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POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Committee 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Jon Ford) in the chair; 
Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Energy) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 4: Part IVB inserted — 

Committee was interrupted after the amendment moved by Hon Ken Travers had been partly considered. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move — 

Page 4, after line 12 — To insert —  

(iv) a sporting event that is held as part of a sporting competition organised by or on 
behalf of a state or national sporting organisation that receives funding from a WA State or 
Commonwealth Government agency for the purposes of promoting or developing the sport; or 

This amendment is pretty self-explanatory. It just does not make sense—this goes back to the issue that I raised 
earlier in the debate—that the state government provides money to sporting organisations such as the West 
Australian Football Commission, the Western Australian Cricket Association and to organisers of community 
events that will be potentially captured under this legislation, and I expect will be captured over time, to promote 
their events and to encourage young people to participate in sports. They are given money to do that and now it 
will be taken back from them for the purposes of having a police presence at their events. Therefore, those 
organisations will be worse off. The government will take back the money that it gives these organisations to 
promote their sports. That will be the net effect of this bill if we pass it as it is. If we do not want that to happen, 
it makes sense to include an amendment that provides for a classification of events. I went through this in my 
contribution to the second reading debate. The West Australian Football Commission receives in the order of 
$400 000 just for its organisational grant, and it gets additional money from the sports lottery account on top of 
that from the state government to promote its sport. The government will take another sum of money from it. It 
is the same for cricket. We have not talked about Barbagallo Raceway, but events at that venue will be captured 
under this legislation. I understand that it is the government’s intention to capture those events under this 
legislation. On the one hand the government is giving money to sports bodies, and on the other hand it will be 
taking it back. It is ludicrous. This amendment will prevent that from occurring. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank Hon Ken Travers for his comments, which he has made on a number of 
occasions. I understand where he is coming from. As I have said for the duration of this debate, the government 
will not support this amendment as it will exclude major events such as AFL football matches run by the West 
Australian Football Commission and international cricket matches run by the Western Australian Cricket 
Association. As I said in the debate on the previous amendment, it is considered that these types of events should 
be exempted by the legislation; that is, they should be exempted by the minister via proposed section 39H, which 
relates to government-sponsored events, or by regulations. This will enable the nature of the event to be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is clear that the government will not do that; that is the whole purpose of these events. 
In fact, I do not want to go into private correspondence between a government minister and me, but the minister 
in question made it very clear to me that those are the sort of events that this government is targeting: AFL 
games, the profits of which go to the West Australian Football Commission, the cricket and events organised by 
the WA Sporting Car Club. I cannot understand the logic of the government wanting to give money on the one 
hand to promote the sport, and then wanting to take it back from those same organisations on the other hand for 
the purposes of providing police at sporting events. Can the minister explain to me the government’s logic for 
that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Could the member please repeat the last part of the question? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the minister explain to me the government’s logic in giving money to an 
organisation to promote its sport on the one hand, and immediately proceeding to take it back off the 
organisation on the other hand, by charging for police to attend the organisations’ events—events for which the 
organisations get the profits. If they could increase entrance fees by 60c, without the government putting this bill 
in place, that money would go to developing junior sport. Once this act is put in place, the government will give 
money with one hand and take money away with the other. What is the logic of that? Why is the government 
doing that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Again, I understand and appreciate the passion of Hon Ken Travers but, as I said, the 
money is actually coming directly as a user-pays system from ticket sales; for people who attend these events, it 
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will be a component of the ticket price. Therefore, it is not directly taking money from the grants at all; it is 
different criteria altogether. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If a sporting organisation does not increase the price of the ticket, it comes off its profits 
and it comes off those grants. That is the bottom line. If sporting organisations had the capacity to increase those 
ticket prices, they would probably do so tomorrow and put it into junior sports development. Every sporting 
organisation that I have met would love to have more money, but they do not want to increase the prices 
because, first, there are the market forces of supply and demand, and elasticity, and, second, that would be a 
burden on the people who have to pay. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I move — 

Page 4, lines 13 and 14 — To delete the lines and insert —  

(iv) a special interest or other community event (for example, a fair or festival or parade); 

