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ROAD SAFETY COUNCIL AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Declaration as Urgent 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [7.38 pm]: I move — 

That in accordance with standing order 168(2), the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011 be 
considered an urgent bill. 

I will say a few words about the reason for so moving. We are approaching a somewhat long winter break and it 
would certainly help those in the area of road safety in their planning to know that this bill has been passed. The 
other house will be working not only this week, but also next week—it will sit an extra week—and I am very 
hopeful that this bill will have the support of both sides of the house in both houses. I cannot think of any 
negative whatsoever and why any member of this house would vote against this bill. Members may want to try 
to amend it—that is up to them—but at the end of the day I certainly believe that every member of Parliament 
will support a bill that ensures the money raised from both speed and red-light camera infringements, will go to 
the road trauma trust fund to be used for road safety initiatives. I cannot guarantee that the bill will go through 
both houses by the end of next week, but it is my fervent hope that it will. Once it has gone through this house, I 
believe that members in the upper house will not want to delay it. I hope that they will be very cooperative in 
getting it passed through that house and allowing this legislation to become law so that, as I said, everyone 
involved in the Office of Road Safety, the Road Safety Council and I can start planning in the certainty that the 
bill has gone through Parliament and has amended the Road Safety Council Act. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [7.40 pm]: The opposition will support the motion to declare the Road Safety 
Council Amendment Bill an urgent bill, even though the Minister for Road Safety’s reasons did not have any 
substance. The government has given an undertaking to increase the percentage of the speed and red-light 
camera fines that go into the road trauma trust fund from 33.3 per cent to 66.6 per cent next year and to 100 per 
cent the year after. We applaud and fully support that, but the government does not need a bill to do it. It can do 
that without legislation. There is no urgency for this legislation because it is not needed for that reason. The 
reason that the government needs the legislation is that it is undermining the role of the Road Safety Council. 
The government wants cabinet and the Minister for Road Safety to determine where the money will go, not the 
Office of Road Safety. The urgency is to hurry through the legislation before the community becomes more 
widely aware of the con that the government is trying to pull. On the one hand it is offering a positive while on 
the other it is changing the system by which the money is spent. That is the only urgency. There is no full and 
open accountability for what the government is trying to do. The opposition is ready for the debate. We will 
support declaring the bill an urgent bill and we will support the bill. 

Question put and passed. 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 15 June. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [7.41 pm]: The Road Safety Council Amendment Bill should have been titled 
the smoke and mirrors bill because it is about actually changing the mechanism by which decisions are made for 
spending money from the road trauma trust fund. Coincidentally, it also increases the money that will 
automatically go into the road trauma trust fund, which is a positive thing. However, as I indicated when 
speaking to the motion to declare this an urgent bill, we do not need legislation for that. The government can 
easily do that simply by adjusting the way that it sets its budget. I will talk later about the provisions in the Road 
Safety Council Act that mean amendments to the act are not needed to increase the proportion of the speed and 
red-light camera fines that will be channelled directly into the road trauma trust fund. Clearly the government 
wants to keep its hands on that money because it anticipates that within a couple of years the fund will approach 
$100 million. Based on what is in the bill, the government does not seem to trust the Road Safety Council to 
make decisions on how that money is spent to improve road safety. The government wants to take that decision 
away from the Road Safety Council and determine itself where the money will be spent. I will talk about that in 
more detail later. 

One-third of the money raised through the speed and red-light camera fines goes to the road trauma trust fund. 
The road trauma trust fund was established under the Road Safety Council Act 2002. Section 12 of the act is 
headed “Road Trauma Trust Account”. Section 12 states, in part — 

(2) There is to be credited to the Account —  
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 (a) one-third of each prescribed penalty paid pursuant to a photograph-based vehicle 
infringement notice for an offence to which the regulations specify that this paragraph 
applies … 

One-third of the revenue raised from speed and red-light camera fines automatically goes into the road trauma 
trust fund, but this bill seeks to amend that. The Road Safety Council Act allows any money appropriated by 
Parliament for the purposes of the account to also go into the road trauma trust fund and there are other means by 
which money can be put into it. If proof was needed that it functions in that way, one only has to look to the last 
Labor government when there was a reduction in the amount of fines money being collected so that one-third of 
the money appropriated for the trust account totalled $11 million or $12 million. It was a policy decision of the 
last Labor government to ensure that at least $15 million would go into the fund each year. It was simply topped 
up. The mechanisms were in the act to do that then, and they still are now. The amendments will hypothecate the 
money and the funds will flow directly into the account without requiring a government decision. The 
amendments in the bill are not needed for the government to meet its policy commitment of ensuring that two-
thirds of all the fines money goes into the road trauma trust fund, rising in two years to 100 per cent. It is good 
that the bill locks that decision into the future, but this bill is not needed to do that and therefore there is no 
urgency for the bill on the basis that it is needed for the money to go into the account. I will come back to the 
matter of the urgency later. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t you think Parliament should support it and be seen to be supporting it? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I have said that we are supporting it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I know you are, but don’t you think the Parliament itself should be seen to be making this 
decision? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The question is why it is necessary to declare the bill an urgent bill to do it. Later I will 
explain why the government has declared this an urgent bill. The issue I have a concern with is that the fine 
sentiments in the bill are being tarnished by the dubious intentions that underlie the detail of the bill, which I will 
come back to. 

In order to give some support for what might be seen to be a negative and untrusting attitude, we need to look at 
the record of this government. When we consider the way it has treated this Parliament and deceived people and 
how it has said one thing and done exactly the opposite, we can see that the government’s track record suggests 
that it cannot be trusted to do what it has stated up-front, which is to deliver two-thirds of all the fines and then 
100 per cent of all the fines to matters that will go directly to road safety rather than being hived off into special 
projects, marginal electorates and other areas of government priority that are not necessarily the priority of the 
Road Safety Council.  

I had started to explain the existing system. I also need to put on the record how the Road Safety Council was 
established. Section 6 of the act sets out the membership of the council, which includes a chairman. The practice 
has been that the chairman of the council is an independent person, and the government has continued that 
practice by the very good appointment of the current chair, Professor D’Arcy Holman. The council also includes 
a person who represents road users. For some years that has been a representative of the Royal Automobile Club 
of Western Australia. I certainly support the continuation of that, although the act requires only that it be a 
person who represents road users. The council also includes a person who represents local government and is 
nominated by the Western Australian Local Government Association. Of the 12 members of the Road Safety 
Council, those three have some independence from government. However, the other nine basically all hold 
government offices. They include someone employed in the department of the public service that principally 
assists the minister in the administration of the act—that is, the Office of Road Safety. The council also 
comprises someone from the licensing authority under the Road Traffic Act, and representatives from Western 
Australia Police, the Department of Education, the Department of Health, Main Roads WA, the Department of 
Transport, the Department of Planning, and the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. We need to keep in 
mind that when this body makes decisions, only three of the 12 council members can be seen to be independent 
of government and not influenced by what the minister might want. The Road Safety Council has a history of 
nominating, through one of these provisions, government employees who have worn their government employee 
hat either as a public servant or from the police, who actually were committed to road safety and who worked 
cohesively to put together policies and procedures and made recommendations to spend money to get good 
outcomes to improve road safety. Potentially, under the government’s new model, these people might not want 
to speak up because they might cross either their minister or the government. There is a real potential that this 
government, which is not honest and is not transparent, will try to fiddle the books. This places back onto these 
representatives on the Road Safety Council a real onus not only to deliberate, propose and recommend to 
government things that will improve road safety, but also to stand up to considerable pressure. As public 
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servants, they might be in a situation in which the pressure that this government puts on them—we have seen 
plenty of examples of this government putting pressure on individuals—creates a divided loyalty between their 
responsibility as a loyal public servant to the government and the role they have to play on the Road Safety 
Council to drive the safety agenda if a government of the day wants to use the money that should go to road 
safety for other purposes—that is, for its own priorities and political purposes.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: What other purposes?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This government has a track record of playing these silly games. I will come to them. I 
will lay them all out for the minister; it is in black and white. If one were a cynic, one would have to say that the 
detail of the legislation leaves it open for a dishonest government to abuse the process—to say that 100 per cent 
of the red-light and speed camera fines will go into the road trauma trust fund and to fiddle the books so that less 
than one-third goes into projects that have road safety as a priority. I will come to the detail of how the 
government can do that, and outline the amendment that the opposition will be recommending to try to open up 
transparency, which is not in the bill as the government has drafted it. The opposition’s amendment will give 
some guarantees that the recommendations of the Road Safety Council are heeded by the government of the day. 
I will return to some of the facts that show why this government has not got a good track record on road safety, 
and why we might have some good reason to be suspicious of its motives and what it is really trying to do here. 
The road safety strategy Towards Zero was developed when I was the minister responsible for road safety.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You did nothing with it. You hung onto it. You did not want to do much because you were 
going to an election.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I will take the minister’s interjection that I did nothing with it. This will show members 
how two-faced and lacking in honesty is this minister. The Labor government went through a very lengthy 
process of developing this new 10-year road safety strategy. I have to thank the member for Wagin, who took a 
bit of a lead in that he spoke to people on the Road Safety Council and made it clear that he would like to be 
involved in consulting with his community. I think that followed the death of some young people in his 
electorate. The member for Wagin took the lead and a very successful public forum was run. That was at the 
time the Labor government was setting up the consultation process to develop the new road safety strategy. I was 
pleased to follow the lead of the member for Wagin, and we rolled out those forums across most of the state. We 
consulted with people in an interactive way to get their views on what should be contained in this 10-year road 
safety strategy. The Labor government also ran a number of briefings for members of Parliament.  

I made it clear right from the start that I wanted to be bipartisan in developing this road safety strategy and it 
should not be party political. I must admit that a few people on my own side said that I was setting myself up; 
they were not so sure I could do it in a bipartisan way. We showed that we could; it was very successful in 
getting members from all parties together to focus on what was deliverable, what were the problems and what 
would be a strategy to improve road safety in Western Australia. I acknowledge that the now Minister for Police 
and Minister for Road Safety did not come to one of those consultations. Quite a number of his party members 
did, but this minister did not come to one of them. He is a man who I believe has as a sincere belief in improving 
road safety. I make that very clear. But it was not important enough or he did not find the time to come to a 
single one of those consultations. However, the Labor government continued to ensure that we had a bipartisan 
approach.  

It is interesting to go back to the minister’s interjection of a moment ago, because the development of the 
Towards Zero strategy was done by the Road Safety Council and supported by the Office of Road Safety. That 
was presented to me as the then minister on the day the election was called, and by interjection this minister said 
that I sat on it! That is a total travesty of the truth, but that is what we get from this minister. This minister cannot 
deal with the issue in a factual way—through either his laziness or his incompetence, the minister simply cannot 
deal with it. The election was called. We were in caretaker mode. I could not do anything with it. The new 
government was elected. The current minister was made the minister; he sat on the Towards Zero strategy for 
months. I appreciate that he did adopt it, and I have already congratulated him on that. The Road Safety Council 
presented to the government—whether it was the old government or the new government—a well detailed and 
prepared strategy, plus an implementation plan. The strategy required that the government move, quite 
progressively, with expenditures of considerable amounts of money to implement that road safety strategy, 
Towards Zero, and there was an implementation plan to help map it out as a 10-year program. When this 
minister accepted the road safety strategy Towards Zero and said that he supported it, what happened to the 
implementation plan? It got shredded. We did not have an implementation plan. We have a minister who 
genuinely believes in improving road safety, so how can he not have the energy, the commitment and the 
intellect to put in place an implementation strategy? He might not have liked the strategy —  
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Mr R.F. Johnson: What do you think this is all about? It is to get the funding to meet the commitments to 
Towards Zero. What does the member think this is for? For goodness sake!  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The minister is talking absolute nonsense, and I will come to the figures in a moment. No 
implementation plan has been laid out. The only part of the implementation plan we have seen was the money to 
buy new speed cameras to increase revenue, which the minister had to do because the old ones were practically 
obsolete. Whoever was in government would have had to buy new speed cameras. That is the only thing this 
government has done. In most other areas, the government has withdrawn funds and has reduced the money 
allocated to road safety. I will go through and show that in a moment.  

