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FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 February. 
MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Police) [10.19 am] — in reply: I will conclude my reply to the 
second reading debate on the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021 by completing the contribution I was making in 
response to the member for North West Central’s questions on licensed firearms owners who commit crimes. I had 
referred to the fact that the biggest incident that resulted in multiple deaths at the hands of someone wielding firearms 
occurred in Western Australia recently. The licensed firearms owner committed that offence in Osmington. 
In June 2021, only last year, the Western Australia Police Force executed a search warrant in Helena Valley 
where an illegal firearms manufacturing facility was located. Police discovered multiple 3D printing machines, 
a computer-controlled milling machine, a commercial lathe and multiple tools used in the manufacturing process. 
Digital diagrams and printing files related to firearms manufacturing, including semiautomatic rifles, were located 
along with 3D-printed components, rifled and chambered barrels, and other components. These items were found 
alongside homemade sound suppressors and thousands of rounds of ammunition. A 31-year-old was charged with 
multiple offences. The point is that he was a licensed firearms owner. 
More recently, in September 2021, the Western Australia Police Force executed a search warrant in Warnbro, in 
my electorate, where five illegally manufactured firearms were located, including a pen gun—a firearm that 
resembles a pen. A hydroponic cannabis crop was also located, along with over 50 illegally manufactured prohibited 
and controlled weapons under the Weapons Act. A 48-year-old man was charged with multiple offices, and he, 
too, was a licensed firearms owner. 
Many incidents of this nature confirm that being a licensed firearms holder does not prevent someone from offending. 
In addition, police are revoking the licence of at least one licensed firearms holder each week because of a violence 
restraining order. The point I want to make in response to the member for North West Central is that the observation 
he made that somehow licensed firearms owners are paragons of virtue and therefore should not be subject to any 
scrutiny is just not right. 
Putting that aside, I want to conclude by saying what I said at the outset. This bill is a response, essentially, to the 
findings and recommendations of the Law Reform Commission report that resulted from an inquiry that went from 
2014 to 2016. That inquiry resulted in a very large and substantial report. The number of public submissions was 
massive. It was the biggest contribution the Law Reform Commission had received. This legislation is partly in 
response to that and to the ministerial working group recommendations that were made in 2018, which included 
representatives from the Sporting Shooters Association, dealers and traders. More importantly, this legislation 
responds to only an element of those findings because, by necessity, the findings of the Law Reform Commission are 
expansive and really require a complete rewrite of the Firearms Act. That is for some time in the future; that is not 
what this legislation is. This legislation enacts about 17, I think, recommendations of the Law Reform Commission’s 
report. It is focused entirely on serious criminals. I reiterate that the focus of this legislation is on outlaw motorcycle 
gang members, terrorists and serious domestic violence offenders. 
Mr R.S. Love: When will you be undertaking that major review? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: That will be sometime in the future. I am saying right now that that is not what this is. There 
has been some response on social media platforms, predominantly led by troublemakers from outside our jurisdiction 
who have no interest in the safety of the Western Australian community. Those people are suggesting that this bill 
is something that it is not. Any number of their suggestions are designed to do nothing other than create angst in 
the licensed firearm–owning community. What I have been trying to ensure yesterday, today and in the upcoming 
consideration in detail stage is that we are addressing the concerns that the lead speaker from the other side has 
articulated. We will address those rapidly. I think we have already done that in the debate. We will continue to ensure 
that people will be comfortable with the implications for them if they lawfully go about their business. Make no 
mistake, this bill is focused on outlaw motorcycle gangs, terrorists and domestic violence perpetrators. I do not 
think anyone in this place or the other place would see that as a bad thing. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
[Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Consideration in Detail 
Clause 1 put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
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Ms L. METTAM: In relation to the commencement of the legislation and when it will come into operation, there 
was mention during the second reading debate that one of the outstanding concerns was about the consultation 
process and the clarification that local Western Australian groups with an interest in this bill have sought. Can the 
minister explain which groups will be consulted in the lead-up to the commencement of this legislation and what 
that process will be? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: As I stated during the second reading debate and reiterated just now, this bill is focused on 
serious criminals. It is not an expansive response to the 2016 Law Reform Commission report. It addresses some 
of the recommendations, but it is very much focused on serious criminals. We have engaged in consultation through 
the Law Reform Commission inquiry and subsequently through the ministerial working group in the last term of 
office and, more recently, through my office reaching out to the Sporting Shooters Association and the representatives 
of the dealers and traders. There was a huge level of consultation on this bill earlier, and more recently there have 
been further discussions and consultation, but it has not been to the extent of seeking to change this bill, because this 
bill is focused entirely on those serious criminals. Therefore, I would not expect that there will be any great further 
consultation. We will engage with those bodies, and particularly the Sporting Shooters Association. I recognise 
that group. I see it as the peak Western Australian body. I know that some body from outside Western Australia 
claims to be the representative or peak body for the nation, but that is not my view. We talk to the Sporting Shooters 
Association and our local dealers and traders. We have introduced this legislation now and it is complete. I do not 
anticipate that people will have concerns with it. They should not be worried that it is about them because it is not; 
it is about serious criminals.  
Ms L. METTAM: I welcome the focus of the bill on outlaw motorcycle gangs and the fact that it is not intended 
to target licensed firearm owners. I certainly support that endeavour. It is clear that we agree that the Sporting Shooters 
Association of Western Australia needs that clarification. Hopefully, that will be achieved through this process. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I want to add that we will consult further with the Director of Public Prosecutions, the Department 
of Justice and the State Administrative Tribunal on how the bill will be enacted or will play out. However, during 
the second reading reply I pointed out that should some unforeseen complication or implication arise once the bill 
has been enacted, we will have the capacity to adjust the response with regulation. Obviously, we will consult with 
those people who are subject to the legislation. If the Sporting Shooters’ Association or any individual legitimate 
and responsible licence holder finds some unforeseen implication, we will have the capacity to respond by regulation. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Will the minister define that the Sporting Shooters’ Association of Australia WA is the peak 
body that he will consult with in terms of the WA context? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I recognise that the Sporting Shooters’ Association is a representative body and that it actually has 
paid-up members. The Western Australia Firearm Traders Association is also a responsible body. I will, as will the 
police and my office, continue to engage with those bodies as we move down the pathway of implementing the bill, and 
into the future. I already have talked to them about regular meetings for discussing how firearms will be managed in 
