial gain, or the event is promoted, advertised or sponsored under a commercial arrangement, 
but it does not include an event run wholly or mainly for a charitable purpose, an event run by or for the benefit 
of a charitable organisation as defined in the glossary at the end of the Debits Tax Assessment Act, a public 
event that celebrates or commemorates days of national or local significance—I note that Anzac Day is the 
example used—an event run for the benefit of the local community, a government-sponsored event exempt by 
the minister, or any other event or class of event exempted by regulations. A major event is defined as an event 
which is reasonably expected by the promoter or organiser or the commissioner to attract at least 5 000 people or 
for which the commissioner reasonably considers it necessary or desirable to assign at least 10 police officers to 
provide services. The minister may exempt a government-sponsored event if the minister is satisfied that the 
event would either provide a significant economic or publicity benefit to the state or contribute significantly to 
the state’s reputation as a host of entertainment or sporting events. 

The question then is: how much can be charged? The amount that the commissioner may charge will be outlined 
in the regulations. The amount may cover the cost of both the police force and the department. The costs that 
may be recovered include the personnel costs of planning the deployment of the police officers for the event, the 
personnel costs of attending an event and the overhead expenses for providing police services at an event. The 
regulations may prescribe the hourly rates for police officers, and they may provide for the payment of a 
minimum amount to recover costs reasonably incurred by the police or department when an event is cancelled or 
postponed or runs for a shorter period, or the number of police officers is reduced at short notice at the request of 
the promoter. The commissioner may recover any amount owing as a debt to the state. The commissioner may 
reduce, refund or waive the whole or part of the amount payable. The commissioner must prepare, maintain and 
make public a policy setting out how he will determine payment, waivers et cetera. The bill sets out what that 
policy must contain. 

As to the level of service that must be provided, the commissioner is under no obligation to provide police 
services for a major event. The commissioner is the final judge of the number of police officers required to 
provide police services for an event, but that does not limit any obligation that the commissioner has, presumably 
under a contract or regulations, to consult with the event’s promoter and to have regard to the current charging 
for police services. The commissioner can redeploy any police officer for any other purpose that the 
commissioner decides has a higher operational priority. I think that was the comment that Hon Kate Doust made 
about the circumstances in which police officers might be redeployed at short notice. The commissioner has the 
ultimate say on this redeployment matter. The commissioner may also delegate powers to specific police officers 
or a specific class of police officer, and the officers must be of a rank of inspector, officer in charge of a police 
station or above. I also note that the bill inserts a provision that provides that the Financial Management Act 
2006 and the Auditor General Act 2006 apply to moneys received by the commissioner. Apparently, at the 
moment the funds received by the commissioner in his capacity as head of police may technically not be 
included in the net appropriations arrangements that apply to the police department. Therefore, we suggest that 
this is probably a good amendment. 

The first question we have about this new direction for the police service is the question that Hon Kate Doust 
also asked. Are we looking at cash for cops? Is there a question of equity in this bill? The user-pays policy raises 
some particular policy questions. On the one hand, it is an expectation of a model western liberal democracy that 
the police force will be a public service that is free and available to all who need it; in effect, the police are not 
up for sale. That is a principle that we would support very strongly. The idea that the police service is provided 
to those who can afford it seemingly offends principles of equity. The primary risk is that services will be 
diverted to those who can afford it, leaving the poor to fend for themselves. However, we note that this bill is 
limited to events of a certain size, events for which the police service have been requested et cetera. This may 
influence macro policing priorities over the longer term. We would be interested to hear other members’ 
contributions on this aspect of the bill. In her paper “Contractualism and Policing in the Public Interest” 
published in the Flinders Journal of Law Reform, policing scholar Julie Ayling said — 

… if one party can pay for policing services and another cannot, there is the further risk that the 
interests of those private citizens … who can afford the service will influence policing agendas to the 
detriment of those who are less well off, further aggravating inequity. 
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It would be important to ensure that the fact that police can charge for event policing does not result in police 
prioritising events over more urgent matters. On the other hand, the reality is that the police are often called to 
major events, which diverts resources and time anyway. The practice is another example of private business 
deriving commercial benefit from publicly funded activities. Clearly, we would say that the private interest that 
derives profit from the event is, in effect, being subsidised by the public purse through the policing functions that 
are provided. Presumably, police who attend a major event are ultimately there to ensure the safety of the 
attending public. The fact that a citizen attends a privately run event does not mean that they should not have 
access to police protection. As Ayling puts it — 

… even if police operated purely on a … (non-commercial) basis, they would have to assign events 
policing a high priority. For those attending such events, a lack of safety … that could be tracked to an 
absence of police might be an argument that they were suffering from an inequitable distribution of 
policing services. 

It seems reasonable that for-profit events should have to factor in the cost of policing. The New South Wales 
Police Force emphasised that it tries to educate event organisers through its negotiation for a police presence to 
increase the safety and responsibility of event organisers.  

Then there is the question of the cost to the consumers. One possible concern is that this legislation will make it 
even more difficult for low-income earners to afford event tickets, assuming the cost of policing is passed on in 
the price of the ticket. The Minister for Police insists that that will not be the case. 

Hon Ken Travers: How can he do that?  

HON GIZ WATSON: We will have that debate. The Minister for Police insists that this cannot be the case. The 
minister said that — 

… in the case of a typical Australian Football League match at Subiaco Oval, the cost of policing 
services is not expected to add more than 60c to the price of the ticket for each patron. 