When we have a government that talks about road safety but goes in the other direction and cuts money out, that 
does not have an implementation plan and that does not do anything except buy new cameras to raise more 
money, we have to be sceptical that it has the ability to drive the Towards Zero strategy.  

If members think this is just me being rather biased, let us go to the RAC’s state budget submission for 2011–12. 
I do not think anyone can say that the RAC is a Labor supporter or is somehow biased. The RAC is interested in 
its members and in road safety. I will quote from page 3 of the RAC’s state budget submission, which reads — 

The quality of our road network remains in decline with no response to date from the government to the 
Auditor-General’s report of June 2009 which identified a potential $800million black hole in overdue 
maintenance on State roads.  

The 2011/12 State Budget is an opportunity for the government to show that it is serious about 
delivering the infrastructure needed to ensure our rapidly growing population can move around their 
communities and their State in a safe and sustainable manner.  

The RAC is clearly indicating—which I will back up from its statement in other places—that in terms of the 
spending on our road structure, this government has not met the challenge. This government has not addressed 
the challenges. It has announced that it supports the Towards Zero strategy. All the talk is there, but as the RAC 
has said, there is no action. The government talks the talk, but cannot walk the walk. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: They are delighted with this bill; they support it 100 per cent.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the minister for his interjection. Let us go to page 4 of the RAC’s state budget 
submission, which addresses directly road safety and Towards Zero. It reads — 

It is now two years since the State Government endorsed the Towards Zero Road Safety Strategy. In 
doing so the Government specifically accepted the premise of the strategy: that it would save an 
estimated 11,000 people from being killed or seriously injured in the period to 2020 — a reduction of 
about 40 percent on present day levels. (Source: Ministerial Media Release, 18/03/09).  

The Royal Automobile Club’s budget submission continues — 

At the time the government hailed the strategy as the beginning of a new era in road safety, with the 
Minister for Road Safety stating: 

“The State Government is committed to making serious inroads into this terrible problem and 
with Towards Zero, I am confident we can do just that.”  

What does the RAC’s budget submission state directly after that? It states —  

Two years later, the Towards Zero strategy remains largely unfunded. The 2010/11 State Budget 
included significant cuts to the Main Roads budget and to road safety programmes.  

That is not me saying that. I can say it because I know it is true, but that statement by the RAC validates it. This 
government has cut the budget. It talks about road safety and improving roads, but where is the action? The 
action is to cut the budget. That is the truth. Is it any wonder we have some doubts about what the government 
really hopes to achieve with this amending bill?  

I will take a little more from the RAC’s state budget submission, which states — 

At the same time, the cost of road trauma continues to rise, with the annual socio-economic cost now 
conservatively estimated at $2billion — 

And the RAC provides a source for that figure. The submission states — 

In 2010 the Road Safety Council commissioned an independent review, based on international 
benchmarks, of the capacity of Western Australian agencies to deliver the Towards Zero strategy.  

The final report of the review team found that: 
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“A 40% reduction in deaths and serious injuries by 2020 as foreseen by Towards Zero is 
considered within WA’s reach, but will require governmental commitment to the target, 
substantial resourcing of the lead agency and of Main Roads WA and local government road 
safety efforts, major knowledge transfer within and beyond government, supported by strong 
coordination and performance accountability frameworks plus increased funding.” 

It again provides the source. The submission continues — 

The review makes it clear that additional resources need to be allocated by the State Government to 
achieve the strategy.  

The government said that it would support the Towards Zero strategy, but all the evidence shows that a large 
additional increase in funding, in resourcing, is needed to make it all happen, and the government pulled money 
out. It pulled money out of road safety and spending on roads. Can this government be believed? 

The Towards Zero booster package is referred to on page 5 of the RAC submission as follows — 

The Road Safety Management Capacity Review called for “substantially increased funding” for 
Towards Zero programmes. 

That is why the government did not want an actual implementation plan. The people who looked at how to make 
it work and how it could be achieved said that the government had to not only commit the extra funding, but also 
lay out a strategy so that the various agencies could combine to deliver on it. Road safety has to involve a range 
of agencies, which is the reason for all those government agencies being on the Road Safety Council. 
Government as a whole needs to work together, which cannot happen without a written, laid-down strategy and 
an implementation plan. If the funding is not provided in the forward estimates so that planning can be done and 
the money can be spent wisely, the objective will not be achieved. The minister has been totally found wanting. 
He thinks he can do it with just high-sounding statements outlining that he believes in road safety. I do not 
discount that, but if he actually wants to deliver road safety, he has to put in the planning and the money to 
achieve the specific goals.  

Another quote from the RAC’s state budget submission states — 

The RAC recommends that the State Government: 

• Restore funding to the Safer Roads programme which was diverted to bridge maintenance 
work in the 2010/11 State Budget.  

The government actually took money out of the safer roads program to look after some bridges. I know that, but 
the RAC is stating it. This minister says that he supports road safety. How can he say that he supports road safety 
if he is taking money out of it? The evidence is in the RAC’s submission to this government. The RAC went on 
to document where the money was cut from Main Roads Western Australia, but I will leave that out because 
although that has an impact on road safety, it is not central to the issue we are dealing with.  

The other bit of evidence I need to lay before the house as to why everything really needs to be made 
accountable and transparent is that this government says one thing and does exactly the opposite. When it says 
that it is putting 100 per cent of the fines from speed cameras and red-light cameras into the road trauma trust 
fund and we assume it will go to road safety, the amendments it is making by way of the Road Safety Council 
Amendment Bill 2011 leave it open for a government of little credibility and little honesty to do quite different 
things. I know that if I were the minister, I certainly would not do that, but I need to make clear that this 
government’s track record means that it simply cannot be believed.  

No better example of that can be found than by looking at what has happened to the funding derived from speed 
and red-light camera fines as presented in the budget papers. I refer to page 661 of the Budget Statements, which 
relates to transport. According to the figures under “Speed and Red Light Fines”, the actual amount collected in 
2009–10 was some $42 million, bearing in mind that at that time only one-third would have gone to the road 
trauma trust fund. The 2010–11 estimate is nearly $93 million, but it will actually come in at about 
$51.5 million. I assume that that is because the government had every intention of buying the new speed 
cameras, which would have increased revenue, but there have been delays in getting them and having contracts 
finalised and all that type of thing. That can happen to any government, so I will not take issue with that at the 
moment. Therefore, instead of getting the $93 million in 2010–11, the government is now anticipating about 
$51 million. Does the minister accept those figures?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: If you tell me they are correct, I am sure they must be.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No. Perhaps the minister is just not interested enough to follow these things; road safety is 
only his portfolio!  
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I asked because the front page of The West Australian, as well as questions asked of the Minister for Police that 
were answered by the Commissioner of Police during estimates committee hearings, would suggest that the 
figure could actually be substantially higher than the $51.5 million estimated for 2010–11, which is what would 
have gone into the budget when it was closed off in about April. It would be good if it is the case because more 
would go into road safety. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I doubt it, because there was a downtime that, unfortunately, affected the amount of time that 
the cameras were out in this financial year. There was also a lot of training on not only the new digital cameras, 
but also the processing of the digital images. I am assuming that the $51 million that the member is talking about 
was the total revenue anticipated.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: That is the estimated actual for the year just finishing. 

I asked whether that figure might be updated because The West Australian stated, which the Commissioner of 
Police or Mr Italiano said was true during the estimates hearings, that the actual number of infringement notices 
for 2010–11 is running much higher than it was in 2009–10. In 2009–10, $42 million was raised, and a back-of-
the-envelope projection would show that it is likely that more than that will be raised. As the minister said, it is a 
complex issue involving downtime, training and all the rest of it, or there might have been a lot of low-level 
fines and not so many high-level fines—all those things can affect it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Exactly. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: There is some potential that it may come in above $51.5 million by 30 June this year, but 
we will wait and see. 

The reason I mentioned that is that the Budget Statements relating to the Department of Transport, which collects 
the fines, show that in 2011–12 the amount is expected to be $77 million; in 2012–13, it is expected to be 
$85 million; and in 2013–14 and 2014–15, it is expected to be in excess of $92 million. They are just estimates, 
and lots of things can change. We are all very hopeful that speeding drivers might suddenly have a change of 
heart and not speed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I’d be delighted.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I certainly back what the minister says in that no-one needs to pay those fines; if people 
do not speed, they will not have to pay them. I am fully supportive of the rolling out of the new cameras and 
trying to enforce people driving at safer speeds on our roads. However, the point we are getting at is that trickery 
has been played in the budget because from 2011–12 to 2014–15, over those four years, the government on those 
estimates raises nearly $350 million. Therefore, $350 million is coming into the budget. A percentage of the 
speed fines goes to the road trauma trust fund, which the Road Safety Council distributes for various purposes. 
In the past, some of that money has gone to Main Roads because it conducts the work where there is a need to 
improve the safety of roads, as well as building new roads and all the rest. The road trauma trust fund has 
traditionally given Main Roads various amounts of money for special projects, and some of that has been 
ongoing. However, on page 662 of the Budget Statements, in the Commissioner of Main Roads division, all that 
money into the out years has been taken out of the budget—$51 million that was in the budget has been taken 
out. Again, this just shows that when the government tries to be tricky, people get it wrong, because the footnote 
about that road trauma trust fund money that goes directly to the Commissioner of Main Roads states — 

Expenditure from the Road Trauma Trust Fund has been reduced due to revising down estimated speed 
and red light camera infringement revenue over the forward estimates. 

