
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 9 August 2011] 

 p5263a-5277a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy Chairman; Hon Ken Travers 

 [1] 

ROAD SAFETY COUNCIL AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 June. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.47 pm]: I am pleased to 
rise on behalf of the opposition to make some comments on the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011. 
Before we rose at the end of June, this bill was brought into this house in a great rush and I know that the 
government had hoped to deal with it before we rose. Although we were ready to go, unfortunately this bill was 
put off until now. I know that there were issues from — 

Hon Norman Moore: You weren’t prepared to deal with it in the time available. 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I was ready to go and the Leader of the House knew that. 

Hon Norman Moore: Your party informed me that — 

Hon KATE DOUST: No; the Leader of the House and I had discussions and he knew that I was ready to do it.  

Hon Norman Moore: Don’t you misrepresent me, because your party said it didn’t have — 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am not; I am just going through and detailing what happened. The Leader of the House 
knows that this bill was brought in urgently and the government had other bills to deal with. I was ready to go; I 
am happy to talk about that. In fact, given the change in circumstances that we are dealing with the bill now and 
not then, we were actually prepared, given the rush, to refer this bill to committee to look at some of the matters 
that needed to be canvassed. However, given the passage of time and I understand that the government would 
want to — 

Hon Norman Moore: How you can rewrite history in such a short time is beyond me. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am not rewriting history; I am just telling the Leader of the House what would have 
happened if we had dealt with the bill at that point.  

Hon Norman Moore: You never, ever mentioned that and you told me — 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I did not mention that to the Leader of the House. Why would I necessarily mention 
that to the Leader of the House at the time? That was a discussion I had with a few other people.  

Anyway, we will move on. We are now dealing with this bill and I know that the government has been waiting 
to get this bill through the house. The bill seeks to amend the Road Safety Council Act 2002. We support this 
bill, but we have a few issues that we want to raise. It is nothing onerous; I have a few fairly straightforward 
questions that the minister might be able to answer. It may be that the minister can answer those questions in his 
response, or we can wait until the committee stage, because we have some amendments on the supplementary 
notice paper that arose during debate in the other place. Our amendments go partly to issues of transparency and 
partly to the percentage of the money that will be paid into the account. We will ask questions about the amounts 
as we go through the bill. 

This bill was read in at the end of June. The second reading speech goes into some detail about what the bill 
proposes to do. During debate on another bill that we dealt with recently, we touched on the issue of the number 
of road fatalities in our state and how, tragically, it is an issue that we still have to deal with as the numbers do 
not seem to be decreasing at a rate that I think the community would have hoped for. I know that various 
governments have put in place a range of different measures to try to reduce the number of deaths or serious 
injuries that occur on our roads. The council that is dealt with in the legislation that is being amended has a range 
of functions. I will talk about those shortly, because one of those functions is key to the amendments in the bill. 

As was explained to us in the second reading speech, the bill basically provides for two significant changes. One 
change is the staged increases in the proportion of specified fine revenue that will be paid into the account. I 
understand that the commencement of the provision in the bill dealing with when the first tranche of money will 
be paid was dependent on whether we dealt with the bill before or after 1 July. The second change, which is 
quite an interesting amendment, will give the minister the power to refer to the council a funding proposal for a 
measure relating to the advancement of road safety or the reduction of road trauma, and to direct the council to 
consider the proposal and make a recommendation regarding whether the proposal should be funded. This 
particular change whereby the minister can make a recommendation to the council about the type of initiative 
that he would like to be put in place is a change in the manner in which the council operates. Again, I will go 
into that issue in more detail because there is a series of questions about that and we would like some more 
information about how that will work in practice. It is a bit of a reverse onus, if you like. 
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I will talk about the act that will be amended and go through the functions of the council. I will also talk about 
the membership of the council, because that is an interesting issue that we need to deal with. I note that the 
money raised from speeding fines and traffic infringements will flow to this account. We have seen the report in 
the media this week about a number of ministers and staffers who have been pinged, as all of us have been from 
time to time, unfortunately. Some people in this chamber have unfortunately had to make a contribution to this 
fund through activity on our roads. The legislation that will be amended, which was set up in 2002, outlines a 
range of functions of the council. The council has 12 members. 

Hon Peter Collier: It was him. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know it was him. I was not going to say that. The minister did not have to point it out; he 
was being obvious. 

There are 12 members of the council. The functions of the council are of course to identify measures that 
improve the safety of our roads and reduce the number of deaths of people, injuries to people and damage to 
property that result from incidents occurring on roads; to recommend to relevant bodies and persons the action 
that should be taken to implement those measures; to coordinate the implementation of those measures; to 
evaluate and monitor the effectiveness of those measures; and to evaluate and monitor the safety of roads in the 
state. Those are all very important functions, and I am sure that the council does a very good job. The final 
function listed in the act is that the council is to recommend to the minister how money standing to the credit of 
the account should be spent to implement those measures and to facilitate the performance of the council’s 
functions. That is a very key and core function of the council. It is fairly clear that the council will come up with 
ideas, give information and advice to the minister, and offer direction or make recommendations to the minister 
about programs, initiatives and research. Yet what we find in this amendment bill is a change whereby the 
minister can make a recommendation to the council. The minister will be able to provide direction to the council 
and effectively ask the council to enact that direction. There is also a provision in the bill that adds some interest 
to how the minister could give that direction. I think that puts some interesting pressure on the council, and I will 
explain why. 

The amending bill provides that the minister is empowered to make a determination regarding the expenditure of 
money from the account following the making of a recommendation from the Road Safety Council that differs 
from what is recommended. I have real concerns that, rather than the council being independent and being able 
to provide that advice, research and direction to the minister about the best way to expend the money to get the 
best value and about the best programs, there might be an opportunity for the minister to decide that he knows 
better or that he knows other ways to try to reduce the number of deaths and injuries on our roads and he may 
decide to go off on a different tangent and direct the council to pursue the path that he wants rather than the path 
that it wants. I would be interested in the minister providing some clarity about what will happen in practice. The 
great concern is that the minister might decide to divert funds for a totally different purpose from what is 
intended in the legislation. I ask the minister to respond to that and to clarify that there will be transparency and 
that the council will be able to provide that direction. 

The other concern with the amendments in the bill is that when the minister provides a direction to the council, 
he has to table it. We would like the other information that backs up that direction to also be provided. If the 
council has done research or if information has been provided to the minister about why a direction should or 
should not be followed, that information should be attached to the direction that is tabled. I know that we can 
deal with that in more detail during the committee stage when we deal with the amendments. That is a particular 
area of concern. 