It might be interesting to get some information on how that indication of the extra cost was determined.  

Hon Ken Travers: In Queensland patrons were paying $12.50 a person for a Gold Coast versus Perth Glory 
game. 

HON GIZ WATSON: I gather that this particular aspect was discussed at length during the Legislative 
Assembly debate, so no doubt we will have further discussion about it in this house.  

The next concern that arose for me was the possibility of police charging for policing public protest activities or 
demonstrations. The concern is that the police can use cost recovery to either punish or dissuade political protest. 
Interestingly, the Tasmanian police, for example, notoriously tried to recover $2 870 from the “weld angel”, who 
was a forest protester who dressed as an angel and tried to block access to the Tahune Airwalk in Tasmania. The 
police force was eventually forced to withdraw its claim after public outcry. The Tasmanian Commissioner of 
Police apparently requested legislative amendments to enable police to recover costs from attending public 
protests. That might be something that is peculiar to Tasmania. In 2007 New South Wales member of Parliament 
Robert Brown asked the New South Wales Attorney General to direct the police force to recover costs from a 
Greenpeace climate change activist protesting at the Anvil Hill Coal Mine. The Attorney General replied that  

… there is no legislative provision in New South Wales at present that explicitly permits police and 
other emergency services to recover the costs incurred when they attend protest activities. 

It is good news that the New South Wales legislation does not enable police to recover costs for protest 
activities. I understand that this bill is modelled on the New South Wales provisions and, therefore, it is not 
possible for costs to be recovered for protest activities. The definition of “major event” seems to preclude the 
provisions used to punish protesters or not-for-profit activities. The minister might comment on that in his 
response to the second reading debate. 

A further question is about whether there will be a drain on police resources in negotiating with event organisers. 
Surely the police should be able to recover the personnel costs and possibly even the legal costs of negotiating 
these contracts. There is also a concern that these matters to do with costs and contracts might end up in court. 
We would not want public funds to be wasted in those sorts of circumstances. My question is: are there any 
safeguards in the legislation to prevent this? I note that proposed section 39I(3)(a) and (c) cover personnel costs 
associated with planning the deployment of officers for an event and overhead expenses associated with the 
provision of police services at an event. I ask the minister whether he considers that these proposed paragraphs 
are sufficient to cover the costs of contract negotiation. With regard to the latter, proposed section 39J says that 
the commissioner may recover the money as a debt. That suggests that discretion exists about how far to pursue 
debt recovery. Proposed section 39K reinforces this by expressly giving the commissioner the power to waive or 
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refund debts when he or she considers it appropriate. Will the minister ensure that the information about waiver 
or refunds of such debts by the commissioner, to ensure transparency on this issue, is either included in the 
police annual report or retained on a central database so that it is available, particularly for members of 
Parliament who like to ask questions about these kinds of things? 

The final report of the Kennedy royal commission in 2004 deals briefly with the issue of the charging of fees for 
service at page 317 — 

Presently there is no legislative power in the Police Act to enable WAPS to raise fees and charges.  

The royal commission report notes that in practice the WA Police Service charges for the provision of national 
police clearance certificates, which it says is appropriate. The report goes on — 

This lacuna has obvious implications in relation to WAPS’ ability to charge fees for service, cost 
recovery and third party funding for police services. WAPS is obliged to perform a range of functions 
and processes that might impact on its ability to provide “core policing services”.  

Accordingly, it is necessary for legislation, empowering WAPS to charge fees for certain services, cost 
recovery and third party funding. Sections 208 and 209 of the Police Act (NSW) provide an illustration 
of the nature of services provided by police for which fees may properly attach. 

... 

The Commissioner of Police should be entitled to recover the outstanding fees and charges in a Court of 
competent jurisdiction and in addition retain the discretion to waive or reduce the charges in appropriate 
circumstances.  

The royal commission report recommended that — 

… a provision should be inserted … to empower the Commissioner of Police to charge fees for 
services, cost recovery, and third party funding for police services.  

We know this legislation is modelled on similar provisions in the NSW Police Act. I do not think I need to go 
into that in any detail.  

To summarise our concerns with this bill and also foreshadow the amendment that is in my name on the 
supplementary notice paper, we seek some assurances about the matters that I have raised. We will also listen 
with interest to the amendments that the opposition is proposing. I have not decided one way or the other 
whether we will support those amendments. I note that the opposition has indicated its opposition to this bill. At 
this stage we do not feel that strongly ourselves about opposing it. Perhaps we will see how the bill looks after 
we have discussed it in committee. 

One of the concerns which was raised with me and which I will be seeking to address by way of an amendment 
is the uncertainty of whether this bill will impinge on such events as the Perth Lesbian and Gay Pride Parade, 
which is an annual event that occurs in the city. It is a large event that would certainly fall into the category of 
attracting more than 5 000 people. The parade is policed by the Western Australian police service.  