Western Australia, which will enable a two-way flow of information. In my other portfolios and in this portfolio I meet 
with people regularly. We will establish a regime of that nature. I already said that I consider the Western Australian 
branch of the Sporting Shooters’ Association of Australia as a representative peak body in Western Australia. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is good to hear that the minister considers that the SSAAWA is a peak body with a large 
membership in Western Australia. Many licensed firearm owners are part of the Sporting Shooters Association. 
When it comes to amnesties and people going to police stations to hand over firearms, which is a good thing, we 
know that in other jurisdictions peak bodies like the SSAAWA work with police. Will the SSAAWA be allowed 
to be part of the amnesty arrangement? When the industry is involved, there is a greater take-up by people and people 
will become involved in putting forward firearms under this amnesty. Given that the minister has highlighted that 
the SSAAWA is a peak body for firearm owners in Western Australia through its membership, will the government 
allow that organisation to assist police in the amnesty? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: The firearms amnesty provisions arose from a national agreement among police ministers 
across Australia to introduce a permanent national firearms amnesty from 1 July 2021. Although the amnesty is 
national, arrangements for the surrender of firearms and parts are managed by individual states and territories. The 
amnesty amendments in the bill provide a framework to enact the national amnesty by enabling members of the 
WA community to hand in any unlicensed firearm, major firearm part, prohibited firearm accessory, sound suppressor 
and ammunition without fear of prosecution. The WA Police Force has previously seen great success in amnesties. 
The member missed this—he was not in the chamber because of the restrictions in the chamber—but during 
question time yesterday I informed the house that when the amnesty occurred in 2017, more than 1 000 firearms were 
returned in Western Australia. Last year, between 1 July and 31 December, when we introduced an amnesty—we 
are including an enduring amnesty in this legislation—some 901 firearms were handed into Western Australian 
police. There were 71 handguns, 165 shotguns and 665 rifles and parts handed in. In addition, some 29 245 rounds 
of ammunition were surrendered as part of that amnesty. 
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I think the amnesty will work. I am comfortable with the current arrangements. There is no concern that people 
find it difficult; clearly, they do not. It works. Western Australian police are more than capable of receiving firearms 
under an amnesty and ensuring that they are safely dealt with. There has been consultation and, as I indicated earlier, 
that will continue between my office, the licensing enforcement division, the Sporting Shooters Association and 
the traders’ representatives. I say, no, we will not change the actual process; firearms will be handed into any 
Western Australia Police Force station. That is reasonable. It works. It is effective and I think there is no concern 
around the effectiveness of it. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I understand that, but has any modelling been done or are any statistics available on what 
has happened in other states when, say, dealers have been involved in amnesties? I understand that when dealers 
are involved—that is, those who sell firearms—there is a greater take-up by people bringing in unlicensed firearms 
or parts of firearms. Has there been any research to see how other states have been able to get a greater take-up 
when there are amnesties? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I do not know about greater take-up. We have had a very successful take-up. Undeniably, 
900-plus firearms in six months last year is a success. It is ongoing. An enduring amnesty will result in further 
firearms being returned. I would be concerned if any other parties were involved because that might have the 
unintended consequence of those firearms being cycled through the community rather than them being returned to 
police to be destroyed, thereby removing them from society and making the community safer. The primary objective 
of this legislation, apart from focusing on criminals, is to elevate community safety to be the primary outcome and 
driving motivation of firearms legislation. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 3 to 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Section 4 amended — 
Ms L. METTAM: I have some questions about the definitions that are provided under this clause. Some concerns 
were raised about ammunition. Is reloading a firearm considered an offence under this bill? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I thank the member for raising this matter. I understand the concerns that the member is airing, 
and we are responding to them. Personal firearm licence holders have always been entitled to reload ammunition 
for firearms listed on their licence for personal use. They cannot reload ammunition for calibres not on their licence 
and cannot reload ammunition for supply or sale to others. There has been no change to the provisions that would 
prevent a personal firearm licence holder from continuing to reload ammunition for their own personal use. 
Ms L. METTAM: How about reloading firearms for someone else—a neighbour or a friend? I know the minister 
touched on that. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: As I stated, they cannot reload ammunition for calibres not on their licence and they cannot 
reload ammunition for supply or sale to others. That means licence holders should not reload ammunition for other 
people. They should do it only for themselves. That is not a change. That is the expectation and the understanding 
under current legislation and will remain so under this legislation. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I would like further clarification on that matter. Say someone is part of a pistol club and 
another member reloads ammunition. Would a member who does not have the skill, capability or the infrastructure 
to do that be allowed to let another member of that club reload the ammunition? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: No. It was not previously right that people were doing that. We are not changing anything. We 
are retaining the understanding and the effect of the law that people should not reload ammunition for other people. 
People can do it for themselves for calibres of firearms for which they have a licence. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Does the definition of “firearms” include rendered firearms? Could the minister provide 
some clarification around that? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I assume the member means firearms that have been rendered innocuous. Under the legislation 
and the understanding of the licensing enforcement division, if a firearm is rendered innocuous, it is no longer 
a firearm. It is removed from the category of firearms. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Still on the definition of “firearms”, does that include stocks on rifles and shotguns as part 
of the firearm? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Going back to reloading, can the minister confirm that licensed shooters can produce their 
own components, such as casting bullets? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to the definition of “ammunition” in clause 6. Proposed paragraph (b)(ii) refers to 
“any other prescribed thing”. To me this is insufficiently defined. It gives a very broad scope for additional items 
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to be included without any adequate parliamentary oversight. Could the minister give us an idea of what “any other 
prescribed thing” could mean? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Member, it is a pretty common thing that I see in legislation of different types to have “any other 
thing”. It enables us to respond to an emergent concern that is not evident at the time. Specifics about what it might 
apply to will be defined in regulations at the time as necessary. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Proposed paragraph (c)(v) of the definition of “ammunition” refers to “a spent casing, whether 
or not it can be re-used”, but it is silent on new brass. Shooters who reload their own ammunition often do so using 
newly manufactured brass cases. Can the minister give us any definition there? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am advised it is considered to be accommodated by proposed paragraph (b)(i) as a cartridge. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Under the definition of “prohibited firearm accessory”, paragraph (b) states — 