The 12 members of the council come from a range of different government departments. The people appointed 
by the minister represent external bodies such as the RAC and a couple of other groups. They are all senior 
people in their organisations, as set out in the legislation. It is an issue that has to be taken seriously. We want to 
have a council that is independent and that can freely make decisions in the best interests of the community 
about how to best spend the money that has been allocated for these programs, give guidance to the minister 
about how to get the best return and put in place the best programs or measures to educate the community that 
will hopefully reduce the number of fatalities on the road. If the minister is now in the position, essentially, of 
directing the council on what initiatives or programs he thinks should be put in place and what sort of dollar 
spend should be allocated to those programs, even though the majority of people on this council have very senior 
roles, the concern would be that they may not want to rock the boat or want to tell the minister that it is not the 
right way to do it, that it is not acceptable or appropriate, or that it will not work. As it currently stands there is 
that independence—I am trying to think of the right set of words—that transfers information without any 
conflict, concern or fear of intimidation, if you like. I will be very concerned that under the proposal we are 
dealing with—I am not necessarily saying it would happen with this minister but, who knows—we have to cover 
our bases and make sure that people on this council do not feel that they are in the position, essentially, whereby 
if they arc up against the minister’s direction it may cause a problem to them on the council or in their 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 9 August 2011] 

 p5263a-5277a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy Chairman; Hon Ken Travers 

 [3] 

employment or to the organisation that they represent. I would be interested in knowing why the government 
made the decision to make this type of amendment. What difference does it make in the management of the 
council, the generation of ideas, the development and delivery of programs and the management of funds? I 
would have thought it would have been a better option for the council to come up with the creative thinking and 
give the direction to the minister. I do not know what sort of expertise the minister has that he is able to provide 
that sort of direction himself. I would have thought that that is why he has the council in the first place: to seek 
advice from them, and not the other way around. I would also like to know what will happen if the council does 
not agree with the minister’s direction and what mechanisms are in place if that situation arose. For example, if 
the minister was to write to the council and say what he thinks it should do, but the council came back to the 
minister and says, “No; we have done all this research and it is not the appropriate way to go and we do not want 
to do that”, what would happen then? I do not know whether the minister is able to provide a response on that. 
That is one of the opposition’s key concerns.  

The opposition is also concerned about how the money will be expended. One of the issues canvassed in the 
other place by Margaret Quirk, the shadow Minister for Police, was about moneys being expended to provide 
counselling on road trauma to families and witnesses to incidents, to the ambulance officers and to anyone who 
is involved in resolving these types of issues, because they have to try to work through these matters afterwards. 
I understand that the government opposed Margaret Quirk’s private member’s bill that would have picked up on 
that issue. I noted that in a letter from the Premier to people in the community he talked about how currently the 
Department of Health provides psychological and psychiatric counselling services through doctors in hospital 
departments and mental health emergency contacts. The Premier seemed to indicate that there would be a Health 
Department investigation about trauma counselling, although I do not know where that is at present. In the 
Premier’s letter to Mr and Mrs Maloney, he states — 

… it is also critical that before the establishment of a trauma counselling service, due consideration is 
given as to how we can maximise the community benefit of further government investment in such a 
service taking into account any relevant services that are currently available, the service gaps and the 
best options/model for future delivery.  

That type of comment is a bit on the never–never, which is unfortunate. I am sure that a number of people in this 
chamber, sadly, have been in the situation in which they have either lost friends and family as a result of road 
accidents or been involved in a road accident; there are a range of scenarios. It is not something from which 
people are necessarily able to pick themselves up and dust themselves off. Some people can do that—all power 
to them—but for other people it takes months, years or a lifetime to overcome that situation. The matters that 
have been canvassed about providing this type of counselling are very important and significant. Given that, 
ultimately, this new account that has been set up will receive 100 per cent of its funding from the moneys paid 
on fines and infringements, I would have thought the government would have allocated a proportion of that 
funding at some time to provide this type of service to victims of trauma related to road accidents.  

I note that in a press release from the member for Girrawheen on 16 June, Margaret Quirk states that over the 
next four years the Barnett government would rake in almost $300 million for the road trauma trust fund. She 
also says that there has been a huge community campaign for a road trauma support service to be funded under 
the RTTF. She says that currently these services, including counselling, advice and support to family members of 
those injured or killed in traffic accidents, are not eligible to attract funding from the RTTF. She also states that 
the minister had baulked at making a change to the bill that would allow this to occur. I note in my reading that 
the Victorian government has a similar model, but its model provides funding for trauma counselling related to 
road accidents or incidents to all those people I have mentioned: families, witnesses, workers and so on. If the 
model is operating in other states, it is a shame that we have missed the opportunity to pick up on the examples 
that are already working elsewhere.  

One of the other issues that the shadow Minister for Police targeted in her press release was the concern about 
how this money would be allocated. One of the opposition’s issues is that if the money is there now, why does 
the government not put 100 per cent of it straight into the account; why is it going to be a staggered amount? We 
understand that the fund currently stands at $13 million, and that over the next couple of years it will increase 
dramatically in dollar form. I do not know whether that is because the government thinks more people will speed 
so there will be more infringements, or because there will be more cameras that will pick up these types of 
infringements. Hon Giz Watson probably remembers this better than I; I think there was some discussion in a 
briefing about the number or different types of cameras that would be installed that would ultimately detect more 
people breaching speed limits.  

There are a couple of issues here. The opposition agrees with the concept of having the fund and that it is an 
important thing to do. I think that the Road Safety Council has been working well. The concerns are primarily 
about transparency in the minister giving directions to the council, the independence of people on the council 
and their capacity to say no to the minister without any difficulty, and also the concern about how the money will 
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be spent if the minister does decide to spend it elsewhere. The worry is that if the government is going to allocate 
this money, it should go straight to the purpose. We would not want to see this type of money being pulled 
together and put into or held back from going into an account so that other government-related expenditure can 
be topped up—for example, police overtime and other services, or Main Roads waiting to see what sort of cut it 
gets out of it. They are fairly straightforward questions.  

I assume that all members received a letter that the RAC sent to most members today. I thought I would refer to 
some of the points made in this letter. The RAC has a couple of concerns. It starts by saying that it represents the 
interests of more than 720 000 Western Australians, has a longstanding record as an advocate for road safety and 
also represents all road users on the WA Road Safety Council. The RAC says that it has canvassed issues with 
the government and it thanks the government for the policy change. It goes on to say that it has — 

noted the government’s public assurances that the increased funding will not be diluted by attempts to 
cost-shift existing road safety measures and programs onto the Road Trauma Trust Account.  