However, we know from the previous page that it is exactly the opposite; the revenue is going up, yet the 
government put that statement in the budget papers. I think that was really just a clerical error, an officer made 
an error — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No. I’m sure you’re aware that the revenue for the speed and red-light cameras at 
intersections was extremely high when they were first installed some six or nine months ago—whenever it 
was—because they were catching people not only speeding through the intersections but also running the red 
lights. I’ve got to tell you, they’ve been very, very successful because the income and the number of 
infringements have gone down at those intersections, which is the sort of news we want to hear. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I do not dispute what the minister says about that, but it does not answer the question that 
I put to the minister. On one page it shows — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You’re asking me a question about the Main Roads budget. I can’t give you that answer; you 
need to ask the minister for Main Roads that. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 21 June 2011] 

 p4522b-4545a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Frank Alban; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mrs Michelle 

Roberts; Mr Tony O'Gorman; Acting Speaker 

 [7] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I accept the minister’s interjection because it shows how interested he is in his portfolio. 
The Department of Transport only collects the money from the speed and red-light camera fines. The Minister 
for Road Safety has responsibility for road safety policy and enforcing speed limits. That is the minister’s 
responsibility. Through his actions, with his ministerial colleagues, the minister helps to set policy that directly 
feeds into that fine revenue, even though it falls in another portfolio. How that money is spent in the forward 
estimates has nothing to do with what the minister said about the transition issues. On one page, the forward 
estimates show growth from $42 million in the 2009–10 actual to $92.5 million—more than doubling; however, 
the next page states that the actual revenue over the forward estimates for four years will go down and that the 
money has been taken out of the budget. Really, minister, this is absolutely shonky! I think the way those figures 
have shown up will just be an error by some officer who looked at those figures and did not realise what was 
really happening. What is really happening—this relates directly to the bill before the house—is that the 
government has pulled back all the programs that I am aware of that the Road Safety Council runs using the road 
trauma trust fund, it might not be all of them, because the government wants that money, I surmise, to be 
allocated under the new system designed in this amending bill. Therefore, instead of parking that money, as we 
did on a number of occasions when we were in government because we knew there would be expenditure—as 
the minister knows, $350 million is in the books from speed and red-light camera fines—the government in 
two years’ time will put all that money into the road trauma trust fund. The government could have put that into 
a holding account, which would be reflected in the budget papers, and said that $350 million will be allocated to 
road safety without stating to which agencies or for what because the government is putting in place a new 
process. However, the budget does not do that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It’s going into the road trauma trust account—you know that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: But the budget does not show that! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Well, you’re talking about a budget issue in Main Roads and, I’m sorry, you need to take that 
up with the minister for Main Roads. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It is not about Main Roads; it is a budget issue that cabinet would have decided in creating 
a nest egg of $350 million because that helps the bottom line look better. I understand why the Treasurer would 
like to do that, but the Leader of the House is the minister responsible for road safety so it means that he did not 
even have the art or the interest to ensure that $350 million went into an account clearly allocated for road safety. 
I have to correct myself—it will not be $350 million because the full 100 per cent of the fine revenue will not go 
to the road trauma trust fund for another year, so it will be a bit less than that, but clearly it will be in the order of 
$300 million.  

As I said earlier, the minister does not seem to have any comprehension of this matter. Perhaps it is just laziness; 
I do not know. When the minister responsible for a large road safety program involving a range of government 
agencies and local government cannot lay down where the money for it is and the likely areas that it will go to 
and lay out a program of implementation, he will waste money and he will not have coordination in the program. 
The minister needs to have that sort of plan. His government is falling over all over the place because it does not 
have such plans. This government gets it wrong time and again. The Northbridge Link project was originally 
$260 million and now it has blown out by $500 million. That is $500 million so that people can merely walk 
across a railway line. Another classic example relates directly to the bill before the house tonight: the way the 
government has handled the money in the budget has not been open, honest and accountable to show that that 
money will go into the road trauma trust fund and be available for road safety. Currently, money goes into the 
road trauma trust fund established under the act and the Road Safety Council then recommends to the minister 
how that money is spent on road safety. My view may not be right on this—I am not a lawyer and I am aware 
that other people would take a different view—but when I was a minister, I always understood that I should act 
on the advice of the Road Safety Council. Is that the minister’s understanding or does he understand it 
differently? Does the minister feel that he must operate on the advice of the Road Safety Council and follow its 
recommendation for funding or that he can really do his own thing? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Since I’ve been the minister, I have taken advice from the Road Safety Council. Of course, I 
work very closely with the Office of Road Safety and the independent chairman of the Road Safety Council who 
you agree is a person who wouldn’t be intimidated by a minister. He is a very committed person in relation to 
road safety and what happens, because up until now the funds have been limited. When they want to expend 
money, they put it to me and I have to sign off on it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I accept that but that is not the exact point of my question to the minister. The point of my 
question is that my understanding was that as the minister responsible I could not actually authorise the 
expenditure of money from the road trauma trust account except on the advice of the Road Safety Council. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Correct. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I am open to other interpretations. Section 12(6) of the principal act states — 

Money standing to the credit of the Account — 

That is, the road trauma trust account — 

is to be applied for the purposes determined by the Minister on the recommendation of the Council. 

That is how the act stands. I am open to the idea that the minister could get legal advice that the minister need 
only take advice from the Road Safety Council and then do something different and not reflect exactly the 
council’s recommendations. When I was the minister responsible, I worked on the basis that I could only 
authorise that expenditure in the way specifically recommended by the Road Safety Council. If I thought that the 
council’s recommendation was not up to scratch, I could chat with it or visit and say, “Is this really the right 
priority? I’d like you to think about something.” However, I never authorised expenditure in a way that was 
different from the council’s exact recommendation. That is how I read it; however, I am certain that the minister 
could get a lawyer who, based on the wording of subsection (6), which I have just read out, might suggest that 
the minister has to obviously listen to the recommendation from the Road Safety Council but that the minister 
perhaps does not have to follow it to the letter. That is not my view. But I am leaving that open, because I am 
sure people will have different points of view about how that should operate.  

Section 12(6) is proposed to be amended by the bill before the house. Section 12(6), as amended, would read — 

Money standing to the credit of the Account is to be applied for the purposes determined by the 
Minister having regard to the recommendations of the Council.  

That is quite different wording. This amendment will make it absolutely clear that the expenditure of the money, 
which the minister needs to authorise, does not need to comply with the recommendations of the Road Safety 
Council. The minister is to have regard to the recommendations of the Road Safety Council. That simply means 
that the minister has to take note of them. The minister does not have to follow the recommendations. The 
minister can do exactly the opposite and make his arguments for why he disagrees with those recommendations. 
This amendment will give this minister and future ministers the ability to thumb their noses at the 
recommendations of the Road Safety Council, and fix potholes in a marginal electorate, or do something else 
that the minister of the day sees as having a higher priority than the recommendations that have come forward 
from the Road Safety Council.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: Surely not!  

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, he would not.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The minister is the one who is seeking to amend this section so that the minister can do 
other than what are the recommendations of the Road Safety Council to advance the interests of road safety in 
this state.  

But it gets even trickier than that, because having opened up the possibility for the minister of the day to do that, 
the mechanism changes. The bill also proposes to insert a new section 6A. Under the current mechanism, the 
Road Safety Council considers its priorities about where the funding should go to improve road safety. It then 
makes a recommendation to the minister, and the minister has to sign off on that recommendation before the 
money can be spent. As the minister indicated by interjection—he has a view similar to mine; it may or may not 
be the only legal advice that he gets from us bush lawyers—the minister can sign off only in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Road Safety Council. That is the existing system. Under new section 6A, headed 
“Minister may give directions”, the process will change. Although the Road Safety Council under another 
section can still make recommendations to the minister—it can do that at any time; that is not being changed—
when it comes to the actual spending of money, the minister may give a written direction to the council on what 
the minister thinks the money should be spent on. I assume that whoever was the minister, even if he or she was 
a bad minister, would still consult with the Road Safety Council before that minister would sign off on that 
recommendation. But there is no requirement for the minister to do that. The minister makes a recommendation 
to the Road Safety Council on the expenditure from the road trauma trust account, and the Road Safety Council, 
under these amendments, is required to make a recommendation to the minister about that expenditure. 
However, the minister may or may not follow what has been recommended by the Road Safety Council. The 
minister has to consider it, but it is up to the minister to do what he or she wants.  

We then have this half attempt at transparency, because it is then required that the direction that is given by the 
minister to the council be laid before each house of Parliament within 14 days. That is commendable. It looks 
good. But it is only the minister’s recommendation to the council than needs to be made public by tabling it. The 
actual recommendation from the Road Safety Council does not need to be made public. Therefore, the minister 
may make a recommendation to the Road Safety Council that half of the money will be spent on road safety, and 
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half of the money will be spent on a pet project of the government that is vaguely related to road safety but not 
central to it. The Road Safety Council may look at the recommendation and write back to the minister and say, 
“We will back you one hundred percent on that half of the money that will go towards the Towards Zero road 
safety strategy; go for it. But we do not agree with the other half of the money, because although it will deliver 
some improvements, perhaps in transport, it is not primarily about road safety.” The minister may then go ahead, 
despite that recommendation, and spend the money as he or she intended in the first place, with half going to 
road safety, and half going to other road issues. But what will we see tabled in Parliament? We will see only the 
direction that the minister has given to the Road Safety Council. The recommendation from the Road Safety 
Council, in which it might have made strong arguments to the minister, does not need to be tabled in Parliament. 
It is hidden. That is a lack of transparency. If a government is trying to cook the books and is saying that all this 
money is going to road safety, when it is not, the Parliament will not know about that.  

It then comes back to the role of the members of the Road Safety Council. Is the representative from local 
government, or the representative from the RAC, going to bag the government about the fact that it has not 
accepted its recommendations, when there has generally been a consensus within the Road Safety Council that 
people will not go outside the council and that the council will work collectively as a body advising the 
government and work with some confidentiality? How bad will it need to get before someone, either a non-
government officer or a government officer, blows the whistle on the fraud that is being pulled by the 
government of the day in how it is using this money?  

Again, the government would probably say that we are just being cynical and we should trust it. But this 
government has already shown with this funding that it is not being honest. The RAC submission on the 2011–
12 budget is clearly contrary to the minister’s repeated statement that the government is doing more on road 
safety and it is spending more on roads. It is not. The government has pulled the money out. We need look only 
at the minister’s budget for road safety. That can be found under Commissioner of Main Roads, item 7, Office of 
Road Safety, at page 664 of the Budget Statements. At page 666, under service 1, there is less than half a page on 
road safety. It tells us hardly anything. Under “Net Cost of Service”, which is the money that the government is 
taking out of the public purse to put into road safety, in 2009–10, the government budgeted $11 million. For this 
year, the government has budgeted $3 million. This government is putting less money into road safety. It 
actually comes out at $9.7 million. So, along the way, the government has repented of its sins and put in a bit 
more money. What will happen in 2011–12? The government will be taking nearly $25 million out of road 
safety—not put it in, but take it out. The net cost of service will be a negative $24.5 million. That is in the 
government’s budget papers. There is no explanation for that. We can see from that that the government’s track 
record is the total opposite of what it says.  

I will give another example. This is a different portfolio, but it is instructive of the way this government works. 
The government increased the levy that is placed on rubbish that goes to landfill. That is a levy which councils 
have to pay, and which they pass on to property owners, through their rubbish collection fees, in their rates 
notices. The government heralded the fact that it would increase the landfill levy by 300 per cent—a fourfold 
increase. Great. That will mean that more money will be provided to try to divert waste from landfill. But, no; 
that was the con. It did not work. When the government brought in the bill that authorised that fourfold increase, 
it said that 25 per cent of the money collected from the landfill levy would go into the waste fund to help reduce 
the amount of waste. However, when we read the fine print, it was not even 25 per cent. Under the old system, 
the government paid for the administration. However, the cost of administration will now need to come out of 
the money that is collected.  