a device commonly known as folding stock, being a stock with a mechanism that allows the stock to be 
folded to reduce the overall length of a firearm; 

Is the minister able to provide a bit more detail? Modern firearm designs have reasons for the configuration to provide 
for cleaning, servicing and storage. The legislation states that folding stock will be a prohibited firearm accessory. 
Given that modern firearms have that to provide for cleaning, servicing and storage capabilities, is that allowed to 
occur? Why is it prohibited? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am in agreement with Inspector Walker’s observation that people do not have a device with 
a folding stock to aid them in cleaning a firearm; it is so they can shorten it and potentially conceal it. In our case, 
that is what we are concerned about. The reasoning behind prohibiting a device with a folding stock is that it could 
enable someone to conceal a firearm and employ it more readily in a criminal act. 
Ms L. METTAM: This is just a simple question. What constitutes removable stock according to this bill? It is 
a question that I have been asked to ask.  
Mr P. PAPALIA: Up-front, “stock” is a recognised firearm term. Anyone who is concerned about this legislation 
is quite comfortable knowing what a stock is. The definition of “prohibited firearm accessory” in clause 6 of the 
bill lists the types of stock and other firearm components deemed to be prohibited. I will not break new ground in 
terms of defining what a stock is. I think that everyone in the firearms community knows what it is. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: On page 6 under the definition of “major firearm part”, paragraph (c) refers to “a barrel or 
barrel blank”. Can the minister describe what constitutes a barrel? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: A barrel is rifled and chained for a particular calibre of firearm. I think that is pretty obvious. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Continuing on from the “barrel or barrel blank” question, quite often barrels are not serialised. 
Can the minister tell me how he intends to deal with that under this legislation? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: If a barrel is unserialised and has been purchased to be used with a firearm, it should be serialised 
to that firearm. Once the barrel has been received, there is an opportunity to ensure that it is serialised in accordance 
with the legislation. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I have never changed a barrel or anything like that. Can the minister explain to me the process 
of how that blank barrel would become serialised? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that the licensed manufacturer that provides the barrel to the purchaser would 
ensure that it is stamped with the particular serial number of the firearm onto which it is being fitted. I note that 
the average Joe is not allowed to purchase and fit their own barrel; they have to go through a licensed manufacturer. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I want to get this clarified. I might be on the farm, I shoot a rabbit and I accidentally bend the 
barrel of the gun. I then take it to a repairer to replace the barrel. Will it be replaced with a serialised barrel, the serial 
number of which is then placed against my firearms licence? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Probably not under this clause. That process is defined under proposed section 16B of the legislation. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Still under the definition of “major firearm part”, I refer to paragraph (d) and “an assembled 
trigger mechanism”. Once again, triggers are adjustable and upgradeable and quite often need to be altered. My 
understanding is that triggers are not serialised either. How can triggers be policed? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not sure I get the gist of the member’s question. The law dictates that a person does not 
get to change their own trigger mechanism. They should be going to a licensed repairer or manufacturer, who will 
get an appropriate part and fit it. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: If I need to change the trigger mechanism, I take the firearm to a repairer. How do we identify 
that trigger mechanism on my firearm licence? 
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Mr P. PAPALIA: At the moment and into the future, a repairer submits a monthly return to the licensing enforcement 
division notifying it of the fact that a replacement trigger mechanism has been fitted. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Thank you, minister. That is handy to know. Further to that, I refer to paragraph (f) and 
“a magazine”. I know that a magazine is easily lost or can wear out. Does its replacement fit under the same scenario? 
If I have lost a magazine in the paddock, can I go to my repairer or supplier and get a new magazine; and how is 
that identified? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Unlike other major components of a firearm, magazines are not subject to serialisation. As long 
as it is a magazine for the particular firearm that is licensed, a person can have as many as they want. When I lost 
a magazine, they used to make me do a lot of push-ups. That might be a penalty we start applying to licensed firearm 
owners that will assist in their physical and mental wellbeing! There is no intention to track all the magazines. As 
long as an individual does not have a magazine that is not for their particular firearm, they are fine. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 7: Section 4A inserted — 
Ms L. METTAM: I want to deal with proposed section 4A(b). How does this provision work if the licensed firearm 
owner genuinely has no knowledge of being in possession or control of that firearm? An example would be if the 
firearm has been left in a car or vehicle. 
A member interjected. 
Ms L. METTAM: Can someone be charged with possession if they have no genuine knowledge of that firearm? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: It is kind of difficult to respond to the member’s question, but, yes, under the definition of being 
in possession of a firearm. Clearly, whenever the police encounter any situation, it is subject to the elements of the 
particular case. Whether someone is charged and subject to a penalty will be determined on a case-by-case basis. 
The police will investigate; they will not just automatically assume that someone was in possession. However, yes, 
according to the definition. 
Ms L. METTAM: I seek further clarification from the minister. Is the minister saying that consideration will be 
given on a case-by-case basis to whether there is genuine oversight of the possession of a firearm? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that, under this proposed section, a prima facie case would have to be established 
that the person was in possession of the firearm. If that prima facie case was not able to be established, obviously 
it would not be pursued. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Can the minister give me a little bit more clarification about proposed paragraph (e), which 
states “the person is in charge of a vehicle where it is found”? I am thinking of a farm ute. In a scenario in which 
a firearm was transported by another family member across a road, what would happen then? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that the facts of the case will essentially dictate whether someone is deemed to 
be in possession. There are so many potential scenarios that they could not all be encompassed. The police will 
investigate the matter and determine whether there is a prima facie case under the law; and, in the event that there 
is, they will press charges. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8: Section 5A amended — 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Proposed section 5A(4) states — 

The Commissioner may delegate the following powers only to a member of the Police Force who holds 
the rank of Commander or above — 

Does the minister assume that the police force commander will be working in the field of outlaw motorcycle gangs 
or will they just be a commander from any section of the force? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: The intention is that this delegation will initially be afforded to the officer in the state crime 
portfolio. That is the section that is predominantly focused on outlaw motorcycle gangs and serious crime. A person 
with the rank of commander in the police force is a senior officer and they will receive delegations of this nature 
because of their rank and experience. The level of delegation is to ensure that, firstly, the exercise of the function 
is based on high-level scrutiny and serious judgement and, secondly, there is better standardisation of the processes 
and fewer individuals are making these decisions. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Just out of curiosity, how many commanders are there in the police force? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I do not have an exact number. I would have thought a dozen; my advisers suggest that there 
are between a dozen and 15 at the most. It is a senior rank. There are not that many of them. There are commissioned 
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officers from the rank of inspector up. Then there is the commander, and above that there is the assistant commissioner, 
and then there are two deputy commissioners and then there is the commissioner, so it is pretty high up. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 9 to 15 put and passed. 
Clause 16: Section 11A amended — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: On page 15 of the bill, proposed section 16B, “Approval in relation to replacement or 
additional major firearm parts”, states — 

(2) The Commissioner may grant the holder of a Firearm Licence approval to possess, carry and lawfully 
use a major firearm part (the relevant major firearm part) for the purpose of — 

Then there are proposed paragraphs (a) and (b). Does a person who needs to replace a rifle or a shotgun need the 
authorisation or approval of a commissioner? 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Sorry, member, but the bit you are referring to is in proposed section 16B, which 
comes under clause 22. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Sorry; that is where I am at. I will sit down. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Is there a question on clause 16? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: In relation to proposed section 16B, which says that — 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: No; proposed section 16B is in clause 22. We are on page 13 and clause 16. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 17 to 21 put and passed. 
Clause 22: Sections 16 and 16A replaced — 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I move — 