The RAC has, however, some concerns about the wording of the amendment bill and has written to the 
government seeking changes to it.  

I will put on the record the three concerns that it has raised. It states — 

The purpose of the Road Trauma Trust Account (RTTA): the RAC believes the Road Safety Council 
and the RTTA should remain focussed on the prevention of road accidents, rather than medical 
research, injury rehabilitation, counselling services and the like which more appropriately sit within the 
Health budget.  

We do not agree with the RAC on that point about the counselling service but this is the RAC’s view, not 
necessarily ours. It goes on to state — 

Ministerial directions to the Road Safety Council: the RAC recognises that the bill clarifies a grey area 
and allows the Minister to request the Council to consider applications for funding. We support this 
change but believe it should be strengthened to ensure the Council’s response is tabled in addition to the 
Minister’s direction.  

That picks up on the amendments that we already have on the notice paper. The RAC’s next point of concern 
relates to funding recommendations from the Road Safety Council. It states — 

… the current Act requires the Minister to make decisions “on the recommendation of the Council” 
while the amendment will allow such decisions to be made “having regard to the recommendations of 
the Council.” This potentially undermines the role of the Road Safety Council in ensuring the funds are 
directed to those programs or initiatives which will deliver the greatest road safety benefit based on the 
best available evidence. It potentially opens the Trust up to decisions based on public popularity or 
political objectives.  

The RAC has asked the government to drop this proposed amendment. If this is not done, the RAC 
believes that at a minimum the Minister should be required to table the recommendations of the Road 
Safety Council along with a statement of reasons why the recommendations have not been accepted. 
While this is not the preferred outcome, it would provide a degree of transparency and accountability to 
the process.  

Those are the words that the RAC provided to members earlier today. I do not know whether the minister has 
had a chance to see that letter. I am happy to provide the minister with a copy of it later. I said that I would read 
those comments into the record. We do not necessarily agree with a couple of the points made but the RAC has 
essentially picked up on those same core issues that we have canvassed and that we have put amendments on the 
notice paper about. 

I made all my notes in June so I have had to go back and do a bit of revision. The other question I wanted to raise 
related to our amendments. Given that we received a letter from the RAC today, what other organisations did the 
government consult before this bill was brought into Parliament? I have already touched on our concern about 
having the 100 per cent paid in now rather than waiting. Given that the bill was not dealt with before 1 July and 
some arrangements needed to be put in place, could the minister put on the record what will happen now? Have 
there been any issues? I know that the advisers were very keen to get things moving at the time. I am not too sure 
about any implications arising because of the time delay during the break. I do not have anything else to say 
about this bill. I wanted to canvas those few key points, being the allocation of the 100 per cent, the transparency 
of the ministerial directions, the tabling of the advice or the reasons for rejection of a minister’s direction. If the 
minister is able to respond to those issues, we will look at those amendments when we come to the committee 
stage.  
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HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.16 pm]: The Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011 is a 
relatively small bill. Before we rose for the winter break, there was some suggestion that we were going to deal 
with it as a matter of urgency. I thank the Leader of the House for his role in suggesting that we not deal with it 
then. It was wise not to try to pursue it at that point. I certainly appreciated the opportunity to think a bit more 
about it before we debated it.  

Hon Norman Moore: I am pleased your memory and mine are very similar. 

Hon Kate Doust: All I said was I was ready to go. 

Hon Norman Moore: I know that but there was 15 minutes left of the house’s time so there was no point in 
starting it. You were suggesting we could have dealt with it. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! Hon Giz Watson has the call.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: This bill amends the Road Safety Council Act 2002. It adds a new function. The council’s 
function will include that it makes recommendations to the minister in relation to any written direction by him or 
her regarding how money in the road trauma trust account should be spent or to implement a measure, firstly, to 
improve the safety of roads in the state; or, secondly, to reduce human death or injury or damage to property 
resulting from road incidents. Should the minister make such a direction, she or he must cause it to be laid before 
each house within 14 days or transmitted to the Clerk if the house is not sitting. The Road Safety Council must 
then give one of three possible recommendations to the minister—yes, no or yes, provided the proposal is 
modified as recommended by the council. There is currently a hypothecation ensuring that the account receives 
one-third of prescribed penalties paid under a photo-based vehicle infringement notice for a prescribed offence. 
This bill increases that hypothecation to two-thirds of the period 1 July 2011 or when the act commences to 
30 June 2012 and thereafter to 100 per cent. Currently, the act requires moneys in the account to be spent for the 
purposes determined by the minister on the council’s recommendation. This bill changes this from being on the 
council’s recommendation to requiring the minister to merely have regard to the council’s recommendation.  

I am not quite clear of the origins of this bill. I did not really have time to investigate that in any depth. 
Nevertheless, we do not have a problem with certain aspects of this bill but we do with other aspects. With 
regard to the issue of the directions by the minister, superficially this sounds as though it is a sensible suggestion. 
However, we have three issues. Section 6 of the act sets out the membership of the council. Of the 12 members, 
one must be employed in the department of the public service principally to assist the minister in the 
administration of the act whose duties relate to road safety. Eight further members must be directly nominated by 
a minister. The proposal in the bill is that people in the government’s employ should be required to consider 
recommendations by the minister. This creates potential conflict or, at the very least, a reasonable person is 
likely to perceive that there may be such conflict between those members’ duty to impartiality and to properly 
consider the minister’s recommendation and their interest in maintaining and advancing their own careers. That 
is another problem. The proposition that the minister can direct sets up an inherent dilemma for those public 
servants employed in that way; that is, how they maintain that impartiality.  

That is one problem we have with direction by the minister. The second problem is that should the minister make 
sufficient directions as to substantially affect the council’s workload, the council’s role will necessarily become 
more reactive to those directions, rather than proactive in coming up with its own initiatives for the minister to 
consider. Thirdly, the bill requires the minister to table this direction. There is, however, no disallowance 
process; it is essentially an FYI to the Parliament. Further, there is no provision for the recommendations of the 
council to be tabled or otherwise made publicly accessible. Like Hon Kate Doust, I was interested in the 
correspondence I received from the RAC today, which made the suggestion that one of the remedies for this 
circumstance would be for the council to be able to table its response to the minister concurrently with the 
tabling that is envisaged in the bill. I have to say that I had not considered that remedy, but I think it is a 
reasonable one. Given the timing, I have not even had the opportunity to draft an amendment to that effect, but 
perhaps the minister may consider this proposition, which has really arisen only relatively recently. That would 
at least provide the opportunity for the council to continue to express a view independently of the minister. It 
would also go some way to addressing my first criticism, which is the potential conflict of a public servant being 
on the council while at the same time being at the direction of the minister. One of the ways to ensure that the 
council’s view is clearly put is to recommend that it table its response at the same time as the minister tables his 
direction. 