I sought some advice from the minister’s office about this matter, and I received some assurance, but not a total 
assurance. I quote from an email that I received from the minister’s liaison officer in respect of a conversation 
that we had about the Pride Parade. The email says — 

What I wasn’t aware of this morning was that the event is sponsored, presumably under a commercial 
arrangement, and therefore may technically fall within the definition of an event in section 39E. I would 
imagine the type of sponsorship that the Pride Parade event receives would be sponsorship that is 
required to ensure that the event takes place and that there would be very little commercial gain 
involved. With this in mind, as to whether it does technically fall within the definition may be subject to 
legal advice on what is meant by the term, sponsored under a “commercial arrangement”. I can tell you 
that the intent of the term is to capture free large scale events where the sponsors are gaining 
considerable commercial gain from sponsoring the event. The best example would be the “Red Bull” 
Air Race. If the Pride Parade was considered to fall within the definition of an event, (including being a 
major event ie: 5000 or more spectators/participants) then I would suggest that a very strong case could 
be made under section 39E (definition of event)(b)(iv) that it is an event run for the benefit of the local 
community. It would appear to me that the main purpose of the event is to benefit the gay community 
and it would also appear quite clear that there would be very little commercial gain involved for either 
the organiser or the organisation that wishes to sponsor it. 

I think it is fairly obvious that the objective is not to make any significantly large amount of money out of the 
Pride Parade event. The sponsorship is simply to ensure that the event takes place. The email goes on to say — 
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In respect to the Pride Fair it would also appear to fall within the definition of event in that an 
admission charge is applicable.  

That is the Pride Fair, rather than the Pride Parade. The email continues —  

I am not sure whether it would be a major event (ie: 5000 or more participants/attendees). However, if it 
did, I would again suggest that the exemption for events run for the benefit of the local community 
would apply.  

That answer gave me some indication that certainly the intention is not to capture events such as the ones I have 
mentioned. However, I have drafted an amendment, which is on the supplementary notice paper in my name, 
which would make the exemption provisions very clear, and I will speak to that in more detail when we get to 
the committee stage of this bill. 

Having said that, I am happy to listen to the contributions of other members. This is an interesting bill. We will 
hear what other members have to contribute before we formulate our final position on this legislation.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.54 pm]: I too wish to speak on the Police Amendment Bill 
2010. In the past two years, the Barnett government has put its hands in the pockets of Western Australian 
families and has taken out money through increases in power and water charges. The Barnett government has 
attacked the cost of living of Western Australian families by removing things such as the It Pays to Learn 
allowance, and by increasing the emergency services levy, the waste levy and the parking levy. In fact, this 
government has increased fees and charges at a record rate. This government has imposed the highest fees and 
charges of any government at any time.  

Hon Max Trenorden interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There has never before been a government, Hon Max Trenorden, that has placed such 
large imposts on Western Australian families as this government has done. This government is about to do that 
again with this bill. Anyone who doubts that is kidding himself and is living in cloud-cuckoo-land. This bill will 
increase the cost of attendance at sporting events. It will also increase the costs for children who play sport in 
Western Australia. That will be the net effect of this bill. This bill is aimed at sporting groups. It is clear from the 
budget allocation of the government for this bill that it expects to get the vast majority of the revenue not from 
companies that are making profits, but from sporting associations. I will go into more detail on that when we get 
into committee. If we pass this bill, we will remove the power of the Parliament to prevent that from happening 
in the future, and we will hand that power to the executive. That will mean that, in future years, this legislation 
will be driven not by the police department or by the Department of Sport and Recreation, but by Treasury. I 
mentioned last year when I was looking at this bill that I went to the new stadium on the Gold Coast—I cannot 
think of the name of it, and I will not give the sponsors a plug anyway, but it is the new rectangular stadium—
and I spoke to the organisers of the games at that stadium. They said that they had recently held a Perth Glory 
game against the Gold Coast team, and 2 000 people turned up. The organisers were charged $25 000 for police 
attendance at that game, which amounted to $12.50 for each person who went to that game. When we pass this 
bill, that is what we will open up in this state.  

When members on the other side were given their briefings by the government, they would have been told about 
all the protections that are contained in the bill. But when members read this bill in detail, they will see that this 
bill is littered with the word “or”. That “or” means that just about every sporting event that we can name will be 
picked up under this bill. Members might think that the south west footy grand final will be exempt from the 
provisions of this bill. However, once we pass this bill, there will be the capacity for this government, or any 
future government, to charge for police attendance at the south west footy grand final. Does anyone in this place 
agree that that should happen? I, for one, say that that should never happen. However, if we pass this bill, mark 
my words, it will happen, whether that is in the next two years, or whether it is at some point in the future. 
Everybody who has voted for this bill will need to accept responsibility when that occurs. They will have to 
stand up and be accountable to their electorates when that occurs. Members opposite will have been told in their 
briefings, as we were, that event organisers will be charged only if they request police attendance at an event. 
Have any members opposite been given that explanation—that there will be a charge only if the group requests 
police attendance? At the time we were briefed on this bill and we asked that question, we were told that police 
would carry out a risk assessment, and that if it was their view that police attendance was required, but the 
organisation had not requested police attendance, the police would nevertheless use whatever powers they had 
available to seek police attendance. If that means going to the Liquor Commission of Western Australia and 
asking to have the event’s liquor licence removed unless police attendance is requested, that is what they would 
do. If it means going to the local government and advising against giving approval for the event to occur on local 
government land unless there is police attendance, that is what they would do. Therefore, the claimed protection 
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given that the presence will only be at the request of the organiser will no longer be there. We will see events 
being forced. 

