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FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 March. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [4.10 pm]: I say at the outset that I am the lead speaker for the 
alliance on the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021. I say to the Minister for Emergency Services that I intend to use 
this bill to bring down the government! 
A government member: It’s only Wednesday. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I will carry it through; I will make a Churchillian contribution to the debate on this bill. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: You can bring them down tomorrow—Thursday is the day. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I will do that. 
The alliance is very, very supportive of the intent of this legislation, which is to ensure that we do all that we possibly 
can to prevent outlaw motorcycle gangs from using guns. No-one can argue against that; it is simple and as plain 
as day, and the alliance supports that. Our only issue—it is why we cannot give qualified support at this stage—is 
that we have been, let me see, approached by a number of gun enthusiasts, gun organisations, gun associations and 
farmers from across the length and breadth of Western Australia to express their concerns that perhaps they are 
roadkill in this process. They are peripheral damage and their lives as legitimate gun owners will be seriously and 
adversely affected as a direct result of this legislation. 
The briefing we received from the minister’s office, from Western Australia Police Force and the advisers was 
very good indeed. It was comprehensive and they answered all our questions. I thank those advisers and WAPOL 
very much for their very comprehensive appraisal of our concerns. Quite frankly, I am satisfied with the response 
we received from the minister’s office. I thank Peter Zappelli from the minister’s office for coordinating that. As 
I said, the response we received was quite comprehensive. The minister provided sufficient solace in the other place 
to clarify the issues that have been raised by a number of gun enthusiasts and associations. Having said that, doubts 
still remain in the firearms industry, shooters associations and some members of the farming fraternity. They 
are concerned that their rights as legitimate gun owners right now will be diminished as a result of this legislation. 
Anything that the minister can provide to—dare I say it—facilitate their comfort in this area would be very much 
appreciated. I have been through the contributions to the debate on this bill from the other place and the contributions 
that have been provided in writing from WAPOL and, as I said, personally, I am quite satisfied. But I do not own 
a gun—never have, never will—but some people quite legitimately do. I do not diminish that—they quite legitimately 
do. If we can alleviate their concerns in any shape or form, it would be very much appreciated because, fundamentally, 
the intent of this legislation is to ensure that outlaw motorcycle gangs in particular are targeted, and no-one can 
possibly argue against that. They can rant and rave and carry on all they like and put different tattoos on different 
parts of their bodies to get around the law, but that will not remove or diminish the desire of pretty much all law-abiding 
citizens of Western Australia to ensure that they do not in any way, shape or form put members of the public at 
risk. If members have ever wanted an example of how they have put the public at risk, they can look at the 
assassination of Nick Martin, who, as we all know, was shot at Perth Motorplex in December 2020. It was a hideous, 
heinous crime that was done illegally—obviously. Unfortunately, other members of the public were affected, if 
not physically, certainly emotionally. As a direct result, yet again, of the good work of WAPOL, Taskforce Ravello 
made an arrest and the offender was convicted of murder; 100 police officers were involved. They raided club 
houses and homes of gang members, with 102 charges being laid against individuals for 267 offences and more 
than 50 firearms seized. That in itself shows that there are some. dare I say it, unpleasant characters out there who 
have decided to use firearms to do harm—not to legitimately use them on a farm or at shooters clubs, associations 
or whatever it might be. If they want to harm their own, so be it, but when they involve the community, which 
they did at Perth Motorplex—that is just one example—we will support anything the government does to diminish 
that threat. 

I will go through elements of the bill and highlight yet again the concerns that have been raised by people who 
have come to us. I do not mean to diminish any associations whatsoever. I know there was talk down in the other 
place that was a little, dare I say it, dismissive of one or two of the associations, which is not helpful. I will put it in 
a collective drum or band and say that they all pretty much have the same concern; namely, they do not want their 
rights as legitimate gun owners diminished as a result of this piece of legislation. If we can get that, that would be 
fine. First of all, I will go through some elements of the bill and then highlight a couple of areas again. I will actually 
do a bit of the minister’s work for him because I will go through some of the responses to questions we asked during 
the briefing because I want to get them in Hansard. 

