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

Resumed from 22 November 2007. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [2.08 pm]: I say at the outset that the opposition will support 
this bill. We supported it in the other place without amendment. I have done a fair amount of research on this 
bill. It appears that everyone in the industry is supportive of the bill, and there appears to be a considerable 
amount of community support. The bill amends the Security and Related Activities (Control) Act 1996, which 
was introduced to regulate the security industry. Over the past 10 years circumstances have changed in that 
industry, and a number of practical operational issues have been raised by the WA Police and also the security 
industry. It is evident that there is a desperate need for this bill in, dare I say it, providing more regulation for the 
security industry and ensuring that we have qualified and reputable professionals employed within that industry. 

The second reading speech outlines that the bill reflects recommendations from an internal review by the 
Western Australia Police and the Kennedy Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or 
Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers. In addition, the Ministerial Council for Police and 
Emergency Management discussed a number of security-related issues that are contained within this legislation. 
Major reforms in the bill revolve around the ability to prescribe by regulation disqualifying offences that will 
apply across the whole of the security and related industries. These disqualifying offences are absolutely 
essential to ensure a much more professional industry. Disqualifying offences are serious criminal offences that 
preclude persons convicted of any such offences from applying for or continuing to hold a licence under the act. 
The bill, in essence, seeks to prescribe disqualifying offences that will apply across the whole security industry. 
All licensees and applicants are to be fingerprinted, and the prints compared with or put into a forensic database. 
An additional security licence will be required for unarmed security bodyguards. The drug-testing regime that 
presently applies to crowd controllers and crowd control agents is expanded to include security officers who are 
endorsed to carry a baton or a firearm. A code of conduct will be prepared to apply across all licensees. 
Compliance officers will be appointed for the purpose of investigating offences against the act and its supporting 
regulations. A 100-point proof of identity requirement will be introduced for all persons who apply for a licence. 
Fines for serious offences by individuals will be increased from the current maximum of $10 000 to a maximum 
of $15 000. Fines for serious offences committed by bodies corporate will be increased from the current 
maximum of $20 000 to a maximum of $75 000. The legislation also empowers licensing officers to require 
additional information from applicants; for example, when an applicant has resided in another country for more 
than five years or has been away from Australia for more than 12 months in the preceding five years. This 
includes the criminal history, or whether the applicant has travelled to countries that have terrorist elements. The 
government has also established a Security Industry Advisory Council to provide advice on the industry. The 
council is preparing a code of conduct. 
As I have said, the security industry needs more regulation. From the research I have done it is apparent that this 
legislation has broad-based industry support, and that is why the opposition will support it. I accessed a number 
of different avenues in preparation for this debate, including a number of news articles. I will not go through 
them all, but I will mention a couple of the headings. An article in the Sunday Times in 2007 refers to the 
banning of a security officer, and this is one of the reasons we need this bill. A security officer who worked as a 
crowd controller and who is a convicted sex offender was forced to leave the industry because of question marks 
over his judgement and character. That is a perfect example of why we need this legislation. It will root out the 
unsuitable elements in the security industry. Another article from The West Australian on 23 January 2007 refers 
to a security firm that has been closed after doubts about who runs the company. Again, this is clear evidence for 
why we need this legislation. An article in The West Australian on 29 July 2006 was headed “Security firm 
owner on licence charges”. The owner of a security company linked to Western Australia’s most powerful bikie 
gang was served with charges that would cost more than $300 000 in fines and destroy his firm. Finally, the 
Australian Financial Review on 29 August 2006 reported the then Attorney-General, Philip Ruddock, warning 
Australia’s $4 billion a year private security industry to lift its game to protect sensitive places from terrorism 
threats and to root out criminal elements from its ranks. Each of those articles indicates why we need this 
legislation. I picked two particular articles relevant to this legislation that identify more comprehensively why 
we need more regulation in the security industry. The first was published in The West Australian on 11 January 
2007 and is headed “Move on bouncer terrorist loophole” — 

Terrorists and criminals may have been able to work as guards at WA transport hubs, sporting arenas 
and nightspots because of a loophole in the laws governing the State’s security industry.  

Police and business owners are urging the State Government to change the law so bouncers and security 
guards are forced to supply criminal background checks if they have lived overseas for more than a 
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year. Under current guidelines, police have no idea whether foreigners who apply to work in the 
security industry have criminal records overseas or are known terrorists or terrorist associates.  

