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MAJOR EVENTS (AERIAL ADVERTISING) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.48 pm]: Earlier I raised the issue of the possibility that this 
legislation will impact on not-for-profit organisations that might seek to use an event to make a point about some 
political or human rights issue. It seems to me that human rights and community or political messages by not-
for-profit groups are not the sort of competitive marketing that this bill is aimed at; however, this bill does not 
clearly exclude them. This creates a potential for censorship, especially self-censorship, by not-for-profit 
organisations that cannot afford to take the risk of being wrong in their interpretation of this law. This issue was 
raised by my colleague in Victoria. My recommendation is that this issue could be dealt with by an amendment 
to the bill either by way of regulation or by conditions on the event orders. I suggest that this amendment would 
be one that would not offend the purpose of the bill, but, by amending the definition of �advertising� in clause 3 
to exclude advertising by a not-for-profit organisation or an organisation established for public purpose, it would 
not transgress the purpose of the bill to deal with commercial competition.  

The second matter I want to raise by way of my second reading contribution is the issue around publication of 
the existence of an event order. This is covered under clause 5(1) and (3) of the bill. Clause 5(4) provides � 

Failure to publicise that an event is covered by the event order � does not render the event order void. 

That is, ignorance is no excuse for breaching the order.  

Under clause 5(1) an event order is published in the Government Gazette, but that is all. I am not sure whether 
the Government Gazette has a particularly wide readership. There would seem to be sufficient advertising of 
major national and international events for publicity to include notice of the existence of an order. I note that at 
the briefing I kindly received I was not advised of any reason why the existence of an event order cannot be 
more widely publicised.  

I ask for an indication from the minister whether there can be some assurance that, in the advertising of the 
event, there could be the capacity to acknowledge that the event is subject to an event order. In that way it is 
made clear in a public way that an event is covered by legal protections that do not normally pertain to events. In 
that way it is not asking the government to put a special notice in The West Australian, which would incur a cost, 
but in the advertising of very large national and international events�which are the only ones that would be 
subject to an event order�the organisers would be asked to include an event order in any publicity. That would 
go a long way to alleviate my concern. I understand that ignorance is no defence in this matter, but it would 
make it abundantly clear and it would be at no extra cost to the organisers to put an extra sentence on the bottom 
of their event advertising.  

The next matter relates to the reversal of onus for body corporate officers under clause 16. Clause 16(2) and (4) 
provide that if a body corporate commits an offence by breaching an event order, every person who was an 
officer of that body corporate at the time is also taken to have committed the offence. Clause 16(5) reverses the 
onus of proof so that rather than the prosecution having to prove the officer was involved in, or at least knew of, 
the breach, it is for the defence to prove the officer did not consent to or connive in the offence and, in addition, 
did everything she or he could reasonably do to prevent it.  

I also note that clause 11 of this bill provides that the maximum penalty is a fine of $250 000, which is a 
substantial fine. Although I acknowledge the aim is to deter breaches and to ensure that a prosecution is not 
stymied if the body corporate that commits the breach is, for example, just a 50c company, I also acknowledge 
that company directors hold particular duties and in general should and would know what the company was up 
to.  

I am also aware that section 81 of the Fair Trading Act 1987 has a similar provision. However, for the following 
reasons I consider that reversing the onus so that the officers must prove their innocence rather than the 
prosecution having to prove their guilt is not appropriate. As members know, our law has long provided that in 
criminal cases, including the most serious ones, the prosecution must prove a person�s guilt to get a conviction. 
This is one of the most fundamental principles that our system is based on. It is an extremely valuable human 
right. It should attract Parliament�s protection, not erosion, as in this bill. Although the Fair Trading Act 1987 
goes the other way in some respects, section 69 of that act limits the penalty for a person other than a body 
corporate to a maximum of $20 000. The maximum penalty in this bill is more than 12 times that amount. That 
act is therefore not at all a precedent for what is proposed in the bill.   

Section 7 of the Criminal Code, which deems a person guilty of an offence committed by someone else, applies 
only when a person is actively involved�for example, in aiding, counselling or procuring the person who 
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committed the offence, or doing something or omitting to do something for the purpose of enabling or aiding the 
person who committed the offence. That section requires the prosecution to prove the person�s active 
involvement, not for the defence to prove innocence.  