The government also included a tricky clause that allowed the minister to redefine what the amount would be, 
because it fluctuates. The government heralded the increase in funding from the landfill levy as a positive for the 
environment, because it would provide more money to deal with waste, divert it and reduce it. The reality is that 
less money was going into that. It was a total con. My concern is: why should we have confidence that this is not 
a similar ploy? Why should we have confidence that the very admirable decision to have all the money in two 
years from speed and red-light camera fines going directly into the road trauma trust fund is something to be 
applauded? Why should we have confidence that all that extra money will be spent directly on road safety 
initiatives? 

As indicated in earlier quotes, we are talking about savings of billions of dollars. If we spend a few hundred 
million dollars on road safety initiatives, we can potentially save billions of dollars as well as suffering, carnage 
on the roads and the loss of life. There are therefore real benefits in making sure that more money goes into the 
pot for road safety. However, this government does not trust the Road Safety Council. This government is not 
putting the money into the pot for the spending to be decided by the Road Safety Council. The government is 
now saying, “No, the minister through cabinet will actually make the decisions. We’ll send the decision to the 
Road Safety Council for them to tick off on. We’ll take their advice and we’ll simply then go on and do what we 
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want.” As I indicated, the amendments that will be made to the Road Safety Council Act through this bill mean 
that the government simply has to have regard to the recommendations of the Road Safety Council; it does not 
have to follow the recommendations. From the start, the government’s initiative will go to the Road Safety 
Council, a recommendation will come back and the government will simply have to have regard to it. This is 
wide open to abuse with a government that is devious, says one thing and does exactly the opposite. This 
government has a track record, and that is what it does. This bill, therefore, which is obviously a very good 
move, raises concerns as to what this government will actually do with it. 

In finishing, I come finally to the issue that members touched on in the motion prior to coming to the second 
reading of this bill; that is, the motion to declare this bill urgent. The minister did not give any reason to my 
satisfaction for why it had to be declared urgent. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I could never satisfy you, member! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: As I have indicated, with the levers that the minister already has, there is nothing stopping 
him now from simply allocating two-thirds of the money in the coming financial year. He can do that with the 
stroke of a pen. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I want absolute certainty for the road trauma trust fund. The only way I can do that is by 
doing this. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Who does the minister not trust? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I don’t trust you if you were to form a government in the future. You made promises to do 
this and you never got around to it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This minister’s lack of action on road safety is perhaps due to his total incompetence. The 
point I was making is that there is no need for the bill to be declared urgent. This government will still be in 
government in 12 months and will be in this place in the second half of the year. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: And the next term. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This bill is not urgent. When Parliament resumes after the midyear break, the government 
will still be in government. There is no argument for urgency. The money could be allocated from 1 July by the 
processes that the last government used to put extra money from the consolidated fund into the road trauma trust 
fund. That is available to the government today. It does not need the bill for that. The government could then 
proceed with the bill in the second half of the year and have it locked away so that any future government that 
might want to change it would have to come back to Parliament. That therefore would give the government the 
security, but there is — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You used to top it up with a couple of million dollars out of consolidated revenue. You didn’t 
take the money correctly because it didn’t have that much. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the minister for his interjection. He has made it clear that the last government 
topped it up—whether it was a couple of million dollars or $3 million. What did this government do? It took it 
out! As soon as it came into government, it ripped it out! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, we didn’t. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This government was not going to have one dollar extra going to road safety. That is the 
level of commitment of this minister. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You tell the truth. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: In his very first budget when he became the minister, he ripped out the extra money that 
Labor put into road safety. He went back to putting in one-third of the fines coming from speed and red-light 
cameras. He would not even top it up, and he attacks us saying that we were putting in only $2 million or 
$3 million to meet the guarantee we gave of at least $15 million! This minister is so two-faced that he attacks us 
for putting in only $2 million, but he took it out! He would not even give the fund a lousy $2 million, yet he is 
out there in the community trumpeting that he supports road safety. He supports it with his words — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: But no action! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No action at all. This minister is all talk; no walk. He is heading in the wrong direction, 
and that is a cause for great concern. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Vote against the bill if you don’t support it. You promised you were going to do this eight 
years ago or 10 years ago. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I actually put in place a bipartisan approach — 
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Mr R.F. Johnson: You never did it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This government then came in and said it was going to do the same thing. I do not want to 
destroy that bipartisanship, but the minister has got to speak the truth. He cannot actually progress an issue, 
particularly one as important as road safety, when people say one thing and do the opposite; when people say 
they will spend more but actually take the money out; and when people say they will implement the Towards 
Zero road safety strategy but have no plan to do it. Buying speed cameras to increase revenue is not a plan for 
road safety. A plan requires some detail to be laid out. There was an implementation strategy on the minister’s 
desk when he became a minister. What did he do? He did not want it. He shredded it! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Are you saying that putting extra cameras and digitised cameras out there is not a road safety 
measure? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the minister for his interjection. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Because if you are, that is in contradiction with Monash University and all the experts 
worldwide. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The minister’s interjection could be interpreted in two ways. It could be interpreted that 
he is so embarrassed that he is trying to make up a red herring, but I think it really means that he just does not 
understand the portfolio. He is just in over his depth. He is totally incompetent. He is a man who is genuinely 
concerned about road safety but what the community out there knows is that when we mention the name of the 
minister, Rob Johnson, we get a good laugh! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s a punchline! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Yes, absolutely! 

It causes me some considerable distress that so many good members of this house, members of the Office of 
Road Safety, members of the Road Safety Council and a range of road safety groups who support the bill have 
committed their energy to help put in place a strategy that on paper has been lauded around the world, yet we 
have a minister who is not competent and not willing to put in the hard work to actually deliver on it. We have 
seen in some of the facts I have laid out in this place that the minister simply cannot address the issues. He 
cannot ensure that the money is there. 

In closing, I will repeat the simple example I gave of the government taking $347 million and hiding it away for 
budget purposes. If this minister was worth his salt on road safety, he would have done what we did in some 
cases: the money would have been in the budget and quarantined for road safety. It is not; it has simply been 
added to the bottom line to help the government with its budget because its expenditure is out of control. Again, 
this is budget manipulation overriding road safety. That really is the legacy of this incompetent minister. 

MR F.A. ALBAN (Swan Hills) [8.37 pm]: I rise to speak very briefly in support of the Road Safety Council 
Amendment Bill 2011. What I have heard from opposition members is whether they can trust the government to 
deliver a conspiracy. They used phrases such as “fiddling the books”, “cooking the books”, “shonky” and 
“tricky”. They even questioned the integrity of board members of the Road Safety Council. “Of course we 
support the bill”, says the opposition, “notwithstanding all this shonkiness.” I heard a lot of anger from members 
opposite and I think they are very much living in the past. Opposition members have taken their conspiracy 
theory so far that they have got to the stage of blowing the whistle on the government. The bill has not even gone 
through this house yet. 

I want to take another tack. I congratulate the minister for introducing this bill and for other law and order bills 
that he has introduced into this Parliament. I believe there are some 20 and that, unless I am mistaken, this bill is 
the twentieth under this minister’s ministry. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Is it! I have been very hard working then; haven’t I? 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: There are a couple of exceptional bills above all the others that I am particularly partial to. 
They are the hooning bill and the mandatory sentencing bill. But before I make a moral judgement about the 
behaviour of others — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I have it in my hand. 

Dr A.D. Buti: But have you read it? 
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Mr F.A. ALBAN: Yes, I have. The member should listen. Before I speak for a short while on that, I will do a 
mea culpa; the minister would know what that means, but the others may not. In my long life I have received my 
fair share of infringements, notwithstanding that I am probably the most boring driver in the world. Even that is 
no excuse. It is a crime. It endangers not only the driver’s life but also the lives of others, with very serious 
consequences. One does not need to be a Rhodes scholar to know that law and order issues are important to me 
in my electorate. We should not forget what this bill is about. Some 200 people are killed on our roads each year, 
but particularly on our country roads. A further 2 800 people are seriously injured on our roads. Having lived 
predominantly in rural areas, I have witnessed firsthand deaths on country roads. Not only does this road trauma 
have long-lasting emotional consequences for the families and friends of those involved, but also there is a 
financial cost to the state. Any initiative to reduce the impact of road trauma should be supported.  

This bill will work towards providing a dedicated source of funding for road safety, which can only benefit the 
community as a whole. At present the primary source of funds for the road trauma trust account is from speed 
and red-light camera revenue. As only one-third of this revenue is credited to the account, it gives rise to a public 
perception of revenue raising. This proposition has been aired regularly on our popular radio stations. The 
common response is that this is only revenue raising. This dilutes the message that people should not speed and 
that speed kills, thereby undermining the law. This bill introduces two key initiatives. Proposed section 6A 
empowers the minister to refer to the Road Safety Council funding proposals for measures relating to the 
advancement of road safety. Presently, the council identifies measures that will improve road safety or reduce 
road trauma and makes recommendations to the minister concerning the funding of those measures. This 
amendment will enable the minister to have the council consider relevant measures that the minister has 
identified. That is right and proper. Of course, all conspiracy theories will fall apart. Under proposed section 6A, 
the minister will be required to table any such direction in Parliament within 14 days, thereby allowing further 
transparency. Section 12 of the act will be amended to provide for the complete transfer of funds from speed and 
red-light camera fines to the road trauma trust fund. The amount to be credited to the account will increase from 
the current level of one-third to two-thirds from 1 July 2011—not far away, thereby the urgency—and to 100 per 
cent from 1 July 2012. What a great result. General resistance by the offending public to paying infringement 
fines on the misguided basis that it is revenue raising will thereby be addressed. This bill will put arguments like 
that away forever.  

We are part of a modern community in which more and more people do not take responsibility for their actions. 
Now we will be able to say that if these laws are broken, there will be consequences that will benefit the whole 
of our community. Seldom are innocent people fined. Of course, the odd exception occurs when a Multanova 
malfunctions. So what options do we advocate? No fines? More freedoms? More exemptions? More excuses, 
such as the driver is very young, modern cars help people to speed, or everyone else is doing the same speed 
et cetera? Such things ignore the fact that some 200 Western Australians die each year on our roads. No other 
option has been put forward as a deterrent for speeding. This bill clearly commits 100 per cent of fines revenue 
to the road trauma trust account. It will enable the Road Safety Council, through the minister, to fund proposals 
for the benefit of the community by 1 July 2012. This bill will be successful in ensuring that the revenue from 
fines and penalties goes directly to the areas of greatest need. The funds in the road trauma trust account will be 
directed to the areas of most need by the Road Safety Council. I recommend the Road Safety Council 
Amendment Bill 2011 to the house.  

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [8.45 pm]: I firstly thank my colleague the member for Balcatta for his 
excellent exposition of some of our concerns with the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011. The first is 
that we do not think it has been adequately explained why this is an urgent bill. The minister announced over a 
month ago in the media that this was the government’s intention. Surely he would have had the opportunity to 
bring this in during the normal scheme of business without having to declare it an urgent bill. This is a bill for 
which the devil is in the detail. It ill behoves the minister’s exhortation for bipartisanship when he is ramming 
through this bill and when there are some very legitimate concerns about the mechanism he is seeking to 
introduce through the amendments to section 15 of the act.  