“As tough as the existing laws are, there are still gaps big enough to drive semitrailers through,” 
Security Agents Institute president Jim King said.  

“If we close these gaps, it will make life a lot more difficult for the less ethical people in our industry, 
for the criminal fraternity trying to infiltrate the industry, and it will also bring in a code of conduct.”  

An amendment to the Security and Related Industries Act would force security industry applicants to 
provide a detailed criminal history dating back five years from all countries that the person lived in.  

Police could refuse registration if the checks were not provided. Police sources have told The West 
Australian that there is genuine concern dangerous criminals have been able to exploit difficulties 
getting police checks from overseas to land jobs in the industry—which could include protecting 
civilians at major sporting events and guarding doors at potential terrorist targets or where lethal goods 
are stored.  

The proposed amendments have also been driven by the ability of organised crime groups to infiltrate 
the industry.  

WA Police have long held concerns that guards with links to powerful crime outfits are allowing drugs 
and firearms to pass through transport checkpoints and have feared the involvement of bikies in 
nightclub and pubs.  

They fear that allowing organised crime figures to be involved in the industry in any capacity 
effectively hands them control of the lucrative drug market.  

The amendments, expected to go before State Parliament before June — 

This was in 2007, so we have just got there — 

will allow police to hand out on-the-spot fines to licence holders who breach the Act and mandatory 
disqualification for anyone convicted of crimes that bring a 12-month jail term.  

Crowd controllers whose licences are revoked will be banned from returning to work at their previous 
workplace in another capacity.  

This is another indication of why we need this bill. Finally, just to show how versatile the opposition can be, I 
took an article from the Kalgoorlie Miner, that bastion of goldfields news. The article is from 22 October 2007, 
and is headed “Bill to scrutinise security staff”.  

It reads — 

GOLDFIELDS security personnel would face tighter licensing restrictions under an amendment bill 
introduced to parliament last week.  

Police and Emergency Services Minister John Kobelke announced this week the Security and Related 
Activities (Control) Amendment bill had been tabled as part of the Government’s Safer Night Spots 
election commitment.  

The proposed amendments would aim to target criminals in the industry, raise the standard of security-
provision and also prevent people with terrorist links from gaining a licence.  
. . . 

Under the amendments, security staff and operators would be subject to more frequent drug testing, 
fingerprinting of all applicants and licensees, infringement notices for people who commit minor 
offences and disqualification offences.  

The reforms would also see the appointment of compliance officers and allow authorities to suspend or 
refuse to renew or issue a licence to applicants facing charges which have not yet been processed by a 
court.  

Lucrative Security proprietor Sue Davey welcomed the reforms, claiming there was a need for 
increased drug testing of personnel.  

She believes higher ranking security officers should also face tighter restrictions and was pleased the 
amendments would see uniform regulations for all operators.  

“It needs to be tightened and definitely more drug testing (would be beneficial),” Ms Davey said. 
“Especially for those applicants going for higher positions and handling guns.”  
. . . 
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Kalgoorlie-Boulder Police Sgt Mark Bolitho said he supported the bill because it would bolster public 
confidence in security personnel.  

“All security employees need to be transparent to police because it impacts the public,” he said.  

Various newspaper outlets have reflected upon the necessity for this bill, but rather than take the word of the 
newspapers, I also accessed the views of the industry itself. I will read from a letter received by Hon Norman 
Moore from the Western Australian Security Industry Advisory Council about this bill. It reads — 

Dear Mr Moore, 

I refer to the passage of the Amendments to the Security and Related Activities (Control) Bill 2007 
through the Legislative Council. 

Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Rae Kean and I am the Chair of the recently 
established Western Australian Security Industry Advisory Council. 

The Security Council members are drawn from all areas of the Security industry and include 
representatives from the Security Agents Institute of WA; the Australian Security Industry Assoc Ltd; 
the Education and Training Regulation, Dept of Education Services; the Australian Institute of 
Professional Investigators, WA Chapter; the Master Locksmiths Association of Australia WA Branch; 
the Crowd Control industry; an academic involved in Security Science; a consumer representative and a 
union representative. 

All members of the Council are supportive of the Amendments to the Security and Related Activities 
(Control) Bill 2007 and we seek your assistance in securing the smooth passage of this Bill through the 
Council in the shortest possible time frame.  