Under freedom of information laws, these recommendations would likely be in an exempt category, and 
therefore not accessible to the public. It is also in the interests of public accountability that that direction be 
tabled with the comments back from the council. In the other place, the opposition moved an amendment that the 
council’s recommendations also be tabled; however, I note that that was defeated. We will have another 
discussion about that this evening. 
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The second issue is about the incremental increase in the proportions that are to go into the account. The reasons 
for the incremental increase were not very clear to me—why we are going to two-thirds, and then to 100 per 
cent. Again, in the other place the opposition moved an amendment to go straight to the whole amount being 
hypothecated rather than passing through the interim stage. I would be interested to hear the government’s 
response to why that was not a sensible suggestion, because I have not heard a good argument for two-thirds and 
100 per cent. 

As to the issue of the change to the minister being required to have regard only to the council’s 
recommendations, this is a considerable watering down of the current arrangements. In the other place, the 
opposition cited the landfill levy as an example of extra money for a worthy purpose not actually getting spent as 
it had been promised. The concern was that the money may end up being spent on roads in marginal electorates, 
as an election winner, rather than on more meritorious road safety initiatives. Like Hon Kate Doust, I have 
concerns about what expertise the minister or any future minister would have that would justify the setting up of 
a situation in which the minister can direct. It seems to me that we would have a council to advise, but then it 
would be swung around to say that it can advise some of the time, but when the minister decides he or she wants 
to direct a particular line of work or make a particular emphasis, it will then be the minister’s prerogative. I 
cannot see that there is a case for that. 

Currently, the act requires an annual report to be tabled in Parliament, showing the council’s activities over the 
previous financial year. In the other place, the minister undertook to address transparency concerns by ensuring 
that the tabled annual report shows how each approved project is progressing and the associated account 
expenditure. I would have hoped that the annual report would do that anyway, without requiring the minister’s 
assurance in that regard, so that does not give me a lot of comfort. I will be interested in hearing the minister’s 
response to this one. The two changes—the minister being able to direct, and the minister being required to have 
regard only to the council’s recommendations—are quite substantial changes to the power relationship in the 
current act. I am yet to be convinced that they are a good idea. 

The final point I want to make is about the Road Safety Council. I was trying to pursue an issue via this bill, but 
I have been advised that to pursue it would be outside the scope of the bill, and would possibly run foul of the 
appropriation question. Being a cyclist, I raise the issue of the input that comes from the community rather than 
from a department or other sectors. I am particularly aware of the role that cycle advocacy groups have been 
trying to play in improving road safety for cyclists and other vulnerable road users. I understand that cyclists get 
their say on road safety priorities via the RAC, as the RAC is the only road user group that is actually on the 
council. As much as I respect the RAC’s role in representing motorists and motorists’ interests, it is answerable 
to its membership, which is motor vehicle owners and drivers, and the perspectives of the increasing number of 
cyclists on Perth roads do not get a direct line into the Road Safety Council. However, having discussed this at 
the end of the last session, I was informed that to seek an amendment to provide another position on the council 
to represent cyclists would fall outside the scope of the bill. I mention this to the minister because I am sure he is 
interested in encouraging other road users, particularly cyclists, who provide multiple benefits in terms of being 
healthy and saving greenhouse gases, and all the other good things that cyclists do. He might convey back to the 
Minister for Police, who is the operative minister in respect of this council, to consider whether an additional 
place could be provided on the Road Safety Council to hear directly from the cycling sector. 

As a commuter, I cycle on the road, which is a bit different from cycling on cycle paths, and I can tell members 
that the most vulnerable road users probably act as a good canary in the coalmine in making the roads safer, 
because it makes the roads safer for everybody. If a road is a cycle-safe road, it has multiple advantages. Having 
had my attempts to amend the bill — 

Hon Peter Collier: Thwarted.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: — thwarted at the pass, which was deeply disappointing, I nevertheless just raise that.  

Hon Peter Collier: I wouldn’t ride a bike on the road, I can tell you now.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: It can be a very exciting way to get to work. It makes you happy to be alive by the time 
you get there.  

I am aware that the cycle advocacy groups have been pressing this case for at least 12 months. This may not be 
the appropriate time to raise this issue, but I think that if the government would seriously consider increasing the 
membership of the council by one, it would be a good outcome for road safety and for cycling in Western 
Australia.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [8.30 pm] — in reply: I thank both 
members for their comments and for their indications of support for the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 
2011. I say at the outset to Hon Giz Watson that I will certainly relay those sentiments to the minister.  
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I will just go through a few things. I think we are all at one in recognising the necessity to do all that we possibly 
can to reduce road trauma in Western Australia. Any funds that can be injected into the system to ensure that that 
occurs will always be welcome. As we know, this bill will provide increased funding to the road trauma trust 
account derived from photograph-based vehicle infringement notices for speed and red-light traffic offences. It 
will also introduce an amendment that will enable the Minister for Road Safety to direct the Road Safety Council 
to make a recommendation to him about whether a specific project should be funded from the account. The 
minister will then be required to table such a direction in Parliament within 14 sitting days.  

A number of questions were raised by Hon Kate Doust and Hon Giz Watson. I will attempt to answer all that I 
possibly can before we go into committee to discuss the amendments. Some of the responses I have are quite 
extensive and cover a couple of the areas that were raised. Hon Kate Doust asked about the timing of the funding 
and whether it was linked to the early passage of the bill. Yes, there is a transitional period. Two-thirds will be 
credited for the 2010–11 financial year. When the bill’s provisions commence operation, two-thirds of each fine 
paid will immediately go into the account. One-third of the fines paid from 1 July 2010 to the day before the 
commencement day will be transferred into the account.  