I raised this issue in my contribution to the second reading debate and have been following with interest similar 
concerns raised by other members about specific events. This issue was raised with me during the consultation 
period for this bill. I mentioned in my second reading contribution that the Lesbian and Gay Pride Parade and 
Pride Fair Day are events that could possibly be captured by this legislation, and I believe it was also raised in 
the other place. I received some assurance from the minister’s liaison officer that it was unlikely that those 
events would be captured by this legislation, but I would be most concerned if they were; therefore, to put that 
beyond doubt, I have drafted this amendment to accommodate that. It seems to me that in the response I received 
it is clearly the government’s intention not to capture those or similar events, but I guess what I am hearing is 
that it is also not interested in any amendments, which is really unfortunate. 

Hon Peter Collier: We will, but not this one. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It will? I will not pre-empt an answer—who knows! However, the question was raised 
about ambiguity in the legislation, and certainly the response I got back was that it was uncertain whether those 
Pride events would be captured by it. Having had a fair bit to do with organising parts of those two events, I 
must say that they do not make any profit and it is a struggle to get enough sponsorship and support to run a 
good event. Certainly, if there was a prospect that those events would be charged for policing expenses, that 
would be a considerable additional impost—possibly enough to prevent the events being viable. I am interested 
to know whether the government intends to support this amendment, and I would commend it to the chamber 
because this amendment clarifies that these sorts of events will not be captured and removes any ambiguity; it is 
not fundamentally against the policy of the bill. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I said in my summation, we will not be supporting the amendment, but not 
because we are going to exclude a particular group. The government feels that this amendment is already 
captured by the definition of an event in proposed section 39E(b)(iv), which states — 

an event run for the benefit of a local community (for example, a street fair); 

I have been advised that the two events the member is talking about—the Gay Pride Parade and Pride Fair 
Day—will be in the regulations as exempt events. I can give the member that information now. But, as I said, we 
feel that the amendment is redundant as it is already captured in proposed section 39E. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has just scared me with that answer, because I thought his answer might 
have been that it is not captured by the definition of an event, being an event of a sporting or entertainment 
nature. Is the minister telling me that things such as the Gay Pride Parade and the Pride Fair Day are going to be 
captured under that definition of an event? If that is the case, that expands significantly what an entertainment 
event is. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The Gay Pride Parade is an entertainment event, and the police send more than 
10 police on that evening. 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s a political protest. 

Hon Giz Watson: It’s a political protest? 

Hon Ken Travers: Wasn’t the Pride Parade originally a political protest?  

Hon Giz Watson: Yes. 

Hon Ken Travers: And it still is, as far as I understand.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I think it is beyond that now. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But lots of protests are entertaining; this is quite concerning. Is the Liberal Party annual 
conference going to be captured by this?  

 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 17 February 2011] 

 p604c-606a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Giz Watson 

 [3] 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I very much doubt it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is an event of an entertaining nature! I get lots of entertainment out of watching the 
Liberal Party annual conferences!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You need to get a life if that’s your attitude! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Some of those conferences have been very entertaining to watch, and I am sure Hon 
Simon O’Brien enjoys watching some of ours!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I do; don’t worry about that! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There we go! I think the minister has just broadened the definition of an event, so can he 
explain it to us. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank Hon Ken Travers very much for drawing the analogy between the Gay Pride 
Parade and the Liberal Party state conference. 

Hon Ken Travers: I’ve heard they’re very similar! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: But we do not have 70 000 people turning up to the Liberal Party state conference. 
We are growing constantly, I can assure the member, but we have nowhere near the 70 000 who line the streets 
of Northbridge for the Gay Pride Parade. I understand what the member said about its originally being a protest 
parade, but my understanding is that the Gay Pride Parade has become much larger; it is actually a real 
community event and families go to the Gay Pride Parade annually. It has become a real family event. That is 
what we are talking about in that instance. That is exactly why, as I have said—I stand by this again—every 
event must be assessed on a case-by-case basis. A list of events cannot be captured within the act. That is why 
the regulations are there, and that is why each event will be assessed on a case-by-case basis. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