If there are any aspects of this Bill that you wish to clarify with industry representatives I would be 
pleased to organize a meeting . . .  

And so on. 
I wrote to the Security Agents Institute of Western Australia to find out its views on the bill and to ensure that all 
holes were covered, and I received a very colourful response from its president, Jim King, who was mentioned in 
one of the previous articles. I will read part of his response. It states — 

I refer to your letter dated 03 12’07 concerning the intended amendments to the Security and 
Related Activities (Control) Act 1996. 

The Security and Related Activities (Control) Act 1996 is, like all legislation, a living document 
and reflects the general community’s expectations…or it should. 

Our Act is no exception, except however due to over 8 years awaiting the passage of these vital 
amendments we have slipped past what is currently needed in the 21st Century, ie to police the 
Security Industry to keep criminals and other unethical types who have, or trying to infiltrate, 
this lucrative and rapidly growing market. 

These amendments in their embryo stages were signed off by Kevin Prince when your Party were 
in power all those yeas ago. Since that time and two changes of government plus indecisiveness 
and procrastination on both sides (ie the government of the day and our industry) these 
amendments have sat gathering dust. 

Whilst the proposed amendments are not perfect (what legislation is) we at the SAIWA are 
satisfied they should go forward as they stand without delay. 

Further to this the Western Australian Security Industry Advisory Council who sit once a month 
and represents all of the known and reputable security industry associations also have agreed 
unanimously the amendments should proceed into law ASAP. 

You may also be interested to know, if you don’t already, that the Australia Crime Commission 
(ACC) is calling for submissions and information concerning the infiltration of criminals into the 
Security Industry Australia wide. Copy of their flyer attached. 

Which it is. It continues — 

I have already been interviewed by these people and spelt out to them in no uncertain terms that 
one of the principle reasons criminals have been able to enter our industry is due to the woefully 
antiquated and ineffective legislation. 

How could we deny Mr King? It is a very good letter and it typifies exactly what we have in this industry. The 
ways in which the act makes provision for scrutiny of those entering the industry or already employed within the 
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industry are obviously deficient. It is clearly evident that everyone at the coalface wants this act. I certainly will 
not delay its progress any further. The opposition can see that the act will provide more regulation in the industry 
and for this reason will support the bill. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.22 pm]: The Greens (WA) will also support the bill. These 
amendments will tighten the necessary controls within the security and related activities sector. We do not 
consider the bill to be problematic; if anything, it probably does not go far enough. I was interested to hear Hon 
Peter Collier suggest that a possible reason for it not going far enough is that it has been in the pipeline for a long 
time. The purpose of the bill is to tighten the security industry, and provision will be made for some offences to 
disqualify a person from working in the industry. A fingerprint database will be required, and although I am not 
a great fan of forensic databases, it is interesting to note that there has been no move to include DNA, as DNA is 
flagged as being a great tool in criminal matters. However, I am not advocating DNA testing for potential 
security guards. I notice Hon Bruce Donaldson is looking at me with interest on this matter! 

It is obviously a sector in which people are accorded extraordinary powers, and there is arguably a parallel with 
the powers provided to police officers. If I remember correctly, one of the requirements for potential police 
officers is that DNA is kept on a database, so that is an interesting differentiation. The bill will also require an 
additional licence for unarmed security guards and drug testing for security guards armed with a baton or 
firearm. It is interesting that the bill does not include alcohol testing, but provides for testing for other drugs. I 
think that is a fairly arbitrary differentiation. If the intention is to ensure that people are not drug affected in their 
workplace—this workplace has a significant impact on the safety of members of the public—it is unusual that 
provision has not been made for alcohol testing. One could pass a test for amphetamines, steroids or whatever 
else, but still have a significant level of alcohol in one’s system. 

Hon Peter Collier: In that industry, it’s highly likely. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It is highly possible, given the location of some of these workplaces, such as the doorway 
of a nightclub. At a policy level I would be interested to know why the government has not included testing for 
alcohol. As a matter of policy, the Greens (WA) are not in favour of across-the-board random drug testing, but 
the threshold should apply when people are working in an area in which they are likely to pose an occupational 
health and safety risk. I think that people working in this sector would certainly fall within that category. If they 
are affected by alcohol or other drugs—even prescription drugs—they pose a significant risk to the public. The 
bill includes a code of conduct, including whether a person belongs to an industry association. Compliance 
officers are to investigate offences, and there is provision for a 100-point proof of identification system for 
people seeking licences. There are increased fines for offences that are prescribed within the legislation, and 
additional information can be required of applicants who have resided overseas within the past five years or have 
been overseas for more than 12 months. That is an attempt to address the issue raised by Hon Peter Collier about 
our current preoccupation with alleged terrorism. 