Clause 189(1) of the Major Sporting Events Bill 2009 currently being considered by the Victorian Parliament, 
which deals with aerial advertising, amongst other things, provides � 

If a body corporate contravenes any provision of this Act, each officer of the body corporate is deemed 
to have contravened the same provision � 

This is the important bit � 

if the officer knowingly authorised or permitted the contravention.  

Again, that clause does not reverse the onus from the prosecution having to prove the person�s active 
involvement.  

Section 41(1) of the Homebush Motor Racing (Sydney 400) Act 2008, which is a similar type of legislation�in 
fact, it is an interstate law that deals with aerial advertising�provides � 

If a corporation contravenes, whether by act or omission, any provision of this Act or the regulations, 
each person who is a director of the corporation or who is concerned in the management of the 
corporation is taken to have contravened the same provision  

I emphasise � 

if the person knowingly authorised or permitted the contravention.  

Once again, that section does not reverse the onus on the prosecution to prove the person�s active involvement.  

We have requested the precedent for this provision in the bill, but to date that information has not been provided. 
As far as I can tell, there does not seem to be any precedent in Western Australia. I put it to the minister that 
similar legislation in Victoria and New South Wales does not have this provision, which reverses the onus of 
proof. I suggest that if it is considered appropriate in those jurisdictions that their legislation include the proviso 
�if the person knowingly authorised or permitted the contravention�, we should consider the same approach in 
Western Australia. I encourage members to consider that the reversal of onus of proof should be used only in the 
rarest of circumstances. Certainly, the Greens (WA) have supported such a reversal on only a handful of 
occasions. It seems to me that in this piece of legislation a reversal is not warranted, and other jurisdictions in 
Australia dealing with a similar intent have not chosen to draft for a reversal of onus of proof, particularly 
bearing in mind that the penalty is significant at $250 000. That is considerably more than is provided for in the 
Fair Trading Act, which has a penalty of $20 000 for a similar breach.  

The bill�s erosion of the defendant�s right to be presumed innocent in the face of a penalty of up to a quarter of a 
million dollars appears to be both unprecedented and, in our view, unjustified. We request the minister�s 
response on this. As I said, this issue was raised in the briefing that I received on this bill and perhaps the 
government has had time to consider whether it will amend the bill to accommodate provisions similar to those 
in Victoria and New South Wales. That concludes my comments. I will make some further contribution in the 
committee stage.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [9.00 pm]: I just want to indicate that the opposition will be 
supporting this legislation�I had originally intended to say �in policy and in detail�, but there was probably 
some benefit in Hon Giz Watson speaking before me, because I was not previously aware of the issues and the 
concerns that she raised. I certainly look forward to pursuing some of those matters in a little more detail so that 
I may understand them. I would be looking for a commitment from the minister that certainly some of the 
concerns with what is deemed to be advertising at these events are intended to be addressed. That issue is 
probably more for the minister to answer, but I note that debate has certainly been raised in other places. 

To briefly go back over the purpose of the bill, Hon John Kobelke originally developed it when he was Minister 
for Sport and Recreation. It followed requests from sporting organisations around Western Australia that go to 
great trouble and expense to put on major events. Obviously, part of the way in which they fund those events is 
to sell advertising rights and sponsorship. If someone comes in and seeks to ambush the marketing at those 
events, it takes away the capacity of an organisation that originally put an event together to maximise its return. 
It also diminishes the value of sponsorship if other people can go along and put up their advertising. We are 
obviously talking about fairly significant events. The intention of the legislation is not to cover every minor 
event but to deal with fairly major events. Cricket Australia test matches are such events. The second reading 
speech of the minister in the other place, to which I know I should not be referring, but not the second reading 
speech of the minister in this place, made reference to the Red Bull Air Race. The previous government brought 
that event to the state. It has been hailed as a significant and successful event for promoting Western Australia 
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around the world. At an event such as that, people do not want the opportunity to exist for someone to steal the 
limelight by not making a contribution to the event but being able to put up advertising material with a blimp or 
hang-glider, or even skywriting advertising material with aircraft. This legislation is therefore about providing 
that benefit. 