Page 22, lines 7 and 8 — To delete “firearms or major firearm parts” and substitute — 
firearms, major firearm parts or ammunition 

The amendment seeks to include the manufacture of ammunition as a reason for making, or being in possession 
of, firearms technology under a manufacturer’s licence. Clause 22 outlines the different licences that can be issued 
under the bill. These are the same licence types that exist under the act; however, clause 22 of the bill expands on 
each licence type to clarify how they relate to the new concepts being introduced under the bill, such as major 
firearms parts, prohibited firearms accessories and firearms technology. Clause 22 introduces proposed section 16H, 
which sets out what the holder of a manufacturer’s licence is entitled to do. The licence will outline the specifics 
of what the holder can manufacture, which can include firearms, major firearms parts, ammunition and, in some 
cases, prohibited firearms accessories. The manufacturer’s licence will also entitle a person to make or possess 
firearms technology as long as an approval has been granted under proposed section 16J. Under a manufacturer’s 
licence, a person will be able to make or possess firearms technology only for a narrow set of reasons. The bill 
currently limits these reasons to the manufacture of firearms, major firearms parts and prohibited firearms accessories 
that the licence holder is lawfully entitled to manufacture. It is an oversight that the manufacture of ammunition 
was not included as a reason to make or possess firearms technology. We know that ammunition manufacturers need 
the templates, instructions and programs that constitute firearms technology in order to manufacture ammunition. This 
amendment adds the word “ammunition” into proposed section 16H(3)(a) to correct this oversight. 
Amendment put and passed. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: There is obviously some interest in this clause. I will tell members what the question 
is, but we will not put it to the vote until after the discussion. The question is that the clause, as amended, be agreed 
to. If members want to speak or ask questions on it, they should do so now; otherwise, the question will be put 
and members will miss that opportunity. Does the member for North West Central want to raise the point he 
began previously? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Perhaps you can guide me, Mr Deputy Speaker, if I am out of order or whatever. I refer to 
proposed section 16B, “Approval in relation to replacement or additional major firearm parts”. Is the commissioner’s 
approval required if a rifle or shotgun stock is replaced? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is the approval of the commissioner required if a drop-in trigger group is replaced? 
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Mr P. PAPALIA: The answer is yes. For those people who might be concerned about the line of questioning the 
member is pursuing, the process is that the dealer or the repairer who is conducting the repair would submit a return 
to the licensing enforcement division. The approval from the commissioner would be generated immediately. The 
process is not a lengthy one and is not really onerous. 
Ms L. METTAM: Concerns have been raised about the length of the process, and I appreciate that the minister 
has stated that through the firearms dealer, it would not be a lengthy process. Can the minister define what he 
means by saying that it would not be lengthy? What sort of time frame are we looking at? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that the only replacement part that would need a full assessment by the licensing 
enforcement division would be a barrel replacement. Other components would require only an administrative process 
that would not be lengthy. I cannot give an exact time frame, but it is not an onerous process and, in due course, 
over time, as our processes are improved and technology is employed, things will get faster. 
Ms L. METTAM: Are we looking at days or weeks or something a bit more comprehensive? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that, provided a repairer submits their return, the process, apart from replacing 
the barrel, is pretty much an administrative process and will be very rapid—maybe days, but no longer. 
Ms L. METTAM: Is the minister anticipating that there would be a requirement for additional personnel to support 
this process? Will there be more administrative people within the WA Police Force to do that? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: There will be no requirement for additional staff. In fact, as improvements in information 
technology are achieved, it will be a more streamlined process, which would be shorter. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I think the minister may already have answered this. Does a program exist in the licensing 
enforcement division by which flags come up from particular dealers or individuals that something is not right or 
has not been filled out properly? Is this a computer-generated approval process or is it physical, with a licensing 
officer going through every application? When the minister says “technology”, does he mean that technology 
is changing towards more of an IT solution rather than an individual solution, so we do not have delays because 
one or two people are sick or have COVID, or whatever the case may be, and it knocks out a department? Is it 
a computer-generated approval process? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Currently, it is not computer generated. As I have indicated, in the event that we get improved 
technology over time, things may speed up and be more automated. At the moment, officers carry out the task. It 
is the same one that has been undertaken to this day. Despite that, with the exception of barrels, any componentry 
that is replaced is viewed as being administrative in nature, and would just be approved. In respect of the impact 
of COVID, the Western Australia Police Force is probably the agency in government that is most prepared in terms 
of redundancy and practices and processes to deal with the impact of individuals having to be furloughed. There 
are plans right across the police for dealing with that. That aside, if there is a big unforeseen impact of COVID on 
the workforce, we will just have to wait while that is dealt with, but that is not unusual in a pandemic. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Will licensed firearms owners now require approval to possess major firearms parts? Let us 
say that I have my gun cabinet at home, and I have a spare stock or whatever. Will I need to get retrospective approval 
to actually possess that major firearms part? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that people really should not have major firearms components lying around. 
That aside, yes, in this case, in the event that they do, they would be required to seek warrants. Retrospective approval, 
I think, is the phrase the member used and that is what has been suggested to me. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I certainly do not have any major firearm parts in my possession. I assume, out of 81 000 licence 
holders, including many clay target shooters and variations of others, that there will be some people who do. Is there 
some methodology involved? Will the police be going back to check their status? Will there be a transition period? 
Will there be a cost involved if people have to be registered as holding those major parts? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: With respect to the process, contact the regulators and licensing enforcement division. With 
respect to cost, there will be a cost only if it is a barrel. As I indicated earlier, other componentry is considered 
administrative and will automatically be approved. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Further to that, minister. Let us say a person is on a station maybe 1 000 kilometres away 
from a licensed dealer and they do not often go to town because they wait to have a build-up of work before they 
do. They have parts for their firearms that they regularly use on their station because they have pests. If they do 
not take those parts into police or a dealer, are they subject to these new requirements? Could they potentially be 
acting in an unlawful way, given the fact that they may buy parts to ensure that they can carry on with their job 
and be able to repair firearms, as they sometimes break, get worn out or need to be repaired or whatever the case may 
be? Potentially, someone could be carrying extra parts simply because of the distance they are away from a dealer. 
Are they acting in an unlawful way if they do not bring those parts into a dealer? Is there a time frame when we 
get to the point of saying that it has been six or 12 months and these parts have not been registered by a dealer through 
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the commissioner and the person is now subject to these new laws that they have breached and can be fined or 
ultimately go to jail? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I think so. Essentially, there is no legislated time frame, but it would be the intention of the 
Western Australia Police Force to give reasonable time for people to make the decision that declaring or surrendering 
that part, or declaring the part so that it could be registered and serialised, is enough of a reason to go to town. As 
the member indicated, people do not stay out there forever; they do go to town for various reasons, and getting 
a replacement part or having a repairer fix their firearm might be a significant reason to go to town. They might 
couple that with their other reasons for going to town and make it a trip. It is not the intention of the police to 
immediately rush out and prosecute people. People should understand that the purpose of this legislation is to prevent 
firearms and major componentry of firearms from falling into the hands of criminals. To that end, I make no 
apology for the fact that people should not have them lying around. People should be complying with the legislation 
as soon as practicable. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am assuming that a pastoralist on a remote station does not have parts lying around and 
are aiding and abetting any criminal activity. The intent of this legislation is to tackle bikie gangs and so forth. 
I am concerned for a law-abiding citizen—someone who is out there doing their job and is a bit remote from what 
is going on—who has the ability and skills to fix their firearm and has done so forever and a day. Will education 
or information be provided to all these licence holders so that it is quite clear that this new legislation will affect 
them? How will the government communicate this to the 81 000 licence holders to ensure that they comply with 
this new piece of legislation? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Firstly, member, I hope they have not been repairing their own firearms prior to now, because 
it is unlawful to do that; that is not a change. If that is being done, firearms owners should be aware that they should 
not be doing that. All that we are doing with this legislation is focusing on firearms not getting into the hands of 
criminals. That means that people must abide by this law. If you are a law-abiding citizen, you abide by the law. 
This law is the law, and so was the previous one; the Firearms Act 1973 was the law before. People must abide by 
it. I have indicated that in the event that people have componentry that perhaps they should not have or they want to 
get it registered or surrender it, there is an opportunity to do that. There will be a degree of flexibility around accepting 
those components or getting them registered, but they must abide by the law. With respect to what we will do to 
promulgate it, we are doing it here. I am sure the peak bodies’ representatives are watching and listening, and we will 
meet with them. But this law will be promulgated in the same way as all laws, and people have to abide by them. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Would repairs to a firearm be unlawful? I cannot find the definition that states that repairing 
a firearm by an individual is unlawful. In terms of the Western Australia Police Force, will there be no communiqué 
with those licence holders? Will there be no education program? Will the government just rely on word of mouth 
that these changes will be taking place and could make someone—unknown to them—act in an unlawful way? Is 
the minister saying that there will be no form of education once these new laws are passed? There are a few questions 
in that one. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Unless you are a licensed repairer, you should not be repairing firearms. That is nothing new. That 
is not a change. With respect to promulgation of law, it will be gazetted. It will be posted on the Western Australia 
Police Force website and in other fora. But, ultimately, people are required to obey the law. That is no great shock 
to anybody. We are in Western Australia. There are laws. Whether people are familiar with them or aware of them 
is not an excuse. They need to familiarise themselves with the laws. Bearing in mind, the possession of a firearm is 
a responsibility. Part of what we are doing is elevating community safety above all else. A person’s perceived need 
or desire to possess a firearm is subordinate to community safety; that is just a matter of fact. This is something that 
the bodies that we have discussed this with accept and agree to. I do not think there is anyone who is a responsible, 
legitimate firearms owner or licence holder would dispute that. If the member has someone he is concerned about 
who may not be aware of this law, let them know. We will promulgate it and talk about it. It is not as though the 
bill did not get any media coverage when we announced it last December. In fact, that is what has drawn a lot of 
concern because there was then some ill-informed commentary on social media that resulted in a lot of anxiety 
around the traps. I hope we have allayed people’s concerns by articulating the fact that this legislation is very much 
focused on criminals.  