I note that the bill is supported by the government’s Security Industry Advisory Council, which comprises 
representatives from the police, security and related industries, and consumer and community employees. I also 
received a letter of support from the industry council, in which it sought rapid passage of the bill. We would 
have been happy to do so when the letter was sent, but this is the first time we have debated the bill, so we are 
happy to deal with this as expeditiously as possible. 

I will make some general comments about trends in this sector. This is an opportunity to ask some pertinent 
questions. I was not a member of Parliament when the original bill passed in 1996; it was just before I came in. I 
took some time to look at trends in the sector. I think it is pertinent to this debate, particularly in light of 
comments about whether this legislation is keeping pace with the trends and characteristics of the sector, to draw 
members’ attention to a paper written by Associate Professor Rick Sarre from the University of South Australia 
entitled “Private Police: The Future of Policing and the Broader Regulatory Framework”. The paper was 
presented at the Current Issues in Regulation: Enforcement and Compliance conference convened by the 
Australian Institute of Criminology in conjunction with the regulatory institutions network, the Australian 
National University and the division of business and enterprise at the University of South Australia, held in 
Melbourne on 2-3 September 2002. The paper states — 

There is a contemporary trend towards societies embracing a range of regulatory options—a 
‘co-production of regulation’—in which interested persons all play a role in the maintenance of order 
and enforcement of the law. Peter Grabosky calls this phenomenon a “quasi-regulatory relationship for 
mutual benefit”, while Ian Ayres and John Braithwaite refer to a “regulatory tripartism” of government 
officers, self-policed entities and public interest groups in the process of regulation. More recently, 
David Bayley and Clifford Shearing have coined the term “regulatory multi-lateralisation” in exploring 
similar themes. 
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Each of these concepts hovers around the same phenomena. Regulation of activities (be they the 
activities of corporations, businesses or individuals) is now being carried out more and more by means 
of agencies other than those empowered under ‘police’ legislation.  

He then goes on to state — 

This ‘mix’ is part of a trend away from the ‘state as commander’ style of law enforcement, towards a 
‘state as facilitator’ style of social, environmental and business regulation. 

Rick Sarre then quotes David Bayley in the following terms — 

Security is being provided increasingly by commercial firms through the market, by businesses to their 
own employees and customers, and by private residential communities. Volunteers . . . have also been 
encouraged to share responsibility for public safety with the public police, as in Neighbourhood Watch, 
citizens’ patrols, and community crime prevention councils. . . . [This involves] the relocation of 
authority, either to non-state auspices altogether or to lower levels of government. Multilateralisation as 
well as devolution involve the reconstruction of criminal justice in decentralised ways so that it 
responds to local needs, reflects local morality, and takes advantage of local knowledge. 

In the same paper he goes on to state — 

. . . given the dispersal of policing and surveillance activities undertaken by a vast array of control 
agents, the nature of ‘policing’, certainly as it may formerly have been understood, has changed 
irrevocably. 

On the issue of engaging private security personnel in policing he states the following —  

Modern security and order maintenance is now undertaken on a daily basis by a host of private 
personnel, security operatives and other licensed and unlicensed officers. These people may be working 
for government agencies or government-owned enterprises, private security operations or private 
companies, and they all exercise some degree of enforceable power over others. Indeed, private 
providers alternative to public police, in terms of numbers of personnel and annual expenditures at the 
very least, now dominate the ‘order maintenance’ landscape in Australia, and many other nations as 
well. All of this is not particularly surprising, given that the publicly funded agents of order 
maintenance that were initiated and grew during the nineteenth century development of modern 
policing never really eradicated the private forms of policing that had preceded them. 

The world market for private, contractual security and policing services grows rapidly. There are now 
many public and private ‘order maintenance’ options readily taken up by public and private agencies 
and individuals alike. As Philip Stenning writes: 

[I]t is now almost impossible to identify any function or responsibility of the public police 
which is not, somewhere and under some circumstances, assumed and performed by private 
police in democratic societies. 