I want to examine some of those “or” clauses in a little more detail. There is reference to an event of more than 
5 000 attendees, which one might consider to be a reasonable number; but it is actually an event of more than 
5 000 attendees, or a situation in which the police commissioner considers it to be reasonably necessary or 
desirable to assign at least 10 police officers to provide police services. That may be through no fault of the 
sporting body organising the event; it could be just that an officer with delegated authority of the police 
commissioner has determined that more than 10 police officers will be required. In that case, it is no longer the 
5 000 attendees of the original provision; it could be any event, with perhaps no more than 2 000 attendees. That 
is what we will see if this bill is passed. 

Why are we attacking sporting organisations? What have they done wrong that we should go after them for this 
sort of money? The argument is that the AFL is a huge body, and I would be the first to agree with that. But it is 
not the AFL who will pick up the tab; it is the West Australian Football Commission. Where does the WAFC put 
its money? Where does it put the profits it makes from the Eagles and the Dockers? Any money made out of 
those two teams goes back into football development in Western Australia. Where does that money go? It goes 
back into junior development, and encouraging kids to get involved in sport—something for which I would have 
thought there is bipartisan support in this chamber. Last year, the state government of Western Australia gave the 
Football Commission $410 000 through the sports lotteries account, and $290 000 through the organisational 
sustainability program. If we pass this bill, we will be giving the commission that money with one hand and 
taking back $390 000 with the other hand. Why do we not just forget this bill and tell the commission that it can 
consider the organisational sustainability program cut? It is gone; we do not need it. The commission can work it 
out itself and live off its own means. 

I have proposed some amendments. If members actually understand this bill, I hope that they will agree to those 
amendments. It would be understandable if this were about going after people who are making profits and not 
returning anything to the community, and there is a philosophical debate to have about that point: we pay our 
taxes, and that is what the police are there for. That is why I have proposed these amendments. If one’s 
philosophy is that if people making a commercial profit require police attendance, they should pay their own 
way, one can pass the bill on that basis; but let us at least protect one of the fundamental sectors in our society, 
sporting organisations, which are predominantly run by volunteers. Let us not allow this bill to create another 
impost on them. Such impost will be passed on either through higher ticket prices for events, or through higher 
fees and charges for kids to participate in sport. If this bill is passed without my amendments, that will be the 
result. 

There is no philosophical basis to this bill as it is currently structured. Will the Royal Show be required to pay 
this fee? Maybe the minister could answer that question; I suspect we might be told that it will not. If the Royal 
Show is not required to pay the fee, why should cricket or footy events be required to pay? Where is the 
philosophical difference between the two? I agree: the Royal Show should not have to pay, because the Royal 
Show is there to promote agriculture. Obviously, the people who benefit from agriculture are doing it for a profit, 
but the Royal Agricultural Society is not; it puts its profits back into the Royal Agricultural Society, and into 
promoting its industry. I do not think it should be expected to pay this fee, but that is the dilemma that we will 
face. 

Why are AFL football games in Western Australia being singled out as the major source of funding for this 
program? All the profits of AFL games in Western Australia go back into junior sport development. Why should 
those events pick up the bill rather than other events, such as the Red Bull Air Race? The argument is made that 
the government has consulted these organisations, and that is just wrong. This decision was taken by the 
government without consultation; it went and told the organisations what it was doing after the event, but it 
never consulted them. 

All sports in Western Australia have been pretty hard hit by this government. Nowadays, sporting events are 
required to pay a fee to the Public Transport Authority to provide free transport to the event. The idea of getting 
people onto public transport is one that I support, but the government has already increased public transport fees, 
and that is being passed onto ticket prices for sporting events. How can the government argue that a rugby test 
match will be exempt, while an AFL football game will not be? That is, potentially, how this bill is structured. 
Rugby test matches—which, I might add, do not provide a particularly good return on investment in Western 
Australia—may be exempt under this act, but AFL footy games will not be, including, possibly, the next South 
West Football League Grand Final. It could equally be the Central Midlands Football League or the Great 
Northern Football League. Any one of those country footy leagues could ultimately be liable. The government, 
through this bill, is with one hand putting money into upgrading Barbagallo Raceway to try to maintain the V8 
Supercars Championship Series coming to Western Australia, and taking it all back with the other hand. It is 
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going to grab it all back because now, all of a sudden, the WA Sporting Car Club is going to be expected to pay 
for police attendance. That is bizarre and illogical. Why does the government not just cut out the middleman and 
tell the WA Sporting Car Club to find the money itself, so that the government will not have to take any money 
off it? It would save all the paperwork, overheads and administration costs that it will have to pay under the 
system of giving a grant with one hand and taking it all back with the other hand. It is illogical; it does not make 
sense.  

The government members in the chamber today fully understand the problem; I have been watching their facial 
reactions, and I have the sense that a large number of them fully understand. I know all about the difficulties of 
being in government: by the time legislation gets into this place, it is a situation of, “What can we do about it?” I 
wrote to the Minister for Sport and Recreation to voice my concerns about this and to ask whether there was 
anything that we could do about it. I find it fascinating that even the Minister for Sport and Recreation, I suspect, 
cannot stop the government in its pursuit of this, because it is so money hungry. Somehow the government has to 
feed its 25 per cent growth in expenditure. The fact that people like Tuck Waldron actually care about sport gets 
thrown out the door, because the government cannot afford not to get this money in. The Minister for Sport and 
Recreation understands these arguments; in fact, he wanted to have a chat with me, but this bill was brought on. 
The minister said he was getting advice from his department about the implications of this bill to see if he could 
work out some of the answers and to find some further protections that we could put in this legislation. It is all 
about cascading effects. There is even a philosophical argument about whether we should charge anybody for 
police attendance. The position of members on this side is no.  