This bill deals with two issues: firstly, it increases the input into the road trauma trust fund from speed and red-
light camera revenue to 100 per cent; and, secondly, it puts in what I consider to be a veneer of transparency 
about how the road trauma trust fund will be spent. I will talk about that shortly. They are the two major prongs 
of this bill. The first is something that we actually applaud. We think that all speed and red-light camera revenue 
should go into the road trauma trust fund, but we ask why it will take two years and why it is not being done 
immediately. For that reason we will move an amendment for 100 per cent of the revenue to go into the road 
trauma trust fund as and when this bill is passed. It is our belief that there is no legitimate reason to wait. 
Therefore, we suggest that it should proceed immediately.  
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It is the minister’s wont to point out inaccuracies in my press releases, so I take the opportunity to point out what 
I consider to be a major inaccuracy in the media release he released jointly with the Premier—that is, the 
implication that this revenue will fund 100 per cent of the Towards Zero road safety strategy. It will do nothing 
of the kind. It will be well short. It will be less than half of what is required for the full implementation of the 
Towards Zero road safety strategy. I know the minister has copped criticism, and rightly so, over the past two 
years for not funding the Towards Zero road safety strategy, but I guarantee he will continue to cop flak from us 
because Towards Zero still will not be fully funded. I concede that this goes some of the way, but it certainly 
does not go all the way. The press release sought to imply that the problem was solved; that is not correct.  

The second issue I raise about the speed enforcement strategy generally is that two reports have been issued to 
the Road Safety Council about the form the enforcement should take. The reports were written by Max Cameron 
from Monash University’s Accident Research Centre. He is an expert with a capital “E”. He recommended a 
variety of speed enforcement mechanisms—covert, overt, fixed or mobile speed cameras, and, last but not least, 
point-to-point cameras, which are, I think, much fairer on long road stretches. Many times I have had people 
express to me their frustration when driving along a road or freeway, travelling pretty much within the speed 
limit, only to see someone whiz past. They think the person will go free and not be caught for speeding unless 
there is, fortuitously, a speed camera in the area. Point-to-point cameras are much fairer because they take an 
average of the speed travelled for a certain distance and if people are getting to their destination quicker than 
they would have had they been complying with the speed limit, they receive a penalty. It works very well in New 
South Wales. If the minister is serious about acting on the expertise and advice he receives, I do not understand 
why this idea has been totally shelved. It is something that I think we should be proceeding with so that it can be 
said that what is implemented in this state is world’s best practice and is based on sound evidence and research. 

My colleague the member for Balcatta has, I think, talked in this chamber about why we have concerns about the 
transparency of road safety funding. There is no question that road funding has declined under the Barnett 
government. That is most unfortunate because safe roads and roadside design is one of the four key points of the 
Towards Zero strategy. Frankly, minister, the Barnett government has a lot of brownie points to make up 
because its record to date is not very good at all; for example, the safer roads program that was to be axed under 
the Liberal government has been given a last-minute reprieve, becoming the safer roads and bridges program. As 
far as I know, and I have asked some of the experts, there are no real road safety issues with bridges. Again, this 
government has disguised ordinary infrastructure spending—that is, bridge maintenance—by giving it the veneer 
of a road safety focus, when it simply is not. That is why we are concerned. There are countless examples from 
the past two and a bit years in which the appearance is made of a specific road safety focus but there are 
alternative motives. 

The other matter I wanted to mention before speaking about the two amendments that the Labor Party will move 
is the private member’s bill I introduced to do with the functions of the Road Safety Council. In that private 
member’s bill, I sought to address the functions of the Road Safety Council and its ability to recommend what 
road trauma trust fund moneys are spent on, because those functions, set out in section 5 of the act, have been 
interpreted in a very narrow and restrictive manner. The bill that I introduced sought to permit the setting up 
under the road trauma trust fund of a road trauma support service such as operates in other states. It has been 
held, I am told by way of legal opinion, that it is not possible to set up such a body with road trauma trust 
funding because the parameters of that fund are too narrow and such a body does not come within the existing 
functions of the Road Safety Council. I would have thought that if the minister were to take an opportunity to 
bring a Road Safety Council amendment bill to the house, he might have considered inserting such an 
amendment. He says that he supports the setting up of such a valuable service, but it does not appear in this 
legislation. What is worse, the people who are behind this—the parents of children who have been lost to road 
trauma—are under the impression that this will be funded by the Department of Health and that some progress 
has been made in that regard. The health department has provided funding of $35 000 to study what form this 
service will take. That research was due to conclude on 30 June. I am told that that report is nowhere near 
finished. Therefore, the opportunity, for example — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Who told you that? Who on earth told you that? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: They are still looking at models from other states, minister. They are still having meetings 
and no report has been written yet. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Who told you that? I am under the impression that the report will be delivered on 30 June. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: That is really odd, because a meeting is to be held on 28 June. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Who told you? 
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Ms M.M. QUIRK: It was the researcher who is conducting it. She has a meeting with people on 28 June and she 
is still asking questions and seeking feedback. It sounds like that research is not completed. I will certainly check 
with the Minister for Health who funded the study, but I am told that it is some way off. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: He did not fund the study. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am sorry. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The funding came from the Road Safety Council. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The Road Safety Council? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It funded that money — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: That begs the question: how can that research be done when the service itself cannot be 
funded? It would be good if the minister can give us a time frame. We are bringing the bill back on tomorrow, so 
the minister will have the opportunity to vote for it tomorrow.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: It will not be necessary. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Then the minister will need to give us some indication during his reply to the second reading 
debate as to when that will occur. As I have said, I can give the minister the agenda for the meeting to be held on 
28 June. If he were to look at that agenda, he would see that the service is some time off. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The minister is obviously not aware of any of that. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No, that is not it; the minister is not aware of many things. 

Firstly, in terms of the legislation, Labor will move to amend that 100 per cent of the road trauma trust fund 
moneys from speed and red-light camera revenues move immediately into the road trauma trust fund at the 
passing of this legislation. Secondly, I have to note that for this year we have no idea what that money will be 
spent on because there is no—I do not know whether the member for Balcatta said this in my absence—
indication in the state budget about projects planned for this year. I understand that recommendations have 
already been made—some time ago—for this financial year, but there is no indication of them anywhere in the 
budget or elsewhere. There is not even a press release. I would have settled for a press release, minister. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do not issue as many as you do. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The minister does not do a lot of things; he does less than I do, including work. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I like mine to be accurate and truthful. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Well, the minister was shown up today. The less said, the better. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Was I?  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes. 

However, that is our first amendment and if the minister is to oppose it we will want to know the reason the 
money cannot flow through sooner to the road trauma trust fund. There is also some suggestion in the budget 
that revenue from speed and red-light cameras will decline. Is this based on the supposition that there will be 
fewer infringements because people will get the message and no longer speed, or — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That appears to be the case at intersections. There was a huge surge in income from speed 
and red-light cameras at intersections when they were originally installed, but people have, I think, learned their 
lesson and the revenue has come down, which is a good thing.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: In any event, that seems to me to be based on supposition; especially when we look at — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Supposition? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Supposition, minister—look it up. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I can tell you that the income has gone down at those intersections. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It is supposition, minister, because the two most recent driver attitude surveys show a pretty 
adverse attitude to speeding laws concerning driving five to 10 kilometres an hour over the speed limit. People 
generally do not consider that to be speeding. I do not think that people being touched up by being issued with a 
speeding ticket is having any effect whatsoever. I feel a bit sorry for the Minister for Road Safety because I 
noticed that an idea that was floated last week was immediately knocked on the head by the Premier without 
reference to any research. I do not necessarily agree with the idea of losing demerits if a person speeds between 
five and 10 kilometres over the speed limit, but it is worth looking at the research, and if there is good evidence 
for it, it may be worth considering. The Premier, in his high-handed, arrogant way, dismissed it out of hand. I 
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suspect that the Minister for Road Safety would have had to hose down the independent chair of the Road Safety 
Council. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Not at all. The independent chair of the Road Safety Council was misquoted, to some extent. 
If you saw the whole of the answer that he gave to a friend of yours, I think, it was very different from what 
appeared in the paper. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Is the minister telling me that something that appears in The West Australian is incorrect? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Would I ever say that? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: But you thought it, didn’t you? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Never! 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The last point I want to make on this bill relates to the second substantive amendment that 
deals with the so-called new regime whereby, in the interest of transparency, the minister tables any directions 
that he gives the Road Safety Council. My view is that if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. I find it very strange that this 
provision is in the bill. What is more sinister is that everything will go to cabinet. The prospect of the opposition 
being able to get, through freedom of information, correspondence about a particular funding decision will be 
made very much harder because it will be claimed to be exempt as subject to cabinet deliberations. I would like 
an assurance from the minister that if he is not prepared to accept our amendment, we should see not only the 
directions, but also the recommendations of the Road Safety Council. If the minister is not prepared to agree to 
that, I seek an undertaking from him that he will not preclude us from seeking that information under freedom of 
information and that the minister will not stick a cabinet-in-confidence stamp on it so that we will have even less 
of an idea about what is going on than we do now. That is very important and is in the public interest. 

The minister quite often extols the virtues of road safety being a bipartisan matter yet he does his utmost to make 
sure that it is not bipartisan, which I believe is very unfortunate. I would like to have an open dialogue with and 
scrutiny of the operations of the Road Safety Council, which I believe does an excellent job, and enable it, to the 
extent that it is permitted, to put various things on its website so it is seen to be operating above board and, more 
importantly, to share with the community the results of the research on road safety issues to better inform the 
public debate. It is very significant that the Minister for Road Safety will be able to skulk around and put things 
to cabinet and that his colleague, the Minister for Transport, can pinch money to fix a roundabout in a marginal 
electorate that may not be a key road safety priority. The minister might say, “Trust me, I will not do that.” The 
problem is that with the scheme under this legislation, one can draw no inference other than that the minister 
wants to put a cloak of secrecy around how this money is spent. That is unacceptable. In the spirit of 
bipartisanship, to get these things right and to reduce the number of deaths and serious injuries in Western 
Australia, I think we should have open scrutiny of and access to the deliberations concerning how road safety is 
funded in Western Australia. 

The final point I make is that a lot more money will flow into the road trauma trust fund. There must be an 
overriding vision for and strategic plan about how that money will be handed out. It cannot be handed out in 
dribs and drabs to buy off one interest group or another without having an overall plan for how it should work. 
For example, I have concerns about RoadWise funding being used to fund the odd country race meeting, dance 
or ball. That is not a particularly effective use of the funds. There should be a review of that type of funding. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What are they spending the money on? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It is being spent on country race meetings, balls and various other things. Perhaps they have 
a sign on the wall saying “Don’t drink and drive”, or “Belt up”, but there are other sources of funding for that 
these days; maybe the Minister for Regional Development can oblige. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [9.05 pm]: I rise to make a short contribution to support the comments made 
by the member for Girrawheen, the excellent shadow Minister for Police, and the member for Balcatta. I also 
support the member for Girrawheen’s proposed amendments. If we are to channel the money into the road 
trauma trust fund, why not go to 100 per cent immediately? Why must it be phased in between now and 1 July 
2012? As the member for Girrawheen pointed out, road safety should be a bipartisan issue. The minister has 
done his best to make it a very partisan issue, and this bill will make it even more of a partisan issue because, as 
the member for Girrawheen pointed out, he is bringing the expenditure of that money into the cabinet process. I 
dare say that the member for Girrawheen’s fears are correct and that over time—although not through the 
freedom of information process—we will find out that the money is being spent in areas beyond road safety, and 
the Minister for Transport will get his hands on some of the money through the cabinet process to spend on 
patching up a road here or there. 
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The road trauma trust fund and the Road Safety Council have been enormously successful and have had strong 
bipartisan support. As a member of Parliament, it worries me to think that a government could be putting its 
partisan fingerprints over an initiative that has been successful thus far in tackling road safety. I am sure that 
every member of Parliament has known someone who has died as a result of road trauma. It is simply 
unacceptable to think for a minute that as a result of this legislation the opposition’s job to hold the government 
to account can be blurred by the minister saying that the government will not provide the member for 
Girrawheen any information under freedom of information because it is part of the cabinet process. I find that 
that happens on a daily basis. The Minister for Education has not responded to a single freedom of information 
request. She continually hides behind the cloak of cabinet confidentiality, even though the cabinet process for 
her apparently is months and months in duration. I dare say that we will get the same treatment from the Minister 
for Road Safety when the member for Girrawheen fires in FOIs about how a significant amount of public money 
is being spent. Therefore, the minister will duck his responsibilities. The member for Swan Hills agrees; he 
smiled and nodded his head furiously at me. He agrees because he has these concerns as well. 