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Can the minister outline what customisation would look like because, as the minister knows, 
we have a lot of sporting shooters who would be licensed firearm holders? What would that look like if their gun 
is customised? Will the commissioner — 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member, which particular part of the clause are you referring to? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: This question is in relation to new section 16B, “Approval in relation to replacement or additional 
major firearm parts”. It is about customisation. What will that look if there is a customised gun held by a licensed 
firearm holder? Will there be further associated costs or approvals that need to be granted for people to hold those 
customised firearm parts and guns? 
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Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not entirely sure. I assume the member is reading the concerns someone has texted him. In 
terms of accessories, the fruit hanging off the firearm, like the scope, the grip, a foregrip or something of that nature—
people are not allowed to have foregrips, are they?— will not be a problem. But I am not sure what the member is 
referring to when he talks about customisation. If he is talking about a bump stock, that is illegal. Something that 
changes the design or function of the firearm is not acceptable; it is not legal. If a person is going to convert something 
to being a semiautomatic, something of that nature is obviously not legal. I am not sure what customisation the 
member is referring to otherwise. Maybe the member can elicit some more details from whomever is asking him 
to ask the question. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Let us say for arguments sake that I am a clay target shooter and I decide that I need a different 
stock to improve my shooting ability. Will there be some sort of retrospective cost or approval process associated 
with that? I am calling changing the stock customising a firearm. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I think I will go back to the answer we gave earlier on major components. As I indicated earlier, 
changing the stock is an administrative process that is not seen as of concern. Obviously, a barrel would have to 
be assessed. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: On maintenance and repair of firearms, if a sporting shooter — 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Sorry, member, which particular clause is that? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is under new section 16B. Sporting shooters have various firearm components they may 
carry that are currently unregulated and that they attach to their firearm to change it to suit the distance that they are 
shooting or whatever the case may be. The components are commonly owned and replaced regularly for different 
applications in target shooting. Will these components be classified as illegal or will the Commissioner of Police 
need to approve them, whether it be a grip, sights or whatever on a firearm? Will sporting shooters need to have those 
components approved by the commissioner if they already have them and carry them as part of their competition 
kit? If those items will have to be approved by the Commissioner of Police, will there be any compensation 
forthcoming to those competitors who have them that they could access by arguing the fact it is the nature of the 
competition they participate in? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not entirely sure what the member is getting at. If it is not a major component, it is not of 
concern. If the member is talking about major components, then, yes, we have specified that people must seek to 
have them registered. With the exception of a barrel, they will be mostly administrative in response. If people do 
not change the form and function of a firearm, they should not be of concern. Anything that changes the form and 
function of the firearm is illegal and people need to seek approval. That is what we are getting at. I am not sure 
that the scenario the member posed will be subject to any concern. Most sporting shooters—is the member talking 
about target shooters? 
Mr V.A. Catania: Yes. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I assume the member is referring to sights or scopes or potentially a grip. I am not entirely sure 
what the member is getting at with his concern. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members, you have asked a similar question in many different ways and you are 
getting the same response. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am just trying to get some clarification on this. Is it the case that changing a stock does not 
necessarily mean changing the function of the firearm? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: As we indicated earlier, if a person wants to change a stock, unless they are a licensed repairer, 
they must take the firearm to a repairer to carry out that activity. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is it correct that a person will still have to take it to a dealer and get permission even if it 
will not change the function of the firearm? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: They will have to take it to a licensed repairer. What I was referring to with respect to changing 
the form or function of the firearm is a different matter. Here we are talking about changing major components. If 
people want to change a major component, they need to take it to a licensed repairer. That is what we have been 
saying all along. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I seek final clarification on that, Deputy Speaker. This is really about new section 16B(4), 
which states — 