The next stage is for the government to pick out the events it wants to charge for. Would that be commercial 
events run by people who are making profits by getting people through the door? That sounds reasonable. Can 
the government write a bill that locks that in? Then we come down to sporting events, like the AFL, the cricket 
and the WA Sporting Car Club. Is the government going to charge them? I do not understand why it would, but 
if the government wants to charge them, then that is fine and it should write a bill that protects it at that level. 
However, we have a bill that cascades it down. Although we will get told not to worry and the government will 
get an exemption for them—or it will do something like that—this bill allows the charges to cascade right down 
to those local clubs that we as members of Parliament deal with on a weekly and daily basis. Ultimately, when 
this bill passes through this house—it might be a year, three years or 10 years—those local clubs will end up 
paying. They will end up paying the same rate that the Gold Coast club paid; that is, $12.50 a head for 
everybody who attends a game. That is where this is going to end up; mark my words!  

Hon Ed Dermer: The current adult fee for WAFL match attendance is $12, which I think is very good value for 
money. The idea of a family being in a situation in which they cannot afford to pay as a consequence of this is 
quite frightening.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Absolutely, and one of the great things is that we have seen a rebirth in the WAFL in 
Western Australia. There can be over 5 000 people in attendance when East Perth plays West Perth at the Arena 
Joondalup. The Fremantle derbies get even more people than that in a good East Perth-West Perth derby, if they 
are both performing well, which they normally do. Hopefully, East Perth performs better than West Perth! I have 
mixed sympathies at those matches. I am a mad East Perth fan, but I spent a lot of time helping the West Perth 
footy club when it was in financial difficulties. As I said to them at that time, I had to keep them alive because 
for an East Perth supporter there is nothing better than beating West Perth. We see a great game between East 
Perth and West Perth, and we do not have to worry about the category it falls into, because there are already 
5 000-plus participants. Are the police going to charge for their presence at a WAFL game? It will be very 
interesting to hear from the minister in the committee stage whether it is the government’s intention that police 
charge for their attendance at regular WAFL games. Hon Ed Dermer would well remember the WAFL grand 
final of last year. I did not get to see it; I listened to it on the radio. Since East Perth was not in the final, it was 
the best result possible. It was a fantastic result. I listened to that game; in fact, I ran out of the house to watch 
the last few minutes of it on television.  

Hon Ed Dermer: The last few minutes of the game was the only part I didn’t enjoy! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was probably one of the greatest sporting spectacles. There were 25 000 people in 
attendance. It was a real community event, but are we now going to say to those people that they will have to pay 
extra for that game? Unless one is a member of the Dockers or the Eagles, or one is invited to a corporate box, it 
is very hard to get into an AFL game in Western Australia.  

Hon Ed Dermer: More people will realise that the WAFL is better value for money and that will boost 
attendance.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: People have been realising that, and the WAFL attendance figures have been going up. 
One cannot get in to watch AFL games at the moment. I digress slightly, but it is still relevant to the bill. I went 
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to a game last year, or it might have been the year before, at Etihad Stadium in Melbourne. One of the things I 
noticed when I went to watch St Kilda play the Dockers, which thankfully St Kilda won, was that it was a family 
occasion. Sitting next to us was a family, which we do not see at the footy in Western Australia that much, 
unless we go to a WAFL game. The family comprised a mother, a father, a son and two daughters. The father 
and son were watching the game, and the mother and daughters were watching bits of it and clearly admiring 
certain aspects of what was going on in the field. They were having a great family outing and they were out there 
doing things; they were participating. Clearly, it was helping that kid get involved in sport. Let us not forget that 
that is one of the roles that sport at that level plays for young kids. But that will all be stripped away when we get 
a bigger stadium in Western Australia. People will have to pay more to go to those games, because they will 
have to pay their share for the police attendance or it will come off the return of the profits back into the 
development of that sport. That probably means that the next kid of that age will not get the same opportunities 
for Auskick that that kid probably gets.  

Hon Ed Dermer: It is interesting, talking about families, that one of the marvellous things about the WAFL is 
that regular games are free for children under 16. That makes a difference in what a lot of families can afford and 
what they cannot.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Ed Dermer must have hated it when Cameron and Alexander finally turned 16!  

Hon Ed Dermer: We were happy to make a further modest contribution. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wanted to move on to a couple of other issues, but I will finish off the subject of the 
AFL. The suggestion here is that events that have some sort of EventsCorp funding will potentially be exempt, 
and I will come back to this. The reason I focus on the AFL is because when one looks at where the money 
comes from; that is, the $500 000 the government expects to get out of this legislation in the first year, the first 
target is clearly the AFL. They will be the providers of the biggest chunk, and over time it will spread to other 
sports and other codes; it will spread to the WAFL and the local footy. The AFL is a really positive contributor 
to the tourism industry in Western Australia. I am amazed at the number of people who follow their teams to 
Western Australia to watch an AFL game. When they come to Western Australia, they tend to spend a few 
dollars; in the same way as Western Australians who go to Victoria. I have mates who go over to Victoria. I have 
a couple of mates who will probably go and watch the Collingwood game this year; one because his son is 
playing in the junior footy comp before the game, and the other one because he is a mad Collingwood fan. That 
is clear tautology, and those who are mad Collingwood supporters are now arguing with me!  