Mr F.A. Alban: They are your fantasies. Come back to reality. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will get back to reality because it is quite interesting to look at the comments made by the 
Minister for Road Safety, who said that at least his media releases are accurate and truthful. Let us look at some 
of the former Minister for Transport’s media releases. I am referring to the former Minister for Transport who 
was the minister before the current Minister for Transport’s indiscretions were forgiven and he was allowed back 
into cabinet. I have an email that was obtained under freedom of information dated 27 April 2010 from Mr Alan 
O’Brien, who was the policy officer for the then Minister for Transport, to a Mr Tony Papafilis. The Minister for 
Road Safety probably will not respond to any future FOI requests. The email concerns Mundaring and states — 

Main Roads has developed an proposal for the relocation of the existing 60 km/h speed limit by approx 
200m further west of the town on Great Eastern Highway. 

Mr O’Brien, the policy officer for the Minister for Transport, immediately shot that off to the member for Swan 
Hills, and to make the point, he said —  

Tony ... has asked me to run the e-mail below past you to see if you had any problem with Main Roads’ 
proposal for a variable speed limit through the Mundaring Townsite.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Goodness me!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It says “Main Roads’ proposal”! Can members imagine the response from the member for 
Swan Hills? It reads — 

Thank you for your email.  

I like the idea of the variable speed limit in the Mundaring Town Site ... 

Please make sure that as the instigator of these changes, I am given credit from any Press Release from 
the Minister. 

If the member for Swan Hills wants to deal in reality, he should send out his own media releases and not simply 
go down the path of trying to get the odd statement into media releases from the Minister for Transport. As the 
Minister for Road Safety has pointed out, he likes his media releases to be accurate and truthful  

Mr F.A. Alban: That was the option I was given instead of a pedestrian crossing.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Swan Hills can line up and claim credit for Main Roads ideas, but he should 
be truthful about it and deal in the reality that he demands of the opposition. I have a couple of other emails here, 
but I will not go through them all. I will save them for another day.  

Mr F.A. Alban: Come on, tell us! You’re on a roll. Have you got one more?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: All right; I will read just one more at the request of the member for Swan Hills. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I ask the member to go a little bit easy on the member because he is competing with 
Hon Alyssa Hayden and she is getting more publicity from the Minister for Transport than he is.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have heard that Hon Alyssa Hayden has her eye on a lower house seat out the member for 
Swan Hills’ way! The member might be a bit worried about that. Funnily enough, I have another email, which 
may be from out the member for Midland’s way. An email sent in January 2010 to the member for Swan Hills 
from Alan O’Brien, the policy adviser to the Minister for Transport, reads — 

Hi 
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The Minister will be putting out a media statement to the local papers advising that Reid Highway 
extension is on target and expected to be open by the end of Feb.  

He has asked that the release also contain an attribution from the local member.  

Is it OK with you if I include the following: 

Then the email contains a quote from the member for Swan Hills. The email back, which I can only assume is 
from a staffer of the member for Swan Hills, makes a couple of changes and then makes the point — 

Otherwise I am sure Frank will be pleased as punch to get a mention. 

He was “as pleased as punch” to get a little mention in that media release! 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I can add some clarification.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Please do, member for Midland. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The Reid Highway is the boundary between the Midland electorate and the Swan Hills 
electorate, and it was funded by money put on budget by the last Labor government. It was fully committed and 
paid for by the Labor government.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: We have more reality!  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The contract was let before the last state election.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Either way, member for Midland, at least the member for Swan Hills “will be pleased as 
punch” to get a mention in the minister’s media statement!  

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): That is enough, member for Swan Hills. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Swan Hills was “pleased as punch” to take credit for Main Roads’ idea for 
changing some of the speed limits in his electorate. I know that the Minister for Road Safety wants his media 
releases to be accurate and truthful, so he may want to speak to the Minister for Transport and the member for 
Swan Hills about some of the untruthfulness contained in those media releases. I am referring to email 
exchanges between the office of the Minister for Transport and the member for Swan Hills.  

I digress a bit, and I will come back to the point in some concluding remarks.  

Mr F.A. Alban: I am scarred for life!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: My friend the member for Swan Hills will have to do better than that.  

As I said when I started my comments, the member for Girrawheen is absolutely correct: if the government starts 
to play with the transparency of the money going into the trust fund, we will have significant problems with 
transparency and accountability from this government. Road safety has been a bipartisan issue. This minister has 
done his very best to make it partisan. The minister’s obsession with the member for Girrawheen’s media 
statements borders on — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Creepy! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is creepy! I thank the member for Girrawheen. In fact, I dare say that some of the Attorney 
General’s most recent announcements on legislation may apply to the Minister for Road Safety. The Minister for 
Safety seems to sit in his office frantically waiting for the latest media release from the member for Girrawheen. 
I find it perplexing that at every single question time the Minister for Road Safety jumps to his feet anxiously 
reading out the latest media release from the member for Girrawheen. This makes me think that the member for 
Girrawheen is causing some concern for the Minister for Road Safety.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It is just that dribbling that he does that puts me off.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is always the answers to the dorothy dixers that go horribly wrong, but the member for 
Girrawheen is all over the minister like a rash. She has the minister completely and utterly sorted out. I dare say 
that tomorrow when we come into question time, there will be another dorothy dixer and the minister will jump 
to his feet all hot under the collar about the latest media release from the member for Girrawheen.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I have a duty to correct the member for Girrawheen’s inaccurate and misleading press 
releases.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The minister has not corrected a thing in his life, and he wants to correct the record in respect 
of the member for Girrawheen!  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 21 June 2011] 

 p4522b-4545a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Frank Alban; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mrs Michelle 

Roberts; Mr Tony O'Gorman; Acting Speaker 

 [18] 

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have had so many emails from the member for Swan Hills; we should go through a few 
more—but the Acting Speaker has been very generous to me during this debate.  

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I am getting shouted down. I need protection from the 
member for Swan Hills—dramatic protection.  

As I said, the member for Girrawheen will move some amendments that the opposition will support strongly. I 
cannot see what case the minister can make for why 100 per cent of funds from infringement notices from red-
light offences are not going into that trust fund immediately. We know that road safety is an important issue. We 
know that too many people die on our roads. If the minister is interested in resolving this issue and ensuring that 
fewer people die and that we have the absolute best capacity to deal with road trauma—to eliminate road 
trauma—he will support the member for Girrawheen’s amendments, as every member of the opposition will.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [9.17 pm]: I rise to speak on the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 
2011, which I initially thought would be a positive move, but I now have significant doubts about. I know that 
the Royal Automobile Club of WA and others have welcomed this move because they want to see more money 
spent on road safety. That is a sentiment that I agree with.  

As many members of this house know, road safety is a matter that I have followed passionately for a number of 
years. I spent four years as the opposition spokesperson on police, and then I was the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services and the minister with responsibility for road safety. It is a matter that I have followed very 
closely for a period of time; indeed, prior to being the shadow Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 
many years ago I was the shadow Minister for Transport. I shadowed Hon Eric Charlton when he introduced the 
first Road Safety Council Bill and established the Road Safety Council in the first instance. I remember that 
because it was a ground-breaking initiative, and I was there on the day that Minister Charlton made the 
announcement as the minister who was responsible for road safety. It was a groundbreaking decision to dedicate 
one-third of money from speed and red-light camera fines to road safety. I will dwell on that point for a moment. 
I know that the member for Balcatta, also a former police minister, has spoken at length on this legislation and 
has made some excellent and valid points tonight, as has the member for Girrawheen, the current opposition 
spokesperson on road safety and policing, and the member for Victoria Park has also made an excellent 
contribution. I want to go through that history because I am one of the few people in a rare position to do that.   

Hon Eric Charlton had quite a reputation for speeding. He was in a long list of Ministers for Transport and 
members in this house who have had some trouble with their own foot on the accelerator. Hon Eric Charlton 
used to often quip that he was a safer driver because he spent less time on the road by getting to places more 
quickly. He was known as the “Tammin Terror”—amongst other things. The Tammin Terror used to put his foot 
down because he said he was less likely to have an accident in the shorter period of time he was on the road, than 
in a longer period of time. But for all his bluff and bluster and larrikin ways, Hon Eric Charlton had a heart of 
gold. Some people in this house are aware of the personal tragedy that Hon Eric Charlton experienced when 
one of his own sons tragically passed away after a road crash, so I do not make light of those things. I know that 
Hon Eric Charlton, despite having admitted that he had received more than one or two speeding fines in his time, 
took the issue of road safety quite seriously. He established the Road Safety Council, which meant that for the 
first time one-third of funds from speed and red-light camera fines were dedicated to road safety. But the funds 
were not just dedicated to road safety, because a lot of money has always been allocated for the improvement of 
road safety by way of police patrols et cetera, and some people will remember the old days of the RTA, which 
was separate from the police. Can the member for Murray–Wellington remind me what that acronym stands for? 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Road Traffic Authority. It was funded through different government departments as well. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It was a separate department from the police at that stage. A lot of people talk about the 
old RTA days quite fondly in that it was a dedicated group of people who dealt with road traffic issues, but we 
have moved on since then. 

I think it was a good initiative—a similar kind of initiative was taken by other states around Australia at that 
time—to give an independent group of people some say in how money should be spent on road safety. It really 
was a groundbreaking initiative to appoint some independent people and give them a really significant amount of 
money that was quarantined from general departmental expenditure to dedicate to road safety. Main Roads 
Western Australia’s job is to make our roads safe, to build roads to a standard that are safe to drive on and that 
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cars are less likely to have crashes on, just as it is the police’s job to patrol and enforce the law, including laws to 
do with driving. I had a lot of discussions with police officers over the nine years between opposition and 
government, and many regretted the demise of specialist police officers in every region who dedicated 
significant parts of their career to traffic matters. Under various police commissioners different regimes have 
been implemented, and at one point the superintendents of the various regions were given greater flexibility, let 
us call it euphemistically, to determine whether to have a specialised group of sworn police officers dedicated to 
road patrols and road safety matters or whether to have general officers do that work. I digress a little there.  