The Commissioner cannot grant an approval under subsection (2) unless the Commissioner is satisfied 
that the relevant major firearm part is capable of forming part of a firearm named and identified in the 
Firearm Licence referred to in that subsection. 
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Does this mean that a competition shooter will not be able to use customised components—sight, barrel, trigger—
if they do not form part of the firearm named in the licence? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am informed that that particular new subsection refers to components being suitable or 
appropriate for the licensed firearm that a person possesses. It means that a person can get components that are 
legitimate and reasonable and fair to be used for the particular licence they hold. If a person has a bolt-action rifle, 
it is something that can employed with that firearm. It means that a person cannot seek to get a component that might 
be designed for a firearm but that might convert it to be a semiautomatic or something of that nature. Provided that 
the firearm component is appropriate for the licence that a person possesses, it would be legitimate. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you, members. Before I put this question, for clarity, this covers clause 22, which 
goes from proposed section 16A to 16L, which is up to page 24 of the bill. Are there further questions on clause 22? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: We have completed questions on proposed section 16B, but I think we have other questions. 

Ms L. Mettam: I have a question about the amendment to clause 22. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: We have done the amendment. 

Mr P. Papalia: What do you want to ask? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member can still discuss it. 

Ms L. METTAM: Can I get some clarification on the purpose and the reason for this amendment and the inclusion 
of ammunition? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I think the member is asking why we have moved this amendment. Is that correct? 

Ms L. Mettam: Yes. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: We omitted to include ammunition. It just was an oversight. The reference clause entitles 
manufacturers to manufacture firearms and therefore they are entitled to manufacture the ammunition, but obviously 
they require the equipment and the technology to manufacture the ammunition as well. That was just not put it in 
the original draft. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I know that we want to move on from proposed section 16B, but I have one more question. 
I hope that I have this right. Rifles bought from Howa Machinery are able to have several different stocks fitted to 
a rifle that do not need to be given to a repair or dealer to orchestrate. Will that be illegal? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: They do need to be. I do not know where the member’s question is coming from, but if someone 
in Western Australia wants to replace a stock, which is a major component of a firearm, they must take it to a repairer. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: If Western Australia Police Force officers put a pistol grip on a bolt rifle to make it self-loading, 
will the police officers or the police firearms department be subject to the same sorts of conditions when they make 
a change to their firearm, such as putting a pistol grip on a stock? Will that be subject to the legislation? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Officers in the Western Australia Police Force are not subject to the provisions in the bill when 
acting in their capacity as a police officer, but are when they are sport shooting or something like that. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to proposed section 16G, “Repairer’s Licence”. Can a licensed repairer repair a gun 
from interstate? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Under section 16 of the act, a repairer’s licence authorises a repairer’s licence holder to — 

repair firearms belonging to persons who are authorised by this Act or any other law to possess them … 
That means yes, they are. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: They can repair a gun from interstate? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Providing that the firearm is lawfully possessed in another state and is held by a licensed firearm 
owner under another jurisdiction’s laws. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I want to clarify repairers being able to hold stocks and so forth in their supply. Are there any 
other complications under the repairers’ licence in which they will have to secure those? Under normal circumstances, 
I understand that stocks et cetera do not need to be secured. Will this legislation change that at all? If a repairer 
holds X amount of stock in their storeroom, will any changes in this legislation require repairers to secure them 
more tightly than that? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Section 32 of the extant act dictates — 

The holder of a Dealer’s Licence, a Repairer’s Licence, or a Manufacturer’s Licence shall keep all 
firearms — 
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We are changing it to “repair firearms or major firearm parts” — 
and ammunition in a strongroom or otherwise in safe keeping, securely fastened during any period when 
the premises are not open for trade. 

Essentially, that will not change. Those major components should already be stored in that fashion. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: This is my final question on this matter. Can the minister clarify for me his interpretation of 
the difference between “maintenance” and “repair” in relation to the repairer’s licence? 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: No, he cannot. The minister cannot give a personal or legal opinion. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: No, I cannot. 
Ms L. METTAM: Further to that question, a definition is not provided. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I know that the lead speaker posed this question during the debate. Maintenance and cleaning 
is not, by definition, repair work. Licence holders will still be entitled to field strip the firearm listed on their licence 
to ensure the proper and safe functioning of them. This includes cleaning the associated parts and reassembling 
them. Repairs involve the fixing or rectification of broken functions of the firearm that require more than simple 
field stripping and cleaning. If licence holders are unsure of the extent to which they can go in maintaining their 
firearm, they should refer to the user’s manual that relates to that firearm, as provided by the original manufacturer, 
or refer to a licensed repairer for advice or contact the regulator. 
Mr P.J. Rundle: Thanks for that. I appreciate it. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: No worries. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 23: Part 2 Division 5 heading inserted — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Proposed section 23AG on pages 45 and 46 — 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: No, you have jumped ahead again, mate. 
Mr P. Papalia: I think you after a different clause—clause 43 of our bill. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: What is the page number? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is page 45. 
Mr P. Papalia: I think you are talking about clause 43 of our bill, so we could move to there. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The question as it stands is that clause 23 stand as printed. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 24 to 42 put and passed. 
Clause 43: Part 5 Divisions 2 to 4 inserted — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to “Offences relating to firearms technology”. There has been much debate about the 
technology in the matter before us today. I have a question about proposed section 23AG, “Firearms technology”, 
and proposed paragraph (d), which states — 

a hard copy of a digital or electronic thing referred to in paragraph (b) or (c). 
That is — 

(b) any type of digital or electronic reproduction of a technical drawing of the design of a firearm, major 
firearm part, prohibited firearm accessory or ammunition; 

(c) a plan, drawing, instruction, template or computer program, in digital or electronic form, for the 
manufacture or repair of a firearm, major firearm part, prohibited firearm accessory or ammunition; 