One of my concerns is that Western Australia may not continue to have the sorts of events that this legislation is 
intending to cover because the government does not have a policy to have any decent stadia in Western Australia 
in which to host such events. We saw at the weekend the announcement made in Canberra for Australia�s bid to 
become the host nation for the FIFA World Cup in 2018 or 2022. I imagine that event would very clearly be 
seeking the protection of this legislation to prevent people who are not part of the official sponsorship of the 
FIFA World Cup being able to ambush the marketing at that event. However, the problem we have is that even if 
we pass this legislation, because the current government does not have a policy for the construction of new stadia 
in Western Australia, it is possible Western Australia may not be able to be a part of that bid and that Western 
Australia may be left out of the national bid for the FIFA World Cup. That would mean we would be passing 
legislation tonight, but because the current government cannot work out a plan, policy or strategy to construct 
stadia, passing this legislation may be, to some degree, a waste of time because Western Australia will not get 
the sorts of events that need this legislation. A brand-new Subiaco stadium for 60 000 people would be a 
fantastic venue for hosting the sorts of major events at which we would want to stop aerial advertising by 
competing commercial interests over and above the sponsors of such an event. My concern is that we do not 
have that. Under the current government�s policies, we will not have a 60 000 seat stadium or even a 25 000 seat 
stadium at the current Members Equity Stadium. I am not sure whether a 25 000 seat stadium would have 
sufficient capacity for the Western Force and the Super 14 competition. I do not know whether Members Equity 
Stadium will be of sufficient capacity for Western Force to seek the protection that will be provided under this 
legislation. The current capacity is 18 000 seats, and there is very little capacity for corporate sponsorship. I 
suspect it will be very difficult to sell corporate sponsorship to such an extent that legislation such as this would 
be necessary. The opposition supports this legislation and thinks it is very important for attracting major 
international events to Western Australia. However, it is not good enough to just progress this legislation; the 
government also needs to have the policies, process and vision to develop the stadia that will attract such events. 
That is where the government is lacking and is falling down. It has picked up this very good piece of legislation, 
developed by Hon John Kobelke, but it has not picked up the other half of the package, which is to develop a 
major stadium in Western Australia that will allow us to attract and host the sorts of events we need in Western 
Australia. Like many things in life, this is about developing a complete and total package. We cannot have one 
half of the package without the other half and still achieve the same results. The government is keen to progress 
this legislation, but it is sitting on its backside and doing nothing about progressing the other, perhaps more 
important, half of the package, which is the major stadium. 

This bill will be very useful in assisting Western Australia to attract and be part of the FIFA World Cup in 2018 
and 2022. I certainly hope that Australia is successful in its bid to host the World Cup, but I am very concerned 
that Western Australia may not be part of that bid. This legislation will certainly help us in one aspect, but the 
government�s complete inability to develop some kind of coherent strategy for stadia will leave Western 
Australia out in the cold. We will pass this piece of legislation, hopefully in the next day or two, through this 
place � 

Hon Simon O�Brien: Yeah, right! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry? 

Hon Norman Moore: It�s all right; I just thought you might get onto the bill sometime! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon George Cash used to say to me when I sat on that side to be careful about making 
interjections, because when one makes an interjection to suggest that a member has not been talking about the 
bill before the house, it says that either the interjector has not been listening, or the member on his feet needs to 
go through what he is saying a little more clearly and step by step. 

Hon Norman Moore: Why not start again, if you reckon it�s relevant? You�re filibustering anyway, so you 
might as well double it up. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is where Hon Norman Moore has made a very foolish error, because he does not 
understand the purpose of this bill. The purpose of this bill � 

Hon Norman Moore: You told us to look after Red Bull a minute ago because the previous government 
attracted Red Bull here. Do you think the stadium�s going to have any effect on Red Bull? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Norman Moore is clearly demonstrating his inability to understand how to attract 
major events to Western Australia. 
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Hon Norman Moore: Mate, I know more about attracting major events than you�ll ever know in your whole 
life, so don�t start giving me a lecture about this. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What major events did Hon Norman Moore attract? I can go through the ones he lost. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order, members! I think it is probably appropriate 
that we, in a manner of speaking, cut to the chase. I think it might be appropriate, Hon Ken Travers, to just keep 
the ball rolling, if you would not mind, please. Seriously, I would like Hon Ken Travers to continue, as the cross-
chamber discussions are deteriorating somewhat. I ask the member to move on. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I will address my comments to you in the chair, and 
hopefully that will mean that I will be able to progress this matter. For the benefit of members in this chamber, I 
want to very quickly re-state the key issues so that the Leader of the House, who is handling this bill for the 
government, can properly understand the linkage and the importance of a bill such as this. This bill should be 
part of a package that we are putting together as a state to attract international events to this state. The Leader of 
the Opposition is absolutely right. For the Red Bull Air Race, we do not need a stadium. For Rally Australia, we 
do need a stadium. However, for events such as those, we will still need this bill�although probably not to the 
same degree�so that those events can be protected from people who get into the air space above those events 
and try to ambush the market and get their advertising across without having made any contribution to those 
events.  