The dichotomy between “public” and “private” police and policing is no longer clear, if it ever was. 
Indeed, the distinction between public and private policing operatives and operations continues to blur 
irrevocably. New terms have been coined to describe what is under observation, such as a 
‘pluralisation’ of policing, ‘hybrid policing’, or ‘continuum of activity’, a ‘security quilt’, 
‘parapolicing’, ‘greying’ of policing, a ‘fragmentation of policing’, and a ‘mixed economy’ of 
protection. Even the term ‘security personnel’ has lost some currency. Two researchers at least now 
refer to security operatives as ‘social control entrepreneurs’. 

I just love that —  

People and businesses more generally use private police personnel for a range of different reasons, both 
ideological and practical. Suspicions of government, profit, and vigilantism feature amongst them. So 
pervasive is the mix today that policing theorists are moving beyond the public/private debate, 
preferring to review models of complementarity (“how would we like the future to look?”) rather than 
engaging in an ideological dialectic 

. . .  

This theme has been reiterated by Brian Forst: 

The great contemporary challenge confronting public safety . . . is not primarily to decide 
whether privatization is a good thing. It is to find a way to shape and coordinate our resources 
and energies to secure the safety of those quarters of society that are least able to afford 
effective security, public or private. Wealthy communities can afford to take care of 
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themselves both publicly and privately, and they do so. Poor people, especially minorities 
living in areas with the highest concentrations of crime, cannot. Sworn police officers must be 
made available in sufficient numbers and with effective systems of accountability to ensure 
that those areas are adequately served and protected. 

In conclusion, the paper states —  

We live in an era of public and private regulatory flux. The upshot of this is a society in which policing 
is now conducted not just by those people commonly referred to as ‘the police’ but by a host of private 
and non-government operatives who use a range of empowerment tools and resources at their disposal, 
not just the criminal law. This trend is set to continue. We must remain committed to observing and 
monitoring these trends. In considering the public policy ramifications of diverse policing models and 
an expansion of surveillance, one should remain mindful of the dictum that society should strive for 
those outcomes that deliver the greatest overall freedom for the public as a whole. The freedom from 
anti-social conduct that we all desire should not come at any price. 

I also refer to a trends and issues paper from the Australian Institute of Criminology that addresses the same 
subject. This paper is slightly older—it was published in 1998—so some of the observations may be a little out 
of date, but I still think the paper is relevant. This paper is entitled “Regulating Private Security in Australia” and 
is written by Tim Prenzler and Rick Sarre, who is also the author of the previous paper I quoted from. This 
paper, which was published in November 1998, states — 

Private security is a major industry in Australia and security services affect almost all aspects of 
people’s lives. 

Then it gives an interesting figure —  

There are twice as many private security operatives in Australia as there are police. 

That figure was relevant in 1998, and I can only assume, given the trend, that that figure is probably even more 
disproportionate now. The paper goes on to state — 

The security industry in Australia has tended to follow international trends in its development and, like 
its overseas counterparts, appears to have enjoyed a period of intensive growth in the 1970s and 1980s. 

The paper further states — 

State-based licensing figures show a much larger industry than is apparent from ABS data, and it is 
clear that security operatives outnumber conventional police by at least two to one as a result of the 
growth of the preceding decades . . . Police numbers have not declined relative to population, but have 
been outstripped by security. 

The statistics do not reflect a change in the number of police per head of population over that time. The paper 
then states — 

The gap would be considerably wider if one were to include unlicensed personnel. 

. . .  

Academic studies and media reports tend to focus on “private” or “contract” security. This sector 
constitutes the larger part of the industry, but the situation is more complex than the stereotype 
suggests. A large number of government agencies, businesses and educational enterprises employ their 
own security staff. This public “in-house” sector receives very little attention. Its functions are similar 
to those of in-house security in the private sector, the most noticeable example being loss 
prevention officers in the retail sector. 
. . .  

A further dimension of complexity relates to the functions of security personnel. These are highly 
diverse, with wide differences in the types of tasks performed and the levels of technical or 
interpersonal skills required. 

. . .  