I return to the establishment of the Road Safety Council, which really was a groundbreaking initiative at that 
time. At the time the government spent an awful lot of money on things that could be categorised as benefiting 
road safety, such as the black spot program, building safer roads, having police patrols and a range of other 
matters. The initiative was to give those funds to a group of people who were independent of government. When 
I say “independent of government”, I of course mean independent of the cabinet and at least partly independent 
of the minister. As people in this place are aware, a degree of control has always remained in that there is a 
requirement for the minister’s approval and sign-off of the budget recommendations of the Road Safety Council.  

When we talk about one-third of the money, I think a lot of people in the general community think that is one-
third of all fines the government receives from traffic infringements. That is not the case—there is a bit of 
sophistry here. It is one-third of the money that comes in from speed and red-light camera fines, which means 
that if a police officer is driving behind a person and finds that the person is doing 10, 20 or 30 kilometres over 
the speed limit and pulls the person aside and issues them with an infringement, that money is not counted. If a 
person goes through a stop sign or commits any one of a range of other road offences, the money from those 
infringements is also not counted. That money goes into general revenue. Of course, much of that money is 
reallocated through the budget process to the police portfolio, where it is no doubt spent employing police 
officers so that they can do road patrol duties.  

I think what we have here is quite interesting. We know that if the government wants to, it does not need to put 
the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011 in place; if the government wants to spend more money on road 
safety, it can do it tomorrow—it can do it today! It does not have to pass this legislation.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: What—into the road trauma trust fund? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: When I was the minister the amount of money going into the road trauma trust fund had 
declined for a range of reasons, one of which was that we, unlike the current government, were not purchasing 
more and more Multanovas, so some Multanovas needed repairs and, therefore, were not on the roads. Decisions 
were also made about the deployment of those Multanovas, and we did not have a big regime of purchasing 
more Multanovas or purchasing more red-light cameras to increase government revenue.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Why not? Why not? Tell us why not. You wouldn’t spend the money! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Because we took advice from the independent Road Safety Council on the most 
important measures in reducing crashes on our roads. I will give the minister an example of some of the 
initiatives that I implemented that I am quite confident have saved lives on our roads. In 2001, I took the 
initiative of introducing the default speed limit of 50 kilometres an hour. The previous Court government had 
considered a proposal to trial that in some parts of Western Australia, and I think a trial of it was carried out in 
Victoria because it was too nervous about making 50 kilometres an hour the speed limit. The Victorian 
government spent a couple of million dollars putting up lots of 50-kilometres signs, but I put the proposal to the 
Road Safety Council and others of making 50 kilometres an hour the default speed limit throughout Western 
Australia. Ultimately, we went with that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Did you? So you put that to the Road Safety Council? You didn’t wait for them to make a 
recommendation; you put that to the Road Safety Council? That’s a very interesting comment! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: No, no; I had discussions with Iain Cameron and the Commissioner of Police—a variety 
of people. It was not a direction. They were discussions that I had with Iain Cameron, the Commissioner of 
Police, my colleagues in the ministry and the then Premier. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You told them you wanted it? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Ultimately, it was a decision that I signed off on. I was the minister for road safety and I 
had responsibilities under the transport portfolio because I was assisting the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure at the time. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes, we know all about that!  
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I signed off on the 50-kilometres-an-hour speed limit. In the year that followed the 
introduction of that speed limit, we certainly saw a significant reduction in the number of deaths on our roads. I 
also introduced double demerit points on public holiday weekends and a range of other initiatives. 

Tonight I looked at the minister’s second reading speech, the opening paragraph of which states — 

Each year in Western Australia, approximately 200 people are killed and a further 2 800 are seriously 
injured on our roads. 

I remember that in 2002 or thereabouts the number of deaths on our roads was actually 180. There has been no 
real improvement over recent years in the number of people who are dying on our roads. I have been told that the 
number of people seriously injured on our roads has increased. We potentially anticipate that would happen 
because there has been a rise in population over that period. Given a greater population and more registered 
drivers on the roads and if the government does not do anything productive to decrease the number of deaths and 
serious injuries on the roads, we anticipate that all things being equal those numbers would go up. It appears to 
me that the numbers have gone up; they certainly have not improved. Therefore, there has been, as I see it, no 
real improvement in road safety outcomes in the past five years. I know that in one of those early years when I 
was minister, we got the number of deaths on the roads down to 180. No doubt the minister can talk for a very 
long time about what he says he is doing and the improvements that he has made, but we are just not seeing it in 
the outcomes or results. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: When did I say the improvements I’m having? When did I say that? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Does the minister admit that he has had no improvement?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, when did I say that? You tell me where I said that. You’ve got a big habit, you guys — 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The minister has had no improvement. That is good; I am glad we have the minister on 
the record about that. 

The explanatory memorandum to the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011 states — 

Section 12 of the Act establishes the Road Trauma Trust Account (“the Account”). It provides for a 
proportion of specified fine revenue to be paid into the Account and empowers the Minister to 
determine how money credited to the Account should be spent, taking into consideration the 
recommendations made to the Minister by the Council. 

The “specified fine revenue” is the speed and red-light camera revenue, not all revenue from all fines. That is 
one of many points that I have made. I also made the point that the government does not need this legislation to 
spend all the money that it gets from speed and red-light camera fines or, indeed, all the money it gets from 
people going through stop signs or a range of other infringements that are picked up by the police. The 
government could put all that money into the road trauma trust account now. Before I was rudely interrupted by 
the Minister for Road Safety, I was talking about how he could go about doing this, and about the decline in 
revenue to the road trauma trust fund. At one point, the Road Safety Council was concerned that it would get less 
money in the fund because the overall amount of money from speed and red-light camera fines was declining. I 
discussed that matter with the former Premier, Geoff Gallop, the member for Victoria Park. At one stage I think 
the total amount from speed and red-light camera fine revenue was more than $40 million a year, I think it was 
about $42 million, and there was a projected decline in the next year to about $30 million. One-third of that 
would have been only $10 million. Therefore, the Road Safety Council was concerned that rather than having a 
budget of $12 million, $13 million, $14 million or $15 million, it might have only $10 million to expend on road 
safety initiatives.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Premier of the day, along with the Treasurer, cabinet and I, signed off on us 
committing as a government a minimum of $15 million to the road trauma trust fund irrespective of what the 
figure for one-third of speed and red-light camera fine revenue was. We said that one-third or at least 
$15 million, whichever is greater, would be provided to the road trauma trust fund. That can be done at the whim 
of government; that could be done with a cabinet decision here and now. We did that a few short years ago when 
we said that we were prepared to guarantee a minimum of $15 million to the road trauma trust fund to be 
disbursed by the Road Safety Council in accordance with the act. Therefore, this minister, this Premier and this 
government could do that here and now. If they wanted to, they could choose a figure; they could say 
$40 million, $50 million, $80 million or $90 million or, indeed, they can say, “We will put all the speed and red-
light camera fine revenue into the road trauma trust fund”. The government could do it tomorrow; it does not 
need this legislation to pass through Parliament for it to do that. The act, though, requires that the government 
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places not one-third but at least one-third into the road trauma trust fund. There is nothing to stop the 
government from placing more money in that fund now.  

I think that the member for Girrawheen has put an excellent amendment on notice to ask: If this is the 
government’s intention, why the delay? If the government really believes that 100 per cent of speed and red-light 
camera fine revenue should go into the road trauma trust fund, why does it not do it now? Why wait for a year? 
Why have this convoluted proposal to increase it to two-thirds and then the whole lot when the government 
could do it now? If that is what the government believes, why does it not do it now? I suppose that begs the 
question: why have this bill at all? I think that the member for Victoria Park, the member for Girrawheen and 
certainly the member for Balcatta hinted at that. When one looks at the explanatory memorandum that goes with 
the bill, one sees that it is because this government wants to get political control of the money. This government 
wants to be able to direct the Road Safety Council.  

The member for Girrawheen has signalled a further amendment to the legislation that would actually increase the 
transparency of the process. The member for Girrawheen and the member for Balcatta have already highlighted 
it, but this legislation will replace section 15 of the Road Safety Council Act. The explanatory memorandum 
states — 

Proposed section 6A(1) will empower the Minister to direct the Road Safety Council to: 

• consider a proposal relating to a measure, that will improve road safety or that will reduce road 
trauma, that the Minister has identified; and 

• make a recommendation regarding whether or not money in the Road Trauma Trust Account 
should be spent to implement that proposal. 

In order to maintain transparency, proposed section 6A(3) will require the Minister to lay a copy of any 
direction the Minister makes under proposed section 6A(1) before each House of Parliament within 14 days 
of the Minister giving the direction. 

So far so good. The explanatory memorandum continues — 

This clause will insert a replacement section 15 in the Act. 

The replacement section 15 will set out the process that is to apply, in order to enable the Minister to 
fulfil his or her obligations under proposed section 6A(3), relating to the tabling of directions, where the 
Parliament is in recess … 

The section 15 that is to be replaced is now obsolete. It provided, at the time the Road Safety Council 
Act 2002 was first passed, for the consequential amendment of a number of Acts. 

The legislation does not state that the Road Safety Council’s response should be tabled or made publicly 
available. If this government was about being transparent, it would have to agree to the amendment that the 
member for Girrawheen has already foreshadowed. That amendment provides that it is not good enough for the 
minister to just table his requests or his directions, or however we want to phrase it. What we want to know, not 
just as an opposition, but as members of the community, is how the independent Road Safety Council has 
responded to what the minister has put to it. It would appear to me that the minister does not necessarily need to 
take account of the response from the Road Safety Council. I stand to be corrected if this is not true, minister, 
because I do not know—the minister has had the briefings, and he has the advisers, and I do not—but if this 
legislation is passed, the minister could give the Road Safety Council a direction that it did not like, and it could 
say, “We do not think this is in the best interests of road safety; we do not want the money to be expended on 
that”, and the minister would not need to take any notice of the council. I note the minister’s silence —  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You did not want me to interrupt you a minute ago; now you are inviting me! Make your 
mind up, for goodness sake! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Is it correct or not? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will answer you when I get up. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am quite happy to be interrupted.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You are not normally. You hate interruptions normally. I will wait until you finish, and I will 
then get up and respond. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The minister has just made an incorrect allegation to the house. The minister said a 
moment ago that I did not want him interrupting me.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Read Hansard tomorrow. You will see it. You said that you were so rudely interrupted, or 
interjected on, by the minister. That is what you said. 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The minister probably was rude a short while ago. There is a difference between the 
minister being rude and providing clarification on his own bill. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will give that clarification when I get up.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I expect that the minister is going to wait until his advisers write the response for him.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Members, it has come to my own attention that there is not a 
quorum present in the house. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The point I am making—I think those present in the house can understand it quite 
clearly—is that this government can put all the money that is collected from speed and red-light cameras into 
that fund here and now. The government does not need this legislation to do that. In my view, this is a con. It 
sounds good, but it is a good trick.  