The other point that needs to be made is that the vast majority of the events that will be seeking to have this 
legislation apply to them will require a major stadium. Many of the events around the world that we might want 
to attract to this state require a stadium that will seat up to 50 000 people. That has been the case for many years 
for many events. It is interesting that when the last upgrade of Subiaco Oval was done in the 1980s, it was 
developed to seat only 44 000 people. That means that this state is not able to attract events that require seating 
for 50 000 people. For the past 10 or 15 years since that upgrade, this state has been unable to attract a number of 
events. I think the World Championships in Athletics also require a stadium that can seat 50 000 people.  

It is wonderful that the government has decided to progress this piece of legislation, which was started by Hon 
John Kobelke, and bring it into this chamber. However, the government also needs to understand that it is no 
good bringing in this legislation if it does not also put together the rest of the package that is required to attract 
the sorts of events that this bill is seeking to protect. That will require a new major stadium. I am concerned that 
the government will be floundering around for the next 10 years, because although it is prepared to pick up bits 
of the work that have been left over from Hon John Kobelke, it is not prepared to accept the main part of that 
work�that is, the recommendation from the Major Stadia Taskforce that the best option for Western Australia is 
that a 60 000-seat stadium be built as a new stadium alongside Subiaco Oval, and that eventually the old Subiaco 
Oval be pulled down. That was part of the total package�which this bill is an important part of�to bring 
international events into Western Australia. I hope that the Leader of the House is now better able to understand 
that there will be innumerable international events over the next 30 years that we will be seeking to attract to this 
state and that will give us television courage and promote Western Australia into our key tourism markets. We 
will be able to say to organisations that we can protect them, we can protect their sponsors� interests and we can 
protect the interests of the organisations that put together the events because we have an act of Parliament�the 
proposed Major Events (Aerial Advertising) Act 2009. It will mean that they can seek protection that will give 
them the exclusive�for want of a better term�air rights around the location of the event. 

As I said, a classic event that was talked about on the weekend was the FIFA World Cup, which I understand is 
the largest event in the world, even larger than the Olympic Games. There is no doubt in my mind that if we 
were able to attract that event to Western Australia, it would be fantastic for Western Australia. I have no doubt 
that when Australia�s bid is put together and entered in FIFA�s bid book at the end of this year, one thing that 
will be listed in it will be the protections that each state will grant under their acts of Parliament to ensure big 
sponsors who are sold advertising rights to the FIFA World Cup in 2018 or 2022 will have protection. That 
would be a fantastic initiative and a fantastic benefit. It would be a benefit because we would have this act of 
Parliament. 

However, I come back to the difficulty that we have; that is, we do not have the other half of the strategy to 
attract the event to Western Australia. We do not have the stadia. We have rumours about the government 
spending $250 million on a boutique stadium with 25 000 seats which could extend to 45 000 seats, but which 
would be pulled down later. If the government intends to do that, why would it not instead spend the 
$600 million that it will end up spending on redeveloping the football stadium to 52 000 seats. The government 
could put in $25 million and go away and build a brand-new, purpose-built 60 000-seat stadium with retractable 
seating, which would allow us to attract the sorts of events that this bill will otherwise help us to attract. This bill 
is, therefore, about putting together that package. It is important that if and when we pass this legislation, the 
next activity of government should be to sit up, take note of these issues, and not try to defer them and put them 
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off into the never-never. Those decisions need to be made and dealt with now; otherwise, there is an argument to 
say that we might as well not pass this legislation this evening and we could probably leave it for another couple 
of years, because the sorts of events that would benefit from the passage of this legislation will not be attracted to 
Western Australia as we will be out of the ballpark. We will be out of the ballpark once we do not have the sorts 
of stadia that we need.  