Firstly, the bill introduces a firearms prohibition order—FPO—scheme into the Firearms Act 1973. This will mean 
that the police will be able to make an FPO against anyone whose possession of a firearm would likely result in 
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undue danger to life or property or if the person is not a fit or proper person to possess a firearm. That is basically 
it in terms of the intent of the bill. 

Clause 6 introduces new definitions and modernises others including “ammunition” and “firearm”. I will get on to 
those in a moment because they have caused a bit of dissent among some members of the firearms industry in terms 
of whether or not the definitions in the bill have changed the shape of the landscape of firearms, which is something 
that we need clarified. If we do not get clarification during the second reading reply, I would like to go into committee, 
as will other members. I will let other members specifically deal with the definition of “firearm”. Ideally, I would 
like to think that we will be able to clarify that before we get to committee. 

Clause 53 introduces the firearms prohibition order scheme, which will provide police with new powers to ban 
individuals from possessing firearms including handguns. An FPO can be made by the Commissioner of Police or 
be delegated to an officer of the rank of commander or above, must be served in person, and will remain in place 
for 10 years from the date of service. Once served with an FPO, the person will become a “prohibited person”, which 
will prevent them from having any access to firearms or related items. I guess people are a bit concerned that if they 
are somehow inadvertently or mistakenly identified as a prohibited person, that may prevent them from owning 
a firearm. 

When an FPO is in place, police have a number of potential enforcement powers available to them, including to 
stop and search persons; enter and search places; and stop, detain and search the vehicle of the person in question. 
Several offences will apply to prohibited persons who breach their FPO, such as failure to surrender firearm-related 
licences or permits or failure to surrender firearms. A person in breach of such an offence will face maximum terms 
of imprisonment of one to 14 years and fines between $4 000 and $75 000. As with other states and territories, firearm 
prohibition orders will be able to be made against persons under the age of 18 years. This is intended to cover 
juveniles associating with persons who are involved in illegal activities involving firearms. 