The minister’s power of direction was raised by both Hon Kate Doust and Hon Giz Watson. Presently, 
expenditure from the road trauma trust account can be authorised only by the minister, and the minister can 
authorise expenditure only in response to a recommendation of the Road Safety Council. The bill will not change 
this. Presently, the council identifies road safety measures that it considers ought to be funded and makes 
recommendations to the minister on those. The minister can agree or disagree with a recommendation of the 
council; the minister is not a rubber stamp. Importantly, the minister cannot, of his own initiative, authorise 
expenditure from the account. The bill will not change any of this. It is the role of the minister to listen to the 
community’s views about road safety. In doing so, the minister may consider that a community need warrants 
consideration for funding. These amendments will enable the minister to refer road safety measures identified by 
the minister to the council for consideration. The council will be required to consider such a measure and to 
make a recommendation to the minister about it. The making of the recommendation will trigger the minister’s 
ability to authorise expenditure, taking into account the recommendation of the council. Regardless of whether 
the expenditure of funds from the account is authorised pursuant to a recommendation made on the council’s 
own initiative or a recommendation following on from a ministerial direction to the council to consider a 
proposal for funding, the funds can be expended only on measures that fall within the ambit of section 5(a) of the 
Road Safety Council Act 2002; that is — 

… measures — 

(i) to improve the safety of roads in the State; and 

(ii) to reduce the deaths of people, the injuries to people, and the damage to property, resulting 
from incidents occurring on roads in the State; 

The power to direct the council to consider a proposal for funding and to make a recommendation on it may 
never arise. In the event that a minister does give such a direction, he will be required to table that direction in 
Parliament.  

With regard to transparency, the council produces an annual report that describes its achievements for the year in 
question and details the revenue and expenditure from the road trauma trust account on road safety in Western 
Australia. This is in accordance with section 13 of the Road Safety Council Act 2002, which provides that — 

(1) As soon as practicable after 1 July each year the Council is to give the Minister a report on the 
activities of the Council in the previous financial year. 

(2) The Minister is to cause the report to be tabled in each House of Parliament within 14 sitting 
days of that House after it is received from the Council. 

The council’s report following the end of the next financial year—that is, the first financial year after the bill is 
passed and becomes operational—will include details of any directions given by the minister under proposed 
new section 6A, details of the recommendations made by the council, and details of the projects that have 
received trust account funding. That also provides a bit of an explanation—we can do it a bit more in 
committee—of why the government will not support the opposition’s amendments. I think that was also 
expressed in the other place.  

A question was asked about whether counselling services for victims of road trauma and their families could be 
funded from the account. Again, this was also raised in the other place. There was some debate about the funding 
of road trauma counselling services and the statement was made that those services should be funded from the 
road trauma trust account. I understand that the minister is sympathetic to those concerns. There was some 
question about whether amendments to the Road Safety Council Act 2002 would be required to enable this to 
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occur. I have discussed this matter with the minister and confirm that the government supports the funding of 
road trauma counselling services.  

Hon Kate Doust: Sorry, are you saying that it does? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, the government supports it. That has come from the minister. I also confirm that 
more recent advice verifies that such services can be funded from the account. Whether they are funded from the 
account or through another revenue source is a matter to be determined. With regard to these services, the 
minister advised that the Road Safety Council has requested that the Department of Health develop a business 
case to work out the best way to deliver the services, and that considerations about funding cannot be made until 
the comprehensive business case is available.  

Hon Kate Doust also asked about consultation. There has been minimal consultation, as the bill’s two initiatives 
are about, firstly, increasing inflows into the account and, secondly, enabling the minister to refer funding 
proposals to the council for its recommendation. Government agencies represented on the council were 
consulted.  

Hon Giz Watson asked about the independence of the council. The council comprises senior public servants 
appointed for their expertise in specific areas. They provide impartial advice based on evidence presented to 
them.  

Hon Giz Watson: That was the point. 

Hon Kate Doust: That is the point. We want to keep them that way.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Okay. We will deal with that in committee. I understand there will be more debate on 
that, as there was in the other place.  

Hon Giz Watson and Hon Kate Doust also talked about the quantum of revenue raised to be credited to the 
account in two stages. They asked why it was not being increased to 100 per cent from 1 July. The reason is that 
some of the priorities for road safety are road improvements and enhanced enforcement. The initiatives on which 
it is desired to spend these funds are in line with the government’s world-class Towards Zero road safety 
strategy. These initiatives include treatments to reduce the number of single vehicle run-off road crashes in key 
marginal—I mean key regional routes.  

Hon Giz Watson: My fears confirmed!  

Hon PETER COLLIER: My notes honestly say “key regional routes”. This includes shoulder sealing, 
installing audible edge lining, removing roadside hazards and installing safety barriers. Improvements will also 
be made to high-risk intersections in metropolitan Perth; for example, through well-designed roundabouts, 
improved intersection geometry, upgraded signals and improved pedestrian facilities. Improvements will be 
made to the enforcement of existing speed limits; for example, through a change in the mix and number of speed 
camera devices deployed. There will also be enhanced drink and drug driving enforcement, such as through 
increasing the number of random breath and drug tests in line with best practice; that is, 0.67 breath tests per 
driver per year. Demonstration projects will also raise community awareness of the benefits of speed limit 
modification; for example, in high pedestrian activity areas such as strip shopping precincts. That plan cannot be 
implemented until funding is guaranteed, and that is one of the many reasons we need to pass this bill as a matter 
of urgency. In addition, significant planning, design, consultation and engineering are required before road 
improvements can be made. Main Roads WA will need time to undertake this work, recruit staff and award 
contracts. This work can commence only once funding is secured. Likewise, increased police enforcement 
capability will require appropriate planning and execution. As such, if 100 per cent of fine revenue were to be 
paid into the account from 1 July 2011, it would not be able to be spent effectively immediately. The staged 
increases will allow some of that money to be put to good use for other purposes for the benefit of Western 
Australians in the meantime.  

I stress that the road improvement plan I have just described is over and above Main Roads WA’s regular 
maintenance, safer roads and black spot program funding. It will accelerate the roll-out of the measures that we 
know will reduce deaths and serious injuries on roads. At the current funding levels, given WA’s extensive road 
network, we might not complete the implementation of these measures for another 50 years. With the increased 
funding that will be available under the legislation, the delivery of these life-saving improvements will be greatly 
accelerated.  

I think I have responded to all the questions asked by either Hon Kate Doust or Hon Giz Watson. Of course, we 
need to canvass a few issues a little more forensically, and I look forward to doing that at the committee stage. I 
commend the bill to the house.  

Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Col Holt) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Energy) in 
charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 4 put and passed.  

Clause 5: Section 6A inserted —  

Hon KATE DOUST: I move — 

Page 3, line 25 — To insert after “direction” — 

and Council recommendation  

The minister has provided some information in his response about directions and ancillary information and the 
council’s recommendation. He talked in his response about the council providing an annual report and about 
expenditure. I do not know whether the annual report would go to the level of detail that we would be interested 
in about how the council came to a decision, particularly if it disagreed with a direction the minister had given it. 
In terms of transparency and accountability, it would be beneficial if, when the minister tabled his direction, he 
also tabled the council recommendation. I think that is the concern picked up also in that letter from the RAC. 
The government has said that it will not support these amendments, which we tried to have passed in the other 
place. But it is important that we have access to this information. Hon Giz Watson picked up on the fact that 
these matters cannot be perused by Parliament; there is no disallowance capacity in these types of matters. It 
goes to that issue of concern about impartiality and the independence of the council, which should be able to 
provide that information. The recommendation should be attached so that everyone can see the council’s 
reasoning for accepting or rejecting the direction given to it by the minister.  