As Hon Giz Watson mentioned, Victoria has legislation like this. It also has some fantastic facilities. Victoria 
has the Telstra Dome, or Etihad Stadium as it is called now. When I walked into it I could see that it left Subiaco 
for dead. Victoria is constructing a new rectangular stadium in Olympic Park with 31 000 seats for $260 million. 
It will be a fantastic facility in Melbourne, which I had the opportunity to look at recently. It is impressive to the 
max. It will attract events. Victoria understands the importance of having stadia and is building them. Members 
who go there will see that Victoria has a 10 000-seat stadium, a 15 000-seat stadium, it will have a 30 000-seat 
stadium, it has a 50 000-seat stadium and a 100 000-seat stadium. It has a stadium for all events. Two of them, 
the 10 000-seat stadium and the 15 000-seat stadium, do not need legislation such as this bill. However, I assure 
members that Victoria�s equivalent legislation for the three large stadia�the 31 000-seat stadium that is being 
built, the 50 000-seat Telstra Dome, or Etihad Stadium, and Melbourne Cricket Ground�will be used on a 
regular basis and will protect the hosts of events there. Victoria is able to present a great package to people. 
Cricket Australia, and any other organisation that wants to hold a great event, knows that the whole package is 
there. 

The opposition is happy to support this legislation but we urge the government not to do half the job, but to do 
the complete job. Get this legislation through Parliament but then get on with the other half of it; get on with 
actually having a plan, a policy and a vision for stadia in Western Australia. Do not just sit back and let the 
world go by, because these events are important to Western Australia. They are not just about watching the 
cricket, the rugby or an air race; they are actually important to the economy of Western Australia, and that is 
why this legislation is very important. It will actually create jobs in Western Australia and keep people 
employed. Construction of the stadium will keep people employed during the construction phase, but this 
legislation and the events that will come as a result of the new stadium will keep people employed in the tourism 
industry for years to come. It is about generating economic impacts for Western Australia. It is about creating 
jobs in the tourism industry, an industry that is doing it tough at the moment. That is why this legislation will be 
important. But we need to get the total package. It is always a sad thing when someone picks up half a package 
without realising how important the other parts of the package are. 

The opposition will be happy to support this legislation. I am looking forward to listening to the debate, and we 
will then have to make up our minds about what we do about those amendments, if Hon Giz Watson intends to 
proceed with them. I have not seen any amendments, so I am not aware of their content, but if she proceeds with 
them, we will look at them and consider them as we work through. I am not sure whether all the amendments are 
needed. I hope that the minister will give commitments in his response to the second reading debate or during the 
committee stage. I know that the minister has so far given commitments about how he intends this bill to be 
interpreted, but it is important to get that on the record for the future. Hopefully that will mean that we will not 
require amendments in that area. We look forward to listening to the debate about the other areas. 

This legislation was developed by Hon John Kobelke when he was Minister for Sport and Recreation, along with 
many other great initiatives for sport and recreation in this state. It has been picked up by the current minister, 
and I congratulate him for that. It will be a very useful addition to the armoury we have in Western Australia for 
attracting major events that can create jobs and economic benefits for Western Australia. 

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Mining and Pastoral � Parliamentary Secretary) [9.23 pm]: I rise to indicate 
that the Nationals will support the Major Events (Aerial Advertising) Bill 2009. As other speakers have 
indicated, it is designed to prevent ambush marketing. There have been examples of ambush marketing in the 
past that have caused considerable consternation. A particular incident was when the Holden blimp appeared 
over the top of the Australian Football League grand final, which was sponsored by Toyota, and caused a good 
deal of consternation to the major sponsor. These major events are very dependent on their sponsorship. They are 
very expensive to run, and it is expensive to get the players onto the ground. The organisers of these events need 
to be able to go to their sponsors secure in the knowledge that if they give a commitment to the sponsors of a 
particular event, those sponsors will have exclusive rights to the event and the opportunity to enjoy the benefits 
of the advertising they place at that particular event without it being hijacked by others who have not had to pay 
at all. 

The International Cricket Council warned that tournaments would not go ahead in cities that do not have 
legislation like this and do not provide exclusive rights to sponsors. Peter Young of Cricket Australia said that 
his organisation is looking for absolute protection from ambush marketers when allocating games. That 
protection already exists in Melbourne and Sydney, and we need to provide that protection here in Western 
Australia to be able to attract major events. As Hon Ken Travers said, these events provide not only the 
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opportunity for our residents to see international players and events, but also jobs and economic activity for our 
community and our state. Similar legislation has been introduced in other states to protect the Grand Prix, the 
Australian Tennis Open, the AFL Grand Final, the Melbourne Cup and the 2006 Commonwealth Games, and 
temporary legislation was also introduced at the time of the 2000 Olympic Games. Therefore, I think it is well 
acknowledged that if we are to compete with other Australian states in attracting major events, we need this 
legislation to ensure that our sporting events can attract the high level of sponsorship that is required. I will not 
add any more because the bill has been discussed at reasonable length, and I understand that we need to move on 
with this. I record for the house that the Nationals will support this legislation. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral � Leader of the House) [9.26 pm] � in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions to the Major Events (Aerial Advertising) Bill 2009. I also thank Hon Ken 
Travers for his contribution, most of which was not directed to the bill. However, we will come to that shortly. 