I want some clarification. The minister will be aware that people like to collect magazines, books or drawings of 
firearms that can depict any of the items mentioned in this proposed section. Many novices out there like to collect 
these bits and pieces. Will they be subject to this legislation and be noncompliant with this law that will get through 
the Parliament? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Any firearms technology that is circulating in the community is a risk to community safety, 
especially when it is in the hands of serious and organised criminal groups. The intent of the bill is to ensure that 
private citizens do not have holdings of firearms technology unless they have the appropriate licence or approval. 
If private citizens are in possession of any designs, technical drawings or instructions without an approval, they 
will be captured under the new offence provisions. As with any offence, police will have discretion and will consider 
the circumstances involved in each instance of possession of unauthorised firearms technology. 
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I will add to that answer and repeat an example I made in a contribution in question time yesterday and at the 
conclusion of my response to the second reading debate. The scenario the member posed can easily be applied to 
this individual. In June last year, the Western Australia Police Force executed a search warrant in Helena Valley 
where an illegal firearms manufacturing facility was located. Police discovered multiple 3D printing machines, 
a computer-controlled milling machine, a commercial lathe and multiple tools that are used in the manufacturing 
process. Digital diagrams and printing files related to firearms manufacture, including semiautomatic rifles, were 
located along with 3D printed components. Someone who claims that they are an innocent enthusiast and likes to 
possess diagrams and manufacturing instructions for a firearm could potentially be that individual. They seek to 
portray themselves as an innocent individual. We have made it clear that someone in possession of any designs, 
technical drawings or instructions without approval will be captured under the new offence provisions. However, 
police do have discretion and can consider the circumstances involved. If somebody out there has accumulated 
this type of material, they should bring it to the attention of licensing enforcement. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Like a magazine that they have? A picture — 
Mr P. PAPALIA: A magazine is not what we are talking about. Remember what I said earlier—as long as the 
magazine is for the licensed firearm that they possess or they possess a licence for; that is legitimate. They can have 
as many as they want. Is the member talking about a reading magazine? I am sorry. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Yes. You know how you get people who collect these magazines on firearms. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: If the member is talking about a shooting magazine—no; a magazine is in the public domain. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Or a collector of military, you know, World War II or Vietnam or the Gulf War things; things 
that have been used. They may have information on the schematics of firearms or weapons and so forth because 
they are collectors. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I would advise that if there are individuals in that category who have diagrams, schematics, 
instruction manuals and manufacturing manuals of that nature, and they have acquired them over time just through 
their enthusiastic pursuit of firearms, they should seek advice from the licensing enforcement division, the regulator, 
rather than assume that they are okay. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I think there are a lot out there. Just like aviation enthusiasts who have schematics or the 
components of planes, a lot of people have these magazines and schematics because they are collectors and are 
interested in firearms. That is not to say that there are thousands of them—there could be thousands—but a lot of 
people possess these materials because they are interested in firearms and how they are manufactured. They may 
not have them to build a firearm, but there are a lot of magazines out there that provide this information, which 
legislation could capture. I am just seeking that clarification. There are a lot of enthusiasts out there who collect 
schematics, whether of planes or firearms. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: If they have things of that nature that are associated with the firearm for which they possess 
a licence, that is fine. That has already been discussed. If the member is talking about other things, that person could 
just as easily be up to no good and intends to employ that information to manufacture their own firearm illegally. 
That is the focus of this legislation. We are intent on imposing greater pressure on organised criminals—serious 
criminals, people who will engage in potential terrorist acts or other serious crime. If people are in possession of 
things of that nature and they harbour concerns, they should seek advice from the regulator. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I have a photo of a placemat that has a picture of a Europe Africa Glock Ges.m.b.H, showing 
every part of the disassembled Glock. It has details on firing pin safety, trigger safety and drop safety. Every part 
of that gun is labelled on the placemat to educate, obviously, a person about the components of a Glock. Under this 
legislation, the placemat that defines how a Glock is put together will be deemed illegal and the person in possession 
of it will be fined. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I have to ask the member whether he opposes this legislation or supports it. The question he 
has asked is a bit silly. Clearly, police are able to exercise discretion, as I indicated. If the member has a legitimate 
concern about someone who is in possession of something of that nature and they are concerned that that it might 
be deemed to be wrong or illegal, they should seek advice from the regulator. It is a simple thing. Everyone should 
understand this: anyone texting, messaging or sending the member questions from Queensland or elsewhere who 
has some agenda should understand that this legislation is focused on serious criminals. If you are standing against 
this legislation, that is who you are standing with—outlaw motorcycle gangs, terrorists and family and domestic 
perpetrators. That is who you are standing with if you are standing against this legislation. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Perhaps an answer to the question that the minister just posed to me is that this opposition 
is not opposing this legislation. Do not get on your high horse here and say that we are with outlaw motorcycle 
gangs or we are at the fringe of those who want to bear arms and try to put us in that corner. We have consistently 
said we are not opposing the legislation. Our job is to ensure that it does not capture all those individuals who are 
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law-abiding citizens. That is our role as the opposition. The minister cannot just say that if we do not agree with 
something we are with the bikies. We are not with the bikies. 

We are here to make sure that legislation is questioned appropriately and that law-abiding citizens who are licensed 
firearm owners do not get caught up in the government’s legislation. Even having a placemat with a schematic 
showing the components of a firearm displaced could fall under the government’s legislation. Those people could 
unintentionally go against the legislation and be fined. We are seeking clarification for the people who are listening 
and text messaging. Let me tell you: they are not in Queensland or New South Wales, but here in Western Australia. 
They are law-abiding firearm owners. They are concerned because there are people out there who collect magazines 
or posters that show schematics. They may not want to build a firearm with the technology. That will be deemed 
illegal and members on this side agree. 

The problem is that there are people out there who do not want to build a Glock or another firearm that may be on 
a picture or in a magazine, but this legislation will capture those people. The minister says that it is up to the police 
and their discretion. It is up to us in the house to provide definition around legislation so that it gives some guidance 
to lawyers and police officers, and those in the public who may be subject to this legislation. Our role is to get that 
on Hansard, to get that on the record, and to get those definitions right so people know where they stand. Under 
this legislation, in a scenario in which someone has a schematic of a firearm on a placemat, they could be fined. 
That is of concern to many people who are just enthusiasts, let alone licensed firearm owners. That is the point. 

The minister should not come in here and grandstand. Throughout his second reading reply, the minister said that 
the member for North West Central is on the side of the bikies and so forth. That is not the case. The minister said 
I am accusing the police of being corrupt. That is not the case and the minister misled Parliament several times. 
A lot of speakers on the Labor government side misrepresented what I said in my contribution to the second reading 
debate. It is disappointing that the minister keeps going down the path of grandstanding. We are here to ensure that 
we can question the legislation and get definition so that law-abiding firearm owners do not fall foul of the law. That 
is our role. People send us questions. That is their right. Our right as the opposition and as members of Parliament 
is to question. History often shows that the legislation put before the house is not the best legislation and does not 
have the right definitions. We are here to make sure that we get the right definitions. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I will place on Hansard yet again the notes, the very accurate notes, that I took of the member’s 
comments during the second reading debate. He said — 

We have seen the police use legislation to their own advantage to target those law-abiding citizens who are 
licensed gun holders in my community. I know they have been targeted by the police using an interpretation 
of the legislation to benefit their cause. I do not know what that cause is. 

