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ROAD TRAFFIC LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 11 November 2015. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [12.52 pm]: We really have to wonder about the Minister for Road Safety’s 
tardy approach to road safety, although I doubt anyone would be impressed with any aspect of any portfolio she has 
ever handled, noting that she is a failed tourism minister whom the tourism industry could not wait to get rid of. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I note also the disaster that she has been for Training and the fact that technical and 
further education fees have more than doubled and courses have been removed from TAFEs in my electorate and 
everyone else’s electorate. She has been a shocker. However, road safety is probably the pinnacle of her failures. 
She has been a do-nothing Minister for Road Safety and this legislation is a clear indication of that. 

I will start with one very clear point. The first issue highlighted that the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment 
Bill (No. 2) 2015 will achieve is to at long, long last introduce drug and alcohol restrictions for persons 
providing driving instruction for learners. The Road Safety Council first recommended that to government 
towards the end of 2005, among a comprehensive suite of initiatives that, from my recollection, were aimed at 
saving the lives of up to 26 people a year at the very least. It would save the lives of Western Australians on our 
roads annually. The Road Safety Council then reformatted that review two, three, four times over the ensuing 
years. It undertook a further comprehensive report in 2008 for this government. It again called on this 
government to institute a range of measures; chief among them was the introduction of drug and alcohol 
restrictions for persons providing driving instruction to learner drivers. Let us comprehend what this means. 
Someone is learning to drive; they are a novice driver; they do not have their full driver’s licence; they are 
attempting to learn to drive and to clock up