I have checked out a number of the issues raised by Hon Giz Watson, but have not had the opportunity to look 
into some of the issues the member raised. In respect of whether the Magistrates Court has jurisdiction over the 
penalties attached to this legislation, my advice is that it does and that there is no issue with that matter.  

The member raised the issue of the activities of not-for-profit groups that might seek to use major events as an 
opportunity to promote their cause. The advice I have is that the definition of �advertising� in aerial advertising 
means bringing to the attention of a section of the public the availability of goods or services; therefore, goods 
and services have to be part of the promotion, or, in other words, part of the advertising. The name of the brand 
of the goods or services or the name of the person who provides the goods or services is also part of the 
advertising; for example, Rick Hart, or someone like that, is the name of the person who owns the company. The 
view is that that would not preclude anybody else who wants to make a statement of some description that is not 
related to goods and services from doing so. If Greenpeace were advertising goods and services, such as �come 
along and buy a Greenpeace T-shirt�, I suggest that that would be in breach of the legislation, as it should be. 
However, I would not have thought that not-for-profit organisations, such as those that Hon Giz Watson talked 
about, would take advantage of these occasions to promote their causes, knowing full well that people are there 
for a sporting event and not to be confronted by some political campaign that somebody might want to run at the 
time. That is another story for another day, but my view is that the sorts of things that the member has raised as 
matters of concern are not matters for concern because of the definition of �advertising�. However, I will seek to 
get any legal advice that I might be able to get my hands on that might make the member more satisfied in 
respect of that matter.  

Hon Giz Watson suggested that we should make public in the advertising for an event that it is covered by this 
legislation. I think that is probably a good idea, and I will mention that to the Minister for Sport and Recreation 
and suggest that that might be done. The member talked on clause 16 at great length from a very legal 
perspective. I will seek some information about that; I have not had a chance to talk to any legal people about 
that clause. When I finish my reply to the second reading debate, I propose to hold the second reading vote. 
Hopefully, the house will agree to the second reading stage and we will hold the committee stage at another time, 
when I have had a chance to do a couple of things. I will double-check, firstly, the definition of �advertising� to 
ensure that there are no question marks about what constitutes advertising and what does not, and, secondly, the 
question of the reversal of the onus of proof in clause 16. The Greens have indicated their support in principle for 
the bill. That should hopefully get us through the second reading vote, and we will deal with the detail later on. 

Hon Ken Travers gave a long dissertation about what a good bill it is, because it was produced by the previous 
government. Of course that is acknowledged. One would therefore expect that the previous government 
members, the now opposition members, would find no fault with the bill in view of the fact that they created it. It 
is rather extraordinary that this could be the second time in a very short period that members of the opposition in 
this house, who were members of a government that created legislation, are now telling the government that it is 
not adequate. Maybe it means they did not look at it carefully enough when they were in government. I am 
happy to argue the case if I think this bill is inadequate, because members opposite have explained to me that it 
is. If I accept their argument, the government will amend it. It is a touch ironic that we have a member get up and 
say, �This is Mr Kobelke�s bill. It is a wonderful initiative of the last government.� It probably is. I do not know 
whether the member can find fault with the bill, but he is waiting for answers to the matters raised by Hon Giz 
Watson.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I listened to what Hon Ken Travers said, but I will not listen to him now because I 
am sick of hearing his voice. If it turns out that, as per the debate the other night on another bill, the now 
opposition finds fault with legislation it created, that is a good thing.  
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We heard all about stadia. I advise Hon Ken Travers that the word �stadia� is the plural of �stadium�, and the 
member used �stadia� on several occasions. I felt like interjecting and then I realised that I should not, because I 
tried once and got into trouble; therefore, I did not do it again. How many stadiums, or stadia, does the member 
want? It is extraordinary that we have an opposition member telling the government that it should get itself a 
vision of building stadiums around Western Australia when the previous government had seven and a half years 
of the greatest boom in this state�s history and its vision was that it would build a multipurpose stadium in four 
years; that is, it was talking about getting its vision in place 12 years after it became the government. We have 
been in government for eight months, and the member wants us to have a vision right now.  