Hon Kate Doust: I am not, but my husband is and he will be very upset with you.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Kate Doust told us today how her son had taken after her husband.  

Hon Kate Doust: I didn’t! Somebody else said that. Hon Simon O’Brien said that.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They provide a good benefit to Western Australia, and we are going to punish them. The 
other point I want to put on record is the argument that the Western Australian Cricket Association supports this 
because it gives them some security, but the other test I want to consider during the committee stage is how this 
will operate —  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! I can hear at least two other voices and 
I want to listen to what the honourable member has to say.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: — and the way that police will interact with the event organisers. If the event organisers 
are paying for it, do they get any say in what the police officers do and how they operate? One of the things that 
organisers of events to whom I have spoken say is that they would probably be prepared to pay some money if 
they could have some input into how the police operate at these events. I will give members another example of 
when I was on the east coast. When I was talking to Gold Coast United I also spoke to the operator of the 
stadium there. Again, this was not long after the World Cup and a couple of guys had turned up to the game with 
their vuvuzelas—I think that is how it is pronounced. One of the security attendants employed by the event 
managers said to the first guy, “Hey, you’re not allowed to have that at the game.” The vuvuzelas had been 
allowed at the World Cup, but they were not allowed at a local game. The security attendant, who understood 
that the vuvuzela was a souvenir and important to the man, said that he would take it to the cloakroom at exit A 
and leave it there for him to pick up after the game. The guy was not happy. But he understood it. There was a 
reasonable outcome. Not more than five minutes or 10 minutes later, a police officer found the other guy with a 
vuvuzela. What did the police officer do? He grabbed him and said, “That’s it; you’re out!” and ejected him. The 
guy replied, “Hang on a minute. My mate just had his taken down to the lost property office and you’re now 
ejecting me!” Of course, it turned into a bit of an uproar with everyone around becoming agitated. That set the 
whole tone. At one level, it must be said that we have to show respect to the police force, but, equally, what 
happens when people see that degree of difference in the way people are treated? The event managers had 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 February 2011] 

 p44b-55a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Max Trenorden; Hon Max Trenorden:; Hon 

Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [9] 

trained their staff one way and the police did not have that training and did not have that corporate knowledge of 
how management liked to run the event. The police created a most problematic situation.  

Hon Col Holt: What point are you trying to make? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The point that I am trying to make is about charging organisers for police attendance at 
events and the role the event organisers will have in directing the police. Organisers are telling me that if we are 
going to make them pay for police attendance, they at least want some ability to influence and to direct the 
police. The police tend to come in wanting their own control area provided by event organisers and they run 
security completely separate to the event organisers. The point I am making is that if I have not been able to 
convince members about my proposed amendments and I have not been able to convince members to oppose the 
legislation in its current form, and if we are to pass this bill, the very least we could try to argue for is better 
working relationships between the organisers and the police who come onto their property and whose services 
they are paying for. Once payment is required, the issue is, as former member Hon Kim Chance used to say, 
“User pays; user says”. If event organisers are to be required to pay for police attendance, surely they should 
have some right to be able to direct the police and to have the police follow the corporate rules for the event.  

I should add that I also find it interesting that under the Liquor Licensing Act organisers of these types of events 
are often required to provide lots and lots of security; that is, there is a ratio of security staff to public in 
attendance. Will these police officers, if they are paid for by the event manager, be included in the security 
requirements? If an organiser is required under the liquor act to have 250 security officers at the event because of 
the size of the crowd, and is employing and paying for 40 police officers to be in attendance, does the 
requirement for security suddenly become 210 officers or does it remain at 250 plus the 40 police officers? I 
question the implications of this legislation and want an answer for that. 

I want to go through a lot of detail during the Committee of the Whole stage of the debate and will therefore 
leave most of my comments until then. However, I reiterate that this bill will be an impost on sports in Western 
Australia. It will have immediate negative effects in areas like football and cricket; including junior development 
and the cost of attending these types of events. It has to be one or the other; it cannot be anything else other than 
that. Beyond that, it will start to, over time, have a dramatic impact on other sporting events. 

The set of amendments standing in my name on the notice paper will at least provide some protection for 
sporting events in Western Australia. The way I have written my amendments is that if a sporting organisation 
receives money from the government to assist it in its sporting endeavours, we will not claw it back by charging 
for police attendance at events. That does not seem unreasonable to me. Why are we giving them money with 
one hand and taking it away with the other?  

I will finish with a fascinating question: what is going to happen at the boxing? Boxing events are run by 
commercial promoters for commercial benefit, but they probably will not have to pay for all the police attending 
their events. 

Hon Kate Doust: No; because they will be there looking for other things.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. Are we going to make boxing organisers pay for all the police who attend a boxing 
match? Is that what we are going to do? Which boxing matches will police be required to attend? Is it the 
intention that the police will be required to attend those boxing matches? And which police will the event have to 
pay for: the ones out there in uniform, the ones out there with their cameras or the ones there from the organised 
crime units? Which police officers will the event organisers be required to pay for? Boxing matches are events 
run by people who make and pocket the profit—unlike events at the WACA, the footy or the WA Sporting Car 
Club where every dollar spent goes straight back into promoting the sport and promoting kids playing baseball. 

I urge members to oppose the bill. If I cannot get them to do that, let us at least put in some protections for the 
great sporting organisations of Western Australia. 