Expansion has been attributed to a number of factors. Increasing crime during the 1970s and 1980s was 
facilitated by lifestyles that shifted much family activity away from the home, that increased population 
densities, and that increased the number and availability of goods which are easily stolen and easily 
converted to cash. In other words, a decrease in guardianship coincided with a large increase in the 
number and value of targets . . . There has also been greater physical separation between commercial, 
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industrial and residential areas and a consequent reduction in “natural surveillance”. New security 
concerns have also developed in areas as diverse as terrorism and threats to electronic data. 

. . .  

These circumstances have created a trend towards individuals and corporations providing their own 
security. Self-provision of security is also reflective of the immediate benefits in crime prevention 
achieved through the application of “situational” crime prevention principles. These involve strategies 
designed to suit the particular vulnerabilities and needs of an organisation . . . or strategies that employ 
what has become known as Crime Prevention . . .  

The large, but often hidden, presence of security services raises questions about the implications of the 
growth of social control by “non-police” agencies. It has been argued, for example, that increased 
privatisation of security will produce “two justice systems”: a better service for those able to pay and a 
publicly funded inferior service for those unable to pay . . .  

. . .  

There has also been criticism of the industry for disregarding people’s legal rights; for example, 
allegations of security guards harassing young people in public places.  

I have certainly witnessed that — 

Moreover, the availability and relatively low price of some security devices—along with the aggressive 
advertising that goes with them—are said to contribute to a “fortress society”, exploiting fear of crime 
and driving people indoors behind bars. Security technology, such as surveillance cameras, are seen as 
invading privacy and over-regulating contemporary society. 

. . .  

Apart from the general issue of privatisation, allegations of impropriety are also frequently made 
against the industry. 

. . .  

In 1994 the Victorian Deputy Registrar for Private Agents claimed that security firms “have very poor 
selection procedures. They lack any real supervisory hierarchy. People are sent out on the job and not 
seen again until they return. There are extremely poor standards in respect to training” . . . Similarly, a 
New South Wales Police inquiry cited firearms instructors’ views that the one day of weapons 
instruction required for security guards was “totally inadequate” . . . Such concerns have been expressed 
from within the industry as well as from without . . . and the 1990s has seen a number of inquiries 
revealing serious problems in some sections of the industry, . . .  

He goes on to list a number of those concerns. 

This paper also contains an interesting table on page 5, which, in tabular form, identifies the licensed security 
categories covered by legislation in each state and territory. I might ask a specific question about this matter, and 
I will provide a copy of the chart for the minister. If the chart is accurate, it would seem a number of categories 
covered by licensing legislation in other states—South Australia and New South Wales seem to have the most 
comprehensive licence categories—are not covered in Western Australia. According to this chart, Western 
Australia, does not license three areas—in-house guards, bodyguards and trainers. New South Wales has licence 
requirements for all three categories and South Australia has requirements for two of them.  

I want to refer to one further article before I speak more specifically about the bill. This article, by Paul Wilson, 
is entitled “The Australian Private Security Industry: The Need For Accountability, Regulation and 
Professionalism”. I want to cover a few issues raised in the article. Referring to the trend of the “fear of crime as 
well as crime itself”, Mr Wilson writes — 

Despite assertions to the contrary Australians are not overwhelmed by crime. It is true that some 
offences—breaking and entering offences, car theft (in some States) and serious assault have increased. 
On the other hand, our murder rate has remained fairly constant over the last fifty years. Regardless of 
what the trends in crime actually are, the fear about crime has, for a variety of reasons, outstripped the 
reality surrounding its growth.  

However, because of drugs, a high youth unemployment rate and a dramatic proliferation of weapons in 
the community, we can expect property offences, including armed robbery, to increase markedly over 
the next decade. As a result, public policing will be overstretched and increasingly the private sector 
will be asked to take on more and more of what used to be police responsibility. 
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Unfortunately, the amount of crime will be exaggerated by both public and private police in an effort to 
obtain more state-provided and corporate funds for policing and security. This emphasis on 
exaggerating crime will be increased by opportunistic political parties who are determined to win votes 
on a “law and order” platform. The recent Queensland State election is a classic example of this trend. 

He then goes on to talk about the “four social forces”, explaining — 

These four social forces—the move from an industrialised to an information society, a growth in crime 
and the fear of crime, cuts in public funding and the move towards “self-help”, the rapid development 
of land use for private commercial development—are already fuelling a burgeoning private security 
industry. Paradoxically, though experts agree that the industry has increased considerably in recent 
years, no-one has accurately estimated how many people actually work in what is generically called the 
private security industry. 