I also mention to Hon Ken Travers that we actually have an economic crisis to which this state is not immune. 
The state�s revenues have been significantly slashed. Has the member not noticed that yet? Does he think that 
royalties for regions should be slashed and we should build a stadium with the money? Is that what he thinks we 
should do?  

Hon Ken Travers: No. I have already explained how I think you will pay for it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: He cannot have everything he wants, plus other things, at a time when revenues are 
significantly reduced. It is a simple fact of life that the state�s finances are in significant trouble because not 
enough money is coming in and too much is going out. The opposition wants us to commit to a $1 billion 
stadium now in this economic crisis. That would be ridiculous and reckless. We have decided that we will defer 
consideration of this major capital expenditure for two years. The cost of the stadium was to be $1 billion when 
the opposition was in government. I do not know what it will be in five years�probably $1.5 billion. I might add 
that the last redevelopment of Subiaco Oval, which involved half the oval�not what the opposition had in mind 
for its proposed stadium�cost $30 million. The opposition wants us to spend $1 billion. I do not know what we 
would get for $1 billion when I can see what we got for $30 million. I was the minister when it happened.  

It is an extraordinary state of affairs that we are talking about a vast amount of money for a new multipurpose 
stadium. At the same time, cricket and rugby do not want to go there and footy is lukewarm about it. Are we 
going to tell them that this is what we will do whether they like it or not and we will spend $1 billion of 
taxpayers� money? The bottom line is that this government will look at it again in the context of its current 
finances and seek to provide what the sporting world needs in terms of stadia.  

Hon Ken Travers: Which is fine, but then you are saying that you will not support being part of the World Cup 
bid. Just admit it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: When did I say anything about the World Cup bid?  

Hon Ken Travers: If you don�t make a decision by the end of this year, you can�t be part of the World Cup bid. 
The bid has to be in by the end of this year. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: Try to make your interjections relevant, please. There must be a standing order about that. 

Hon Ken Travers: Hon Norman Moore is responding to my speech. It is clearly relevant, otherwise the Deputy 
President would have ruled it out, wouldn�t he? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member talks about something that will potentially happen in 2018 or 2022, if 
my memory serves me right, and he wants us to make a commitment tonight to a brand-new stadium so that we 
can be in the hunt for an event that is going to happen at the end of this decade and into the next decade. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order, members! If the Leader of the House 
addresses his comments through the Chair, the interjections will cease and it will expedite proceedings, because 
it is getting fairly late in the evening. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Let us just cut to the quick on this quickly. The member is saying that the 
government should commit to a new stadium now that would be able hold a FIFA World Cup soccer match or 
two, on the expectation that Australia might get the World Cup in 2018 or 2022, and he reckons that we should 
be prudent economic managers. Is that what he is saying? Come off the grass. 

Hon Ken Travers: You could give a commitment that if we are successful in the bid, we will build a stadium to 
host it, because, if we do not, we won�t be a part of the bid. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This issue is quite peripheral to the bill. That is why I interjected before and said, 
�Why don�t you talk about the bill?� The bill is about aerial advertising and protecting those organisations that 
are running major events, whether they are in stadiums or whether they are outdoors, such as a golf event, the 
Red Bull Air Race, or any other number of events such as Rally Australia, which we used to have but which was 
given away. Those sorts of events do not require a stadium, but they enable us to have events which are 
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significant and which, in the modern world of advertising, require protection from predatory advertising. There 
has been an example, as Hon Wendy Duncan mentioned, of this type of advertising at an Australian Football 
League match. Therefore, the government thinks that it is appropriate that this legislation be passed to provide 
that protection, bearing in mind, as we all know, that the attraction of world events is not easy these days, 
because many, many cities in the world are seeking to attract major events. It is much harder now than it has ever 
been, and it is much more expensive now than it has ever been, and it is necessary for government to get 
significant advertising to finance these events. Therefore, some protection for those advertisers is, in my view, 
warranted, so this bill should be supported. As I said, I propose to defer the committee stage until I can get some 
further advice on a number of matters that were raised. That is what I will do, assuming the house agrees to the 
second reading. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
 