That implies that they have acted in a corrupt manner and corrupted the law. He also said this in relation to the 
enduring amnesty — 

Will they go into the police station and present this firearm and the police will go, “What do you want 
me to do with that? I do not know much about guns”? That is what will happen. 

That is what the member said. It is undeniable. It is in Hansard. I have repeated it to ensure that Hansard does not 
get changed by the member retrospectively, because that would be totally inappropriate. The Western Australia Police 
Force and I hope the Carnarvon police in particular are taking notice of the member’s observation on their integrity, 
capacity and competence. The member suggested in both cases that they are below par. I am of a different view. I am 
of the view that the Western Australia Police Force is excelling in its delivery of service to the Western Australian 
public, and it has been doing an outstanding job. It has been demonstrated to be the equal of any in the world over 
the past couple of years in many different cases in which it has excelled and performed an exceptional service to 
the Western Australian public. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The minister said that he has taken notes. I would not trust the notes that the minister takes 
because he would not have the crayons in the backseat there. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.A. Munday): Member for North West Central, if you could direct it to me, please. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Yes, I will direct it to you. 

The whole point of my second reading contribution was to get clear definitions so that we know whether having 
placemats that have schematics of a gun on them would break the law? Is an enthusiast owning a poster or magazine 
with a gun schematic breaking the law? My criticism of the legislation is that it has a lot of grey areas, which is 
open to interpretation of what is the law and what is not. Let me get that on record again. The Minister for Police 
is misleading the house yet again. We need clear definitions so that law-abiding firearm owners know exactly what 
those definitions are—as well as the police, because this house, members of Parliament, are the ones who produce 
legislation and contribute to the second reading debate to provide a clear understanding of what legislation is intended 
to protect or enforce. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, can we have a clear question regarding clause 43 for 
the minister to answer so that we can move on? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I will give the same clear question that he just gave me in his retort. Minister, we need clear 
definitions. The lack of definitions is creating further grey areas, and enthusiasts will potentially break the law under 
proposed section 23AG(1)(d). 

Do not come into this house and accuse me of calling police corrupt. That is not the case. Someone may bring 
parts or firearms into a police station, but the police are stretched because the government is not dealing with any 
crime issues in regional Western Australia. They are stretched, so if someone presented a firearm or a part, the police 
may say, “What do you want me to do with it?” They may not want to deal with it. Local police would not want 
to deal with it because they have too much to deal with already because you are an incompetent Minister for Police 
who is not dealing with the real crime that is occurring out in regional WA. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, do you want to respond? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I will respond briefly. Tell me which police officer would not want to deal with a firearm that 
is rendered under — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: To me; sorry, minister. 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: No, I am responding to the member’s statement that Western Australian police officers would 
not want to deal with surrendered firearms under the enduring firearms amnesty. Tell me which police officer told 
the member that? 

Mr V.A. Catania: So you can hunt them down?  

Mr P. PAPALIA: The police commissioner might be interested to know if a police officer is failing in their duty, 
yes, but with respect to that, I do not believe the member. I will pose a couple of questions in response to the 
member’s rant. The member referred to an enthusiast. Who is an enthusiast? Are they a bikie, a terrorist or a family 
and domestic violence perpetrator seeking to get hold of a firearm so that they can kill their partner? Is that who 
the member is talking about being an enthusiast? That is the sort of question the member needs to consider. It 
could be any of them. On the member’s question about who commits an offence in relation to diagrams and the 
like, proposed section 23AK(4) states — 

A person does not commit an offence under section 23AH, 23AI or 23AJ if the conduct engaged in by 
the person — 

(a) is necessary for or of assistance in conducting scientific, medical, educational, military or law 
enforcement research that has been approved by the Commissioner in writing for the purposes 
of this paragraph; and 

(b) does not contravene a condition of that approval. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Now that the minister that brought up proposed section 23AK(4)(a), what does “educational” 
mean? If I send a photocopy of an email to another collector who has paid $264 for his licence, does that come 
under the term “educational”? Can I get in strife for that? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: It is always going to depend on the circumstances of a scenario of that nature. It is very difficult 
to quantify or respond to the question posed by the member because it depends on who the individuals are and 
their purpose for conveying the diagram. As I indicated earlier, in that sort of scenario it might be that the person 
is providing information to someone else who intends to commit a crime, in which case the police might investigate 
it and determine that it is unlawful and take action. It also might be that the person in possession of that material 
might use it to legitimately train someone in the use of a firearm for which that person has a licence. It all depends 
on the circumstances. We could postulate over any number of hypotheticals. I am not going to address all of them; 
the legislation is pretty clear. The concerns aired by the member’s constituents have been responded to. People should 
not be concerned if they are conducting themselves in a legitimate and responsible manner in accordance with the 
act. They will be law abiding and they will be fine. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: We are concerned, and I agree with the member for North West Central on this, because as 
stated in proposed section 23AJ, “A person who disseminates firearms technology commits a crime unless the 
person is authorised by a licence”. The penalty is imprisonment for 10 years. This will be left to the interpretation of 
certain people within the police force. Under proposed section 23AJ(2), if a person disseminates firearms technology 
by sending, supplying, exhibiting, transmitting or communicating firearms technology to another person, they 
could be liable to that penalty of 10 years’ imprisonment. This provision will be left to interpretation and that is 
why our licensed firearms holders are worried. As the member for North West Central said, it is open to 
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interpretation and there are some grey areas. When the minister says that this is open to interpretation and it should 
be okay, we are here to question that on behalf of the licensed firearms holders. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not really sure what the member is talking about. If any licensed firearm holder is concerned 
about the nature of the material they possess or their transmitting of that material to other people, I urge them to 
seek advice from the regulator. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I will go back to proposed section 23AC(1). It states — 

A person who manufactures a firearm, major firearm part, prohibited firearm accessory or ammunition 
commits a crime unless the person is authorised by a licence under this Act to do so. 

Ammunition is included in that provision, and pursuant to the minister’s amendment, will it be likely that ammunition 
will be included as part of the information on a firearms licence, or will we just stick to the actual firearm? At any 
time down the track, does the minister envisage ammunition being included on the licence or will that just be an 
integral part of that particular firearm? 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am just dealing with this bill, so I am not sure where the member is going with that question. 
We have gone past this part of the bill. We have moved on from clause 22 of the bill, but proposed section 16A, 
“Firearm Licence”, states — 

A Firearm Licence entitles the holder to possess, carry and lawfully use — 
(a) the firearm named and identified in that licence; and 
(b) ammunition for that firearm … 

It also goes on about other components and materials. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 44 to 85 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
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