Secondly, the bill refers to illegal manufacturing, unlawful firearms activity and firearms technology offences—
for example, making it illegal to possess or use firearms technology to manufacture plastic 3D firearms. This includes 
technologies such as a 3D printer, moulding device, drone, digital design of a firearm, major firearm part and 
prohibited firearm accessory, including ammunition. These offences will ensure that anyone who has contributed 
to the production of an illegal firearm will be guilty of a crime, and reflect outcomes supported by the former 
Ministerial Council for Police and Emergency Management to address the illegal manufacture of firearms. The issue 
of the possession of such things as 3D printers and welding devices has again created a bit of a frenzy within the 
industry in how far that will go, and I will address that a little more specifically in a moment. 
Thirdly, the bill will increase penalties for firearms-related theft offences under the Criminal Code and offences 
targeting drive-by shootings or discharging a firearm at a house or other building under the Firearms Act. For example, 
clause 68 will insert a special case of stealing a firearm, which will attract a higher penalty of 14 years’ imprisonment. 
Also, an amendment at clause 69 of the bill will insert a special case of being in possession of a stolen or unlawfully 
obtained firearm, which will attract an increased penalty of 10 years’ imprisonment. Finally, the bill will introduce 
a firearms amnesty so that members of the community may hand in their unlicensed firearms, major firearms parts, 
prohibited firearms accessories and ammunition without fear of prosecution for possession. I know that one of the 
associations has written directly to the minister on the amnesty and I will address that in a moment. 
That deals very briefly with the bill itself. As I said, the intent is quite clear. Everyone gets that. That is not an issue, 
and the alliance most definitely supports the intent of the legislation. However, as I said, one thing that we want to 
make sure is that we give a cast-iron, clear, unambiguous guarantee to legitimate gun owners and licensed gun owners 
that their lives will not be diminished as a result of this. This legislation is not targeting them. As I have said, I am 
quite comfortable with what the minister said in the other place, but I understand there is still some concern out there 
that perhaps a level of ambiguity exists. I will go through a few of those issues with the minister now. 
One issue that has been identified is the ambiguity of definitions—for example, “ammunition”, “major firearm part” 
and “prohibited firearm accessory”. Another is the scope of the prohibition. With regard to the definitions, I understand 
that the minister clarified a number of the concerns that were raised in the other place, but there is further clarification 
needed, particularly on the terms “ammunition”, “firearm part”, “repair” et cetera. There is a concern whether that 
is somewhat shifting the goalposts, and whether, as a direct result of that, legitimate firearm owners will be captured 
by the legislation. 
Another issue that has been raised is the lack of clarity surrounding transitionary arrangements for people who 
possess items that are currently unregulated but will become regulated. Another issue—this has continued to be 
raised even after the contribution of the minister in the other place—is in relation to the reloading of ammunition, 
given that ammunition is included in the bill as a major firearm part. It is critical that it is made clear that the firearms 
licence authorises reloading and the reproduction of the reloader’s own component, such as casting lead bullets. 
Another major issue is the repair of firearms. Given the ambiguity of the difference between maintenance and repair, 
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it is critical that it is made clear that a firearms licence authorises things necessary to keep a firearm in a safe working 
condition. That was again dealt with quite extensively in the other place. 
A consistent issue has been raised on proposed section 23AF, “Participating in unauthorised manufacture, repair 
or dealing in firearms and other things”. It has been suggested that this section will have the potential for unintended 
capture. “Firearms technology” spills into firearms literature and online resourcing such as reloading data. “A thing” 
includes any number of tools and workshop equipment commonly found in homes, and “a substance or material” 
captures a huge number of items that are available at Bunnings. There needs to be clarity on these definitions. Similarly, 
there is significant potential scope in the term “firearms technology” from a licensed shooter’s perspective. These 
provisions will directly impact many things that are integral to a licensed shooter’s participation in firearms activities. 
With those issues having been raised, as I said, I was approached by several shooters organisations and associations 
and individuals. It was a broad cross-section. I feel, as always, as a member of Her Majesty’s loyal opposition, we 
have to listen to everyone. I do not think that the concerns raised with me were spurious. Those people were not 
in any way being obstructive; I think that their concerns were quite legitimate. The thing that was compelling to 
me was that the concerns that I have raised, which I have identified very loosely there, have been consistent across 
the board within the industry. With that said, I provided the minister’s office with some of those concerns. They 
addressed them both in the briefing and in written form, which they provided to the alliance, and I thank the minister’s 
office for that. I intend to go through a few of the main issues that continue to be raised, because that will clarify 
that this information has come directly from the minister’s office. This is not hearsay; this has come directly from 
the minister’s office. I would appreciate if the minister would confirm in his response that the responses that I give 
still hold weight and are still legitimate, and that there is no ambiguity behind the responses, because I think that 
the responses that have been provided are not ambiguous. 
The first concern was whether the bill is nationally consistent with other states. This was an important issue that 
was raised by several people. The response from the minister’s office was that the FPO scheme already exists in 
five other states and territories—New South Wales, Northern Territory, South Australia, Tasmania and Victoria—
and is largely consistent, with minor variations to suit the legislative context of each state. The illegal manufacture of 
components arose from a national agreement through the Ministerial Council for Police and Emergency Management 
in October 2018. New South Wales and Western Australia are the only states to date to develop bills to specifically 
enact the agreement. However, it is expected that all other states will update their legislation in the future. The national 
firearms amnesty arose from a national agreement made by police ministers across Australia to introduce a permanent 
national firearms amnesty from 1 July 2021. I assume that that remains the same, that no other jurisdictions have 
introduced similar legislation, and, in addition, that that information remains current. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 1639.] 
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