. . .  

It is estimated that nationally there could well be between 30,000 and 57,000 
guards/watchmen/patrolmen . . . The Australian Bureau of Statistics in their 1987-88 census estimated 
that there are about 1,320 enterprises, employing over 28,000 people and generating a turnover of about 
$100 million . . .  

This is a growth sector, and I think members would be aware of that on at least an anecdotal level. I have 
considerable concerns about this trend. I know that over the past decade the debate about private security and, in 
some cases, certain councils engaging private security patrols has focused on a much bigger question: who 
should be doing the policing and how much control is being exercised over the security sector?  

This is an interesting area. The Greens (WA) do not oppose the bill because it is about imposing tighter controls. 
However, we want to put on the record that we are very concerned about the ongoing trend in governance 
resulting in the devolution, or deregulation, of the policing function to private companies and individuals. This is 
a very tricky area in which to get the required controls and management correct. In particular, I strongly object to 
private security officers carrying firearms. I do not think it should be allowed in our community; the greater the 
proliferation of firearms, the greater the chance of accidental fatalities in the community. 

The security industry has the authority to give people extraordinary authority over other people. The activities of 
security officers can affect the safety of both individuals and crowds comprising large numbers of members of 
the public, some of whom may be young or unwell or otherwise vulnerable. I acknowledge the work of Paul 
Wilson and especially his 1992 paper from which I have just quoted, and the other papers from the Australian 
Institute of Criminology that provide a statistical and, I guess, an evidential basis for what should be the policy 
and legislative direction of all political parties. However, more often than not, we see law and order legislation 
that is based not on any evidence but rather on the votes that can be gained from the crude law and order debate 
that often preoccupies both the major parties and the media.  

The extraordinary authority given to employees in the industry merits a cautious approach towards granting that 
authority and a strong regulatory system aimed at ensuring that the authority, once granted, is appropriately 
exercised. The aim must be to promote effectiveness and accountability and prevent unnecessary or 
inappropriate use of this power. Unlike the police, the private security industry is not publicly accountable and 
lacks the level of public and private scrutiny to which the police are exposed. Dangers to the public include 
people with criminal records, non-existent services, thuggery, incompetent burglary alarm installers, quotes for 
security by bogus firms that use the opportunity to case the premises for a later burglary, and assessments 
affected by drugs. Better regulation offers not only better safety for the public who increasingly come into 
contact with this sector, but also better value for money for the companies who hire particular security services.  

I have a few comments about particular clauses in the Security and Related Activities (Control) Amendment 
Bill; however, I do not wish to comment extensively. Proposed section 4A deals with the issue of disqualifying 
offences. The offences that attract disqualification will be prescribed. The explanatory memorandum indicates 
that it is intended that drug offences will be prescribed offences. At this point I raise the question of 
disqualification as it relates to a person convicted of an offence related to drugs. Actually, my question relates to 
drugs and alcohol; it does not relate to this clause.  

My next concern relates to an aspect of retrospectivity in the bill and findings of guilt on or before 1 January 
1996. I would like the minister to indicate why retrospectivity is included. 

We support clause 31, which amends section 47 to require further information. It is a safeguard, in that the type 
of information required is specified—for example, to establish identity, time spent overseas, why and with 
whom, and any criminal record. It is more specific than the current section in the act so it is probably an 
improvement from the perspective of the industry as well as concerns about public safety. 
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Part 9 of the act deals with drug testing. The act currently provides for random drug testing of licensed crowd 
controllers. Failure without reasonable excuse to provide a sample and failing a test means a person’s licence 
may be revoked. The bill extends the application of this part from crowd controllers to licensees, defined by 
clause 59, to mean holders of crowd control licences or a security officer’s licence with an endorsement under 
section 24 or 26 or a security officer’s licence and a permit under section 25. Sections 24 to 26 relate to carrying 
firearms or batons. Was it considered that random testing should also include the blood alcohol level? There is 
an interesting parallel here. We just passed legislation in this place that provided for roadside drug testing of 
people in control of a motor vehicle. Provisions that have been active for a long time deal with people who have 
alcohol in their system. The judgement and attention that is required to be in control of a motor vehicle are not 
similar to the attention and judgement that should be required of a bouncer at a nightclub or a person doing 
crowd control at various public events. We want to be absolutely sure that those people are not affected by any 
drugs, including the most prevalent drug, which is alcohol. I would be interested to know whether that was 
considered and, if so, why it was not included. 