HON MAX TRENORDEN (Agricultural) [9.26 pm]: I want to make it clear that I am not the lead speaker for 
the National Party—but members all know that—on the Police Amendment Bill 2010.  

There is a second argument. I do not think that much of the financial argument holds water because there will be 
a natural level at which the cost will make it worthwhile for the police in terms of that financial arrangement. I, 
with two other members from this chamber, served on the review of the Racing and Wagering Western Australia 
Act. We received submissions and heard a considerable amount of evidence about this type of issue in which, in 
my view, the police have unquestionably been using some of their powers to handle compliance, police rosters 
and the management of events at a cost to the community. In these cases, a small country race club, for example, 
that holds one event a year is told by the liquor squad that it needs 15, 20 or 30 security people at the event 
despite organisers never having had a problem in the life of the club. However, that attendance is mandatory. It 
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is not about what the police think is going to happen but what the police need to do about their own local 
management. So they make it hard. For example, the Bunbury race club may advise that 10 000 people will 
attend and person 10 001 turns up, and is not allowed to enter. The race club is working as hard as it can to 
establish a major social event in the community, but someone is at the gate counting in attendees and when they 
get to 10 000, no-one else is allowed in because the event security ratio does not allow it. Hon Ken Travers, in 
the course of our inquiry, we found out that the ratio is not set by law, but is established by the police department 
in negotiation with the event organisers. This does not happen in one or two places, but right across the racing 
industry, adding considerable costs to what is a delicately balanced industry. For those with an interest in the 
racing codes—they are in trouble. Revenue is not coming through and cost squeezes from other areas now make 
it important for a community to be able to get people through the gate to make the event successful.  

At some stage I would like some response from the minister on a matter raised on page 2 of the second reading 
speech. Page 2 states that the event must be “major in nature”, which seems to be defined as being an event 
attended by 5 000 people. I have stood on the members’ balcony of Toodyay race club and watched the cars 
coming down from Perth, then turning around and going back to Perth because 10 000 people are already in the 
grounds. Guess how many people Toodyay race club catered for? Three thousand. They did not know 10 000 
people were going to turn up; they catered for 3 000. There was not enough food or alcohol—there was not 
enough of anything. It is important that these things are taken into account.  

Again considering definitions, page 2 states — 

… the minister is satisfied will provide significant economic benefit, or publicity or contribution to the 
state’s national or international profile. 

But what about an event contributing to the social aspect of towns such as mine, where the Northam Cup is the 
most important thing that happens, whether somebody enjoys the races or not? Every young girl in the town goes 
to the races dressed up to the nines, and I go to look at them! That is the process. It is their number one 
opportunity — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I think you meant to say “young women”! 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Whatever they are—I have never quite worked that out!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You would be safer to say “fillies”! 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Fillies! Hansard, can we change that to “fillies”? We will make it “young fillies”! 

Hon Ken Travers: So long as you are made a gelding! 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: We will not go there!  

For all those young women, it is a very, very important day. It is one of those days when they can go to the dress 
shop, buy an outfit, and go out and feel good about themselves. That is really important I would have thought. 
But guess what happens in these race clubs? Race clubs run events that are commercial, as defined in the Police 
Amendment Bill 2010, because they are — 

… run for commercial gain or which are promoted, advertised or sponsored under a commercial 
arrangement. 

However, the vast majority of the people at that race club are volunteers, and, in most cases, the club is really a 
not-for-profit organisation—that is, all the money it makes goes back into the race club; it does not go anywhere 
else.  

Hon Ken Travers: It goes back into the local community, effectively. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Yes, it goes back into the local community, which derives a range of benefits from 
that money.  

I would like a clear message from the minister, during his second reading reply, that this bill will not mean that 
the police will be able to use this legislation for compliance reasons, which, I am telling members, they already 
do now, without this legislation. I know it will upset my good friend Hon Terry Waldron, and Barry Sargeant, 
for whom I have a lot of time, who argue that I have this wrong, but I see these things; I turn up at these places. 
Members know the community of Dowerin. The Dowerin GWN Machinery Field Days pay for the whole social 
running of the Town of Dowerin from the profits of the Dowerin field days. Organisations such as the Girl 
Guides, the Scouts and the school—members can name them—in those communities get their operating money 
from one enormous effort during the Dowerin field days. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are the Dowerin field days sponsored for commercial purposes? 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Of course they are. 
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Hon Ken Travers: So they would be covered by this bill. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Of course they will be. Guess how much the people on the gate get paid? Nothing! 

Hon Ken Travers: Nothing.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Their sporting club, or whatever, does get paid, but that is sorted out at the end of 
the process. They do not get paid an hourly rate or whatever; once the profit is in, it is handed out to the 
community. They do not hand it out to the Dowerin community only, I might add; the Goomalling clubs get a bit 
and the Wyalkatchem clubs get a bit, but it is a commercial arrangement.  

They have to have security guards at Dowerin field days. I have attended Dowerin fields on one or two 
occasions, and I have leant up against the bar on one or two occasions, and I have never seen a kafuffle—
never—but security guards are required in those areas. I have great empathy for local police, and I think being a 
police officer is one of the most difficult tasks in the world—I would not be one for all the money in China—but 
some of these issues are being driven by the difficulty of handling rosters and handling the management of their 
district. I want to hear the minister state clearly that this bill will not be about those sorts of matters, and that the 
superintendent in my district will not be saying, “We’ve got to have 10 police officers at Northam because on 
that day there’s also an Aboriginal funeral, and there’s this and the other thing, which all adds up to a difficult 
day for me.” 