The minister will respond, and we have a number of other amendments of a similar nature on the notice paper. 
Given the desire to have this bill passed, I thought I would make the minister an offer! He is very jovial tonight; I 
know he had a good time out on Saturday night! Depending upon the outcome of this amendment and clause 6, 
we will not pursue all the other amendments of the same nature. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It does not matter whether the report is tabled. Clause 5 reads in part — 

(a) should or should not be spent in accordance with the proposal specified in the direction; or 

(b) should be spent in accordance with the proposal if that proposal is modified as recommended 
by the Council.  

It does not matter whether the minister tables it. The bill contemplates having the ability to do one of those three 
things: to amend it, to not amend it or to amend it with modifications. That will not change.  

Hon KATE DOUST: The minister totally lost me.  

Hon Peter Collier: I totally lost myself a bit. I know what I meant, but I did not articulate it very well.  

Hon KATE DOUST: We are looking at line 25 and to insert after “direction” the words —  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.  

Hon Peter Collier: Just be nice.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I am being nice. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am lost in the cross-chamber barbs! Where the bill says, “The minister must cause a 
copy of each direction”, we would like to see added the words “‘and Council recommendation’ given under 
subsection (1)”. That is what we are referring to. I am not sure what the minister was referring to. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: What I was trying to say at the outset, which I did not say very well, is that if the 
Road Safety Council was asked to table its report, it would say exactly what is in the annual report. The 
three recommendations the council has are to fund, to not fund or to fund with modifications. That is all one 
would get if it were tabled, and that is exactly the same as the information given in the annual report. Therefore, 
that transparency will be there regardless; it will not be improved as a result of this amendment. That information 
is going to be available; the same information that would be tabled is the information that is available in the 
annual report. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I understand what the minister is saying and I suppose that is the basic version of what the 
Road Safety Council would be required to do. Again, I am picking up on the comments made in the RAC’s letter 
that it thinks that it is perfectly reasonable that in a situation in which a recommendation had not been accepted a 
statement of reasons should be provided. I am sure that the minister gets a little more information than just 
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“accept, reject or modify” when he is given advice from the council. He would be given, I imagine, detailed 
reasoning for why the recommendation is accepted, rejected or modified. Why can that information not also be 
provided? Why can the detail not be provided for why the council has accepted, rejected or modified a 
recommendation? That would fit with the RAC’s request as well. I think it would assist with the transparency 
and accountability of how these funds are to be expended. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The proposed amendment just states “and Council recommendation”; it does not state 
anything about reasoning. As I said, we would get the same information as we would in the annual report, so no 
more transparency would be provided by this amendment than is already being provided. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I will take one step back on this because I am trying to check exactly whether in this bill 
we are looking at giving the minister certain powers. Proposed section 6A(1) states — 

The Minister may give a written direction to the Council — 

(a) specifying a proposal for how money standing to the credit of the Account should be spent to 
implement one or more measures of a kind referred to in section 5(a); and 

(b) requiring the Council to make a recommendation to the Minister as to whether or not money 
standing to the credit of the Account should be spent in accordance with the proposal. 

However, the council can give effect to a direction by recommending, as the minister says, “yes”, “no” or “with 
modifications”, in effect. Therefore, it seems to me that, although there is a direction, the council can turn around 
and say, “We don’t like it” or “We want to modify it”. It is not quite a direction in the way that I understand the 
term, because usually when a minister gives a direction, that is it; it is not “we’ll think about that and come back 
with a modified proposal”. Perhaps the minister can clarify whether my understanding is correct. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: First of all, the recommendation will always be on a cost–benefit basis in terms of 
reducing death and serious injury. That is always the situation. All this proposed section does is seek to involve 
the minister in the recommendations in that he will listen to the community at large, as a representative of the 
community at large, and he will ask the council to listen to those recommendations. The council will still make a 
recommendation and it will be a “yes”, “no” or “with modification” that will be based on the evidence that is 
presented to it and potentially with the minister asking the council to consider a particular aspect. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Is the implication that the minister is a better recipient and filter of community views than 
any of the members of the Road Safety Council? The point has been made, which I am sure will be reiterated, 
that the concern is that there will be political influence—let us call a spade a spade; otherwise, why would the 
minister have a special extra say to direct this? It seems to me that there have been no complaints that the Road 
Safety Council has not been working or doing its job or reflecting the community’s concerns about certain 
aspects of road safety. That is why we are suspicious, I guess. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I understand the cynicism about potential political interference. Of course, that can 
happen at the moment with a recommendation from the minister to the council. It is just dealing with the two-
way traffic between the minister and the council. 

Hon Kate Doust: I don’t think it’s the same. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, it is not. But the minister can ask the council to consider something and it can 
make a recommendation to the minister to fund, to not fund or to fund with modifications. 

Hon Giz Watson: Are you saying that currently that can happen? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No; that is what will happen. At the moment, the council comprises 12 members, nine 
of whom are senior public servants. I imagine that in some instances there would be some push-back on some of 
those departments as well. 

Hon Kate Doust: What are you saying? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Nothing at all! As I have said, it goes back to the notion that the council can still 
make those three recommendations about funding to the minister, but there is a two-way street of communication 
between the minister and the council. It will involve the minister probably more in the decision-making process. 
He can ask the council to consider a particular aspect of the funding, but the council does not have to recommend 
to the minister what he has asked. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: My understanding of the usual model of an advisory council is that the advisory council 
advises the minister and then the minister makes a decision. It seems to me that there is a danger that the minister 
could give lots of directions and ensure that the Road Safety Council spends most of its time looking at those 
directions, which would reduce its capacity to get on with what it thinks are its priorities. That would be one way 
that the minister could have, I would have thought, not a useful role if there was any tension there. 
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Hon Peter Collier: They will all be tabled, of course. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes. Can I just comment on that issue of the tabling? I heard the minister say that the 
information will be tabled in the annual report. One of the points that have been made about this proposed 
amendment to the bill is that there would be knowledge that provides the basis for the minister to say that he has 
given a written direction, which is tabled after 14 days. The council’s recommendation would be available at the 
same time, whereas if it is simply in the annual report, people would have to wait months before they see that 
and the action could already have been taken or the money could already have been expended. Yes, the annual 
report will provide transparency, but the point is to have the information available at the same time as the 
minister’s direction so that the public will know and there can be some kind of political debate about the matter. 
We want it then, not eight months later when the annual report comes out. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The member is right; it will come through the annual report. Of course, it frequently 
takes months from the time of the recommendation to implementation. The member is right; they will be 
identified in the annual report. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am going to ask a very simple question that I think we might have missed in the first 
round. I do not know whether the minister explained it to us. Why did the Minister for Road Safety elect to make 
this change whereby he will be giving the recommendations rather than just having regard to the 
recommendations? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is in clause 6(4), which refers to “having regard to the recommendations”. 