My final comment relates to the fact that this bill has taken a long time to come to Parliament for consideration. 
Arguably, there are probably other trends and changes in the sector that we could be contemplating and dealing 
with now. When is it intended that there be another review of this act? Will there be a regular process of 
ensuring that this type of legislation is kept as up to date as possible in terms of trends and ensuring that 
Parliament is mindful of the public safety concerns that relate to this sector? With those comments, the Greens 
support the bill.  
HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan — Minister for Local Government) [2.54 pm] — in 
reply: I thank members for their contributions. We have witnessed quite an extensive contribution. Members 
have raised some very interesting points, and both Hon Peter Collier and Hon Giz Watson have given a good 
overview of some of the detail in the legislation. There is no doubt that the security industry is growing both in 
terms of employment and economically. I understand that it employs about 150 000 people nationally and that it 
is worth about $4.5 billion. There is no doubt that this is a very, very important sector, so we must get the 
standards right in the security industry. We must ensure that the people who work in this industry are of good 
character. We also need to ensure that the industry develops in accordance with modern expectations. A lot of 
what is driving this industry relates to the evolution of technological change, which offers many new products 
and services. It is also about people becoming more affluent, wanting to become secure, wanting to ensure their 
assets are secure — 
Hon Giz Watson interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The member might hold that view but at the end of the day, there is no doubt 
that people want their assets protected. They may feel comforted by a sense of increased security. Whether that 
is real or just the way they feel, having all the security mod cons or having a guard at a function they attend at 
night or a bouncer at a pub or nightclub, there is no doubt that there has been significant growth in this industry. 
We need to ensure that the industry operates at the highest level of integrity.  
I will not go into the detail of the bill. However, Hon Giz Watson asked a number of questions. Firstly, she asked 
why alcohol testing is not conducted. One of the reasons is that it is more of an issue between the employer and 
the actual agent, be they security agents, crowd control agents or inquiry agents. The agent holds the licence. 
Therefore, there is the employer-employee relationship. Also, unlike illicit drugs, alcohol is not an illegal drug, 
so it is not tested for. That is the main difference. Having said that, for example, if somebody was drunk and it 
was an issue, there is no doubt that this would be a consideration in the formation or understanding of what is a 
fit and proper person. Obviously, somebody who is not a fit and proper person cannot work in this industry. 
Consequently, that person would be dealt with under the act. 

Hon Giz Watson also asked about the categories of licences in other jurisdictions with respect to bodyguards, 
trainers and in-house guards. I am advised that in-house guards are normal security officers. If a person is 
employed by only one employer and they are employed solely to guard that employer’s property, they are not 
required to be licensed in Western Australia. This has been the case since 1996. In respect of bodyguards, the bill 
will introduce a new class of licence. Clause 16 of the bill deals with this new definition of security bodyguards. 
In respect of trainers, this is not a category of licence in WA but trainers are required to be approved by the 
Commissioner of Police under regulation. 

In respect to the matter of retrospectivity, I understand that this will ensure that the current licence holders meet 
the new requirements in terms of criminal background. This is only likely to affect a small part of the industry 
based on the experience in Victoria, in particular. For example, only 83 licences out of a total of 28 000 have 
been revoked, so we are talking about a small percentage. With respect to the review of the legislation, the 
Western Australia Police Service maintains an ongoing watch in conjunction with its interstate counterparts to 
ensure that the legislation meets community expectations. The Security Industry Advisory Council will also have 
a role in ensuring that the government is aware of the emerging issues. Having said that, there is no doubt that 
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we are working towards a national framework in the same way that we have a national framework for education 
and training. There is no doubt that we want to achieve consistency between the states and territories and that we 
want to achieve consistency in standards and requirements. This is a part of an ongoing process to ensure that 
when accredited people enter the industry, they have all the right credentials and that they are a part of ongoing 
improvement. It is not an easy industry. However, I think it is turning in the right direction.  

I put on record my thanks to members for their contribution to the second reading debate. I thank them also for 
supporting the bill.  

Question and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local Government), and passed. 
 