I started my speech by talking about the origin of this legislation. Although this is a bill to amend the Road 
Safety Council Act 2002, and as much as I would like to take credit for that act, because it is a very good act, and 
it was legislation that I brought into this house, it is based on legislation that was originally put in place by Hon 
Eric Charlton, a National Party member who was at that time the Minister for Transport. The original legislation 
was about quarantining from the political process a significant amount of money for road safety—for many 
years, that amount fluctuated between about $10 million and $15 million—and giving independent people, 
whose first and only interest was road safety, the ability to decide how that money would be spent. I was 
appalled—I have made this point to people from the RAC and others—when I saw how money has been taken 
out of the road trauma trust account this year to fund police patrols. That was an idea that was put to me when I 
was Minister for Police, and I said, “Do not even bother talking to me about it, because as far as I am concerned, 
police patrols and road patrols are a core duty of the police. The police should not be putting out their hand for 
money from the road trauma trust fund to do their basic core duties”. That does not mean that I did not want 
extra money to be given to the police for overtime to do extra patrols over the Easter weekend and during other 
dangerous periods. There were occasions when I took that request to cabinet, and Hon Geoff Gallop, the then 
Premier, and Hon Eric Ripper, the then Treasurer, listened at the then Expenditure Review Committee to my 
request for additional and special money for the police budget to be used for police patrols to increase road 
safety at various times. The suggestion was made to me that I could approach the Road Safety Council to see 
whether it wanted to provide money for that, and I said, “No. That is a core duty of the police. That is what the 
police should be doing. That money should not come out of the road trauma trust fund.” As far as I can see, the 
government has been pretty clever so far and has conned a lot of people. Well, the government can con some of 
the people some of the time, but it cannot con all of the people all of the time.  

I think that, over time, people will being to realise two realities. Firstly, this legislation is not required to enable 
the government to expend all the money from speed and red-light camera fines on road safety. Secondly, this 
legislation is not required to enable the government to place all of the money from speed and red-light camera 
fines into the road trauma trust fund. I have given the example of how our government placed a guaranteed 
amount of $15 million into the road trauma trust fund. That was despite the fact that the one-third of the money 
from speed and red-light camera fines that was required to be put into the road trauma trust fund was a much 
lesser figure. That was a commitment that I think we gave in the lead-up to the 2005 election. So, the 
government can do that here and now. This bill is about cabinet taking political control.  

It is pretty interesting to look at the budget papers and at the bill itself. We will have the opportunity in 
consideration in detail to go through this in greater detail. But I want to make some reference to the budget 
papers before I sit down. Perhaps the minister can look this up too. I refer to page 661 of the Budget Statements. 
That lists fines from speed and red-light cameras for the out years. The government is anticipating that the 
amount of money raised from fines will go up to $92.625 million by 2014–15. That is an astronomical increase. 
At page 662 of the budget papers, under the heading “Commissioner of Main Roads”, we see, under “Major 
Spending Changes”, a reduction in the budget estimate for the road trauma trust fund from $11.907 million in 
2011–12 to $9.334 million in 2012–13, $6.761 million in 2013–14 and $6.761 million in 2014–15. That is a total 
of some $51 million. The real question here is how cabinet will be dealing with this funding in the future. The 
reality is that no extra money will be spent or road safety whatsoever. 

MR A.P. O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [9.48 pm]: I want to make a short contribution to the Road Safety Council 
Amendment Bill 2011. As every member in this place knows, one of the greatest causes of death for young 
people is road trauma—fatalities on our roads. A lot of those outcomes come from bad driving instruction, I dare 
say, sometimes from parents and sometimes from driving schools. Those outcomes come from a whole group of 
people who teach our young people how to drive. Over the years in which I have been in this place, the Road 
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Safety Council has put forward many suggestions about how we might reduce that trauma on our roads and 
reduce that trauma for our families. One of the suggestions that it put forward was the log book that learner 
drivers are now required to keep to verify that that have done 25 hours of supervised driving. I think the Road 
Safety Council has suggested that that be increased to about 120 hours. I am not here to vouch for that program. 
But it was a great program. It was brought in completely without political interference. It was brought in on the 
recommendation of the Road Safety Council. The Road Safety Council is one of those organisations that have 
managed to continually maintain political impartiality. What we now see in this bill is a change to that political 
impartiality in that it will hand over to the minister, and therefore to cabinet, control of the road trauma trust 
fund. Call me a cynic, but I have been on this side of the chamber for the past two and a half to three years and I 
have gotten very cynical, because I see continually on the other side of the house ministers and the Premier 
putting their hands on their heart and saying, “This is what we’re going to do and this is why we’re going to do 
it”, and they go out and do the exact opposite. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Give us an example. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Yes—a very clear example. The Premier made a deal with the Leader of the 
Opposition — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Come on! Even you can do better than that. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Does the Premier want to keep going? The Premier made a deal with the Leader of the 
Opposition and he backflipped on it. He lied. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Here we go! Off you go! Go home! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis) Thank you, Leader of the House. I presume what you are going 
to say — 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It is all right; I withdraw that, but the Premier knows that he is completely untruthful. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: No. Member for Joondalup, when you withdraw something, you withdraw without 
further comment. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: What we continually see is — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Got another example? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: There is an example, and the Premier knows it. The Premier could not lie straight in 
bed, and he is doing the same again. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Okay, member for Joondalup! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The Premier is doing the same again with this legislation. He is bringing it in, he is 
politicising an organisation, he is taking the decision making from a completely independent organisation and he 
is giving it to this man over here. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What do you mean by “this man over here”? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: You! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is a very civil way of talking about me! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The Premier is giving the decision making to this man over here—the minister. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I wouldn’t say that to you. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The minister is more political. He will direct these funds at his will to the areas and to 
the organisations that will benefit the Liberal government. That is what this is about. The minister goes out and 
says to the people that he will give 100 per cent of the funds to the road trauma trust fund eventually, but he has 
not actually told them that he can do it without legislation. The only thing in this legislation that is of importance 
to the government is the control it wants to take over that funding. That is the only thing that is important. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I could do that anyway. As a minister, I can direct any department of mine; I just have to 
table it in Parliament. 
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Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The minister is pulling a smoke and mirrors trick. Come on, Arthur Daley—you know 
how it works! It is sleight of hand. In the east end of London he learnt it well. That is what the minister is trying 
to do here. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You’re just a little leprechaun! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: He is out there telling the people that he will give 100 per cent of the speed and red-
light camera fines to the road trauma trust fund. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: We have noticed many hundreds of them going in around the metropolitan area. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Many hundreds? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It seems like thousands to me. Many speed and red-light cameras are going in and the 
minister is saying that all the money from fines—we are talking about close to $100 million a year—will now go 
to the road trauma trust fund, but in fact the minister is doing what the government did with the $600 million it 
gave to the not-for-profit organisations: it gave them $600 million with one hand but will take it back with the 
other hand. The government is doing the same as it did with electricity charges. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Explain that. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The Premier should watch it. Like the government did with electricity charges, it gives 
with one hand and takes back with the other. That is exactly what the government is doing here. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Government members do not like being told they are crooks, do they? 

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The member for Swan Hills has been caught out. He was caught out in Ellenbrook. He 
wanted to get rid of Ellenbrook from his electorate. He said, “Get rid of it. Get rid of it quick”—and he has got 
rid of it. 

This is this government through and through: it is all smoke and mirrors and sleight of hand. It says, “We tell 
you one thing; we do something else.” That is what this government continually does. With this bill, it is giving 
the minister complete power. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: That is a very harsh comment. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Very harsh! Has the member for Carine fixed up Karrinyup Lakes Lifestyle Village 
yet? 

Mr A. Krsticevic: It’s moving forward slowly. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It is moving forward slowly; yes, very slowly! The residents there keep telling me, too, 
how they love the member for Carine! 

Really, the government needs to get some respect back into politics. It needs to stand up, put its hand on its heart 
and tell the truth for once and say, “We’re not going to let the Road Safety Council independently make 
assessments and recommendations and work to those recommendations. We’re actually going to take it back in 
and it will be just like consolidated revenue. We’ll give a direction from cabinet and we’ll give a direction from 
the minister on how this money should be spent in future.” There are amendments on the notice paper, which I 
support, that state not only that the minister’s recommendations should be tabled, but also that the responses 
from the Road Safety Council should be tabled so that we can understand what is going on and the people of 
Western Australia can understand the process so that this money is used fairly and reasonably. 

Road accidents are one of the state’s biggest killers. It is traumatic because it happens often to young people. 
Some of the crashes people come upon are pretty horrifying. The speed and red-light camera put in one place by 
the government has not done anything to reduce accidents. The minister keeps telling people that these cameras 
reduce accidents, but the camera on the corner of Shenton Avenue and Joondalup Drive has not done anything. 
The camera went in probably four months ago, yet the same number of accidents is happening. It has not done 
anything to reduce the crash rate; it is purely a revenue-raising exercise. When the minister was on this side of 
the house, he used to carp at us all the time about revenue raising from speed and red-light cameras. Now he is 
putting them in—and putting in more! I do not care whether they raise $100 million or $500 million, as long as 
the minister puts it all back into the road trauma trust fund without his direction. Take direction from the Road 
Safety Council and accept its recommendations. If the minister is not prepared to do that, he should at least table 
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both sides of the conversation; that is, not just what the minister has directed the council to do, but also the 
council’s response. Be transparent for once in your life, minister! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That’s not a very nice thing to say! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Put the response out there.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You know, you really are nasty to me tonight. I usually go easy on you. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I have been a member of this place for 10 years now and I have learnt a lot about the 
member for Hillarys. One thing I learnt is that there is no transparency—absolutely none! When the member for 
Hillarys was on this side, he used to call for the death penalty, floggings and all that sort of thing. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, I didn’t. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Then he gets over to the other side of the house and he is completely the opposite! He 
stood in this place time and again carrying on at us about filibustering, but I remember sitting here for hour after 
hour listening to the member for Hillarys filibuster. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: A very good speech I would have given, I am sure. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: He was not speaking; he was just filibustering and dragging out the debate at various 
times to hold up good legislation that we were trying to pass. This bill, again, is a sleight of hand exercise. I do 
not think it is fair on members of the Road Safety Council—an excellent group of people. I have been to many of 
their presentations. In fact, last Friday I went to the RAC and had a look at some of the things it was doing. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You didn’t do so well there, did you? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Why did I not do so well? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Your reversing wasn’t up to scratch. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I actually did not do the reversing. I did all right on the four-wheel-drive tracks—that 
was okay—and I did all right in the V8s, so I was happy. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You weren’t driving V8s! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I know; I did not need to. I saw the member for Hillarys hooning around there! 

Really, politicising the Road Safety Council and taking its independence away without transparency in this place 
is serious stuff. On the notice paper are proposed amendments to the bill that will bring back some of that 
transparency, and we should have that transparency. When the Premier came into this place, he said he was 
going to be transparent. If he wants to be that transparent, he should accept the amendment standing on the 
notice paper in the name of the member for Girrawheen and then we will all be happy. If we can see what the 
government is doing and we can break a couple of those mirrors and disperse some of that smoke, we will be 
happy. But the way the government is going at the moment just tells us that it is going to shunt this money 
somewhere else and direct how the Road Safety Council addresses its budget in the future. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Road Safety) [9.59 pm] — in reply: I have listened intently to 
the comments of members in the chamber tonight and they warrant a response. However, I know that members 
were hoping to go home at 10 o’clock tonight; we did not want a late night tonight. So that I can do justice to the 
comments that members have made, I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage.  

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later sitting.] 

Debate thus adjourned. 

House adjourned at 10.00 pm 

__________ 

 
 
 
 