Hon KATE DOUST: My question was: why did the minister decide to make this change to this legislation so 
that he becomes more engaged in this manner, as opposed to the status quo? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I know there is a degree of cynicism about the motives behind this amendment, but it 
was actually a parliamentary counsel recommendation to take away the notion of the minister just rubber-
stamping a particular decision. That is why the amendment is in front of us. 

Hon KATE DOUST: My final question on this clause is one that the minister did not respond to in his reply. 
What will happen if the members of the council do not agree with the minister’s recommendation? This comes 
back to the issue of independence and impartiality. How will they resolve the matter if a direction is issued and 
the council says that it will not do that because it does not think that that is the way to go? I have not seen 
anything in the bill or the act that provides a mechanism to resolve that issue. I do not know whether the minister 
will just say, “Fine” and walk away from it. It could be a matter that he is passionate about and really wants to 
see happen. What will happen if the members of the council reject it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: A decision of the council is deemed unanimous, regardless of how many members 
agree to it. Yes, the minister will have the authority to overturn the recommendations of the council. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I just want to be clear. If the minister overturns that decision and says that he wants it to 
happen anyway — 

Hon Peter Collier: The recommendation? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, his recommendation. 

Hon Peter Collier: No; it is the council’s recommendation. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Okay; all right. If the council says that it does not think this should happen and the 
minister overturns it, can he then authorise the expenditure for the project regardless of whether the council has 
agreed to it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, he can, but he has that capacity at the moment. When the council initiates a 
recommendation, the minister has that authority now. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: On the previous matter I heard the minister say that it was on parliamentary counsel 
advice that the act be modified so it gave the minister more control. I was not quite clear about that.  

Hon Kate Doust: The question is why did parliamentary counsel get to that point.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Is the member asking whether it was a recommendation of parliamentary counsel?  

Hon GIZ WATSON: What was the question that was asked of parliamentary counsel? They would only advise 
if there was something not legal.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: There was a particular case that provided a bit of ambiguity. Parliamentary counsel 
recommended the amendment contained in clause 5 to remove that ambiguity so that the council does then take 
on the recommendations to fund, not to fund or to make a modification. It was a recommendation of 
parliamentary counsel.  
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Hon GIZ WATSON: Was it a question that arose over whether the position of the minister or of the Road 
Safety Council was ambiguous?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It was the ambiguity around the authority or the power of the minister as to whether 
he had to rubber-stamp a particular decision.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: This bill is attempting to clarify that the minister can overrule a recommendation of the 
Road Safety Council?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, that is the case.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: What was the example that gave cause for the need to amend the act? What was the actual 
case that parliamentary counsel raised concerns about?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have just been advised that parliamentary counsel made this recommendation on a 
particular case involving the Western Australian Planning Commission. I do not have that case, but suffice to say 
the advice was that we needed this amendment to the act to remove the ambiguity.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: It was not a case that involved the Road Safety Council; it was similar wording in another 
act. 

Hon Peter Collier: It was similar wording to that which we have here.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: So this amendment will put beyond doubt that the minister has the capacity to accept, 
reject or amend the recommendations of the Road Safety Council?  

Hon Peter Collier: That is correct.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (12) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nick Goiran Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Jon Ford Hon Nigel Hallett 
 Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alyssa Hayden 
 Hon Alison Xamon Hon Jim Chown 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6: Section 12 amended —  

Hon KATE DOUST: I move — 

Page 4, lines 4 to 16 — To delete the lines and insert — 

(a) the total amount of each prescribed penalty paid; 

I know that we have already received an explanation from the minister about why the amounts paid into the 
account will be staggered. When the minister was providing that response about the amounts and the dates, he 
said that before the amounts could be fully transferred over before those set dates—these are not necessarily the 
minister’s words, but this is what I picked up; I ask him to correct me if I am wrong—the government could use 
those other funds for other important government services or projects. That is really part of the issue. If we have 
this pot of money sitting there and it will be sectioned off into this new account at certain points, what happens 
to the money that is sitting there waiting? Obviously, the government will not let it sit there and build up; it will 
use it for other things. I imagine this comes back to an earlier point we made about how that money might be 
allocated to suit some of the work that the police or Main Roads have in progress, or it may very well be sent off 
to other areas. This is the concern. If the intention is to fully fund this account so that it can be used for the 
purpose of reducing death and injury on our roads and to put a series of programs in place, which I know the 
minister articulated in his response, our view is that if the money is there, there no reason why 100 per cent of it 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 9 August 2011] 

 p5263a-5277a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Peter Collier; Deputy Chairman; Hon Ken Travers 

 [13] 

should not be put into the account now instead of waiting for it to be put in over staggered periods until it 
reaches that 100 per cent. That is why we are moving to delete the words in the bill and replace them with words 
that would effectively mean that 100 per cent of the money would be put in straightaway.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: There is no pot of gold. 

Hon Kate Doust: I didn’t say that there was a pot of gold.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am just saying that there is no established fund at this stage. That will commence. I 
read out a series of initiatives that the money will be spent on. The planning will commence as of 1 July 2011, 
and certainly once this bill is passed.  

Hon Ken Travers: We’ve just passed 1 July 2011. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, but you have to be here for the whole bill.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I have a question about the amounts. We were kindly provided with supplementary 
information, which was a table showing the number of infringements and the value of the fines received. I note 
that they have been increasing. In 2008–09, the revenue was $40 million, of which $13 million or thereabouts 
went to the road trauma trust fund. That went down a little the next year and then went up to $17 million or 
thereabouts. I note the forecasts for 2011–12, 2012–13 and 2013–14. By 2013–14, the flow into the road trauma 
trust fund is estimated to be $92 million. That is a huge amount of money.  

Hon Ken Travers: Another big tax on the people of Western Australia! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: What do they call it—a great big tax? 

Hon Kate Doust: It’s all those speeding ministers.  