Hon Ken Travers: And that’s exactly what’s going to happen under this.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I have my concerns there, Hon Ken Travers.  

I have listened to the debate on this bill with some discomfort and concern, but that has not been around the 
financial issues, Hon Ken Travers, so I am not going to argue about that, or his speech 34, which I have made 
myself on a few occasions—it is a pretty good speech, that one. Nevertheless, there is still an issue, which is that 
I do not want to see a lot of people in regional areas penalised. In my area, alone, there is a substantial number of 
non-commercial events that will be attended by 5 000 people.  

What is the definition of “special events”? I am concerned that that definition may change, because I doubt it has 
been cast in stone. Also, what about the social gain? Will consideration be given to whether the event that is 
happening—a Dowerin field day, the Wagin Woolorama, which is coming up shortly, or a raft of other events 
that really are the heart and soul of these communities—will be affected by a local police compliance issue 
because police may have a problem with management on the day and therefore use this legislation as a 
management tool? I have said enough, and I look forward to listening to the outcome of the debate. 

Hon Ken Travers: The other interesting question is: if it is at Dowerin, do they have to pay the cost of the 
police officers driving out to the field day? 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: From memory—someone may correct me—there are two police officers stationed 
at Dowerin, or is there one? 

Hon Col Holt: Two. 

Hon Ken Travers: So they’re going to have to bring them in from somewhere else?  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: There are 40 or 50 in Northam, which is three-quarters of an hour away. But they 
are not all always on duty of course; as Hon Ken Travers knows, one-third of the 50 on the roster may be on 
leave. The 11 weeks’ holiday, and all the other things that go into policing, make that roster much tighter. I feel 
compassion for the police officers, the fantastic people in the police force in Northam and the pressures they are 
under, but I do not want to give them another tool to interfere with the social activities of my constituency. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [9.38 pm]: I, too, want to make some comments on the 
Police Amendment Bill 2010. I particularly wanted to do so in my former role as shadow spokesperson for 
tourism, because when this bill came to this place and I looked at it, I immediately considered the impact this 
legislation would have on tourism events. After having looked closely at the legislation, I have ascertained that 
this charging regime will be applied only to events at which a charge is made for admission to the event; all 
events sponsored by Eventscorp, or partly funded by Eventscorp, have admission charges. The legislation also 
states that the charging regime will be applied only to events run for commercial gain; likewise, the whole 
objective of tourism events involving Eventscorp is to maximise the return to the state; therefore, there must be 
the possibility of a very strong commercial gain before Eventscorp funding will be provided. The third criteria to 
which the charging regime will apply is an event being sponsored under a commercial arrangement. By the 
nature of the fact that these events are funded by Eventscorp, they have a commercial arrangement attached to 
them. The honourable member sitting near me is laughing. I do not know why. I cannot see under what 
circumstances this legislation would not apply to the vast majority of events that are funded through Eventscorp. 
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I will be interested to hear during the Committee of the Whole the response of the government on that issue and 
about the events to which this legislation will apply. The One Movement Music Festival is a very good case in 
point. I think this legislation would apply to the One Movement Music Festival. It is already a sham, without 
saying any more about how this legislation would apply to it.  

The opposition has put its view on the public record about why we do not support the bill. It is fair to say that the 
comments made by Hon Ken Travers on the likely impact of this legislation, particularly on sporting events, 
should worry everybody. We just heard from Hon Max Trenorden about the likely impact on the racing industry. 
He was correct when he said that the racing industry in this state is doing it tough. I cannot remember any time in 
the past 15 to 20 years when the racing industry has done it quite as tough as it is now. To have this further 
impost placed upon it would make the situation even worse for an industry that is already having very serious 
problems. That should be avoided at all costs.  

Any time that a charge such as this is proposed, it is always passed on to the end user—the consumer will have 
to pay. Hon Ken Travers made a good point when he said that this government has been a high-taxing 
government. Western Australians are paying a lot for their utilities and so on and so forth. There is a limit to how 
much the average family or person can pay. Clearly, it is a troublesome sign when it is becoming harder and 
harder for the average family in this state to find the money needed to meet the never-ending and spiralling 
imposts of the Barnett government.  

I also make the point that, as far as I understand it, there has been very little consultation on this legislation. 
Certainly, there has been very little consultation with venue managers, event organisers and other stakeholders. 
One would think that if a government were going to introduce legislation of this nature, which will directly 
impact on those people, never mind all the other key people on whom it may impact, the government would have 
a very extensive consultation process, but that was clearly not the case. I again take on board the comments of 
Hon Max Trenorden about the racing industry. Many other parts of the state’s economy are also hurting. The 
tourism industry is doing it particularly tough. Any further cost impost on that industry or parts of that industry 
will have a further very negative effect.  

The other point I would like to make is that the maintenance of public order is considered to be a part of the core 
duties of the police. The presence of the police at places where people are gathered, such as big events, should be 
seen as a normal extension of their everyday duties. Asking the public to pay more for what has for so many 
decades been normal policing practice is a bit rich, and I think the general Western Australian public will see it 
as that.  

Another point I will make is that we need clarification of what events will and will not be included in this 
legislation. There are too many grey areas in this legislation; consequently, we should be concerned. If we have 
to have this legislation, it certainly needs to be finetuned.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