Hon Ken Travers: The former Minister for Transport’s already made his voluntary contribution.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! Hon Giz Watson has the call. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: What are the assumptions behind that? I realise that is the total revenue for the 
infringements being transferred to the road trauma trust fund. Even still, that is a significant increase. What is 
that based on? Are there more cameras? What is the policy direction or changes that anticipate — 

Hon Ken Travers: They’re popping up all over Perth, and you’ll see the flashes very soon.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: If the Office of Road Safety was achieving its objectives, the number of road offences 
would reduce as people would be driving more safely. Therefore, I would have thought that ultimately funds 
should be coming down not going up because people are driving better.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is a good point. It is big bikkies. When I gave a precis of the speeches made in 
the second reading debate, I said that there were improvements as a result of the enforcement of existing speed 
limits through a change in the mix and with the number of speed camera devices deployed. Ultimately, there will 
be a cultural shift and we would imagine that that figure will decline. The forecasts were determined as a result 
of increasing speed cameras and road safety devices. Yes, there will be a significant increase.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: In effect, will more people be caught offending than what is anticipated?  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: There will be no improvement in the rate of offending, so there will be a steady rate of 
offending but more people will be caught.  

Hon Peter Collier: There will be a long-term reduction. 

Hon KATE DOUST: We talk about cameras—fixed, moveable or whatever—and cultural change. I note that 
some local government areas have also taken the initiative to drop speed limits — 

Hon Peter Collier: Just here, just near Parliament.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Has it dropped? I must pay more attention to that. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is 40 kilometres an hour now.  

Hon KATE DOUST: For example, we all know about reduced speed limits around schools, and that has been a 
very positive change. People have made that shift; they drop their speed when they are around schools. More 
recently in the Town of Victoria Park, the speed limit has been dropped to 40 kilometres an hour—essentially, 
from just after the Causeway all the way up to the connection of Shepperton Road and Albany Highway. It has 
been interesting to watch the number of cameras that have popped up along this very busy road, although it is not 
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one on which motorists frantically speed. There is heavy traffic but people tend to amble along because there are 
a lot of shops and restaurants along it, so they go a bit slower. It has been very interesting to note, since that 
change, the number of speed cameras that have popped up along the very busy areas of Albany Highway in that 
part of Victoria Park and, anecdotally, the number of people who have been caught going over 40 kilometres an 
hour. I do not know whether some of those other types of changes — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Have you been caught? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I have not! But I know that a friend of mine was caught, in the early hours of the 
morning, for doing 50 kilometres an hour in a 40-kilometre zone. I just wonder whether those other types of 
changes that some local governments are looking to implement will add incidentally to that revenue stream. One 
would not take 42 or 47 kilometres an hour as being an excessive speed; one might think so if someone was 
driving at more than 80 or 100 kilometres an hour, and 10 kilometres or more above the limit. We would 
traditionally regard that as speeding, but this is a different look at how those fines are being imposed along that 
particular stretch of road. I think a number of other councils are also looking to make that type of change to get 
people to slow down. It will be interesting to see the number of infringements, in 12 months’ time, for people 
travelling up and down Albany Highway, to see whether that adds to the pot of gold, if you like. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The Towards Zero campaign looks at those high-risk areas to try to reduce crashes 
and speed within those areas, and that is where those areas will be targeted. To answer the member’s question: 
yes, they will be targeting those areas, particularly the high-risk areas, where there have been a number of 
crashes or some other issues. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I follow on from the comments made by Hon Giz Watson. The minister said he 
expected, over time, a decline in revenue. When does the minister expect that decline to occur? As I understand 
it, it is being rolled out as we speak. I advise members who are listening to Hansard—as I am sure we all do—to 
be very careful about speeding, because the cameras are popping up like mushrooms across Perth. We are talking 
about $70 million this year, $90 million next year, and $90 million the year after. When does the minister expect 
that this behavioural change will start to occur and we will see a decline? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I cannot give the member a definitive date. As I said, it is a cultural shift. Speed is 
pretty much generally accepted in the community as we speak, which is probably an unfortunate consequence of 
years of inactivity. In terms of a definitive date, I cannot provide that to the member, but it is anticipated that, as 
there is more of a rollout of speed cameras et cetera, there will be a decline; but in terms of an actual date, I 
cannot provide one. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who determines the location of these speed cameras, and what are the criteria for 
determining their location? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is fundamentally a police operational matter, but the Road Safety Council is 
currently considering recommendations by Professor Max Cameron with regard to camera placement. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister would be aware that a big debate occurred in New South Wales after a 
recent report showed that more than one-third of speed cameras were there for revenue-raising purposes only. 
The minister is telling us that there will be a constant incline in revenue received from the cameras, but he cannot 
predict when the decline in speeding will occur. That says to me that the locations of the cameras will be chosen 
around revenue, not around road safety. The minister is saying that they will not make an impact on road safety. 
Which is it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: All I can say is that they do have a proven road safety record. Ultimately, there will 
be a cultural shift and they will make an impact. That is all I can provide to the member. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That suggests to me that if people constantly do the same thing and constantly lose both 
money and demerit points, they will eventually lose their licence. Is that the point at which the cultural change 
will occur? 

Hon Peter Collier: No, as there is an increased rollout of cameras, you will find there will be a decline. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister is saying that the locations will be chosen by the police — 

Hon Peter Collier: And the recommendations of Max Cameron. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, which implies that road safety is the determinant, not revenue, yet the minister 
cannot tell us when those road safety benefits will occur. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I cannot give the member definitive figures. 

Hon Ken Travers: You know what they say about the definition of stupidity, don’t you? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not going to say what I was going to say! Suffice it to say that that is the advice I 
have received—that there will be a decline in the future. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I would like some further clarification on the figures. It is a slightly different point, but I 
am interested to know whether those revenue figures are actually what is in the bank, as it were, or are they the 
fines that are imposed? We know that there is a high rate of non-payment of fines. Is that fines as issued, or the 
revenue as it comes in? There is actually a significant difference, I think.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Those figures come from Treasury. Information on the composition of those figures is 
not readily available. I am certainly prepared to give the member that information at a later time. 

Hon Giz Watson: I am just interested in whether that is what is received or whether they are the kinds of fines 
that are issued.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: We will provide that information.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (11) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  

 

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nick Goiran Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Jon Ford Hon Nigel Hallett 
 Hon Sue Ellery Hon Jim Chown 
 Hon Linda Savage Hon Alyssa Hayden 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Clause put and passed. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I had a number of amendments of a similar nature to the one I moved under clause 5. I do 
not intend to move any of those other amendments.  

Clause 7 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Energy), and passed. 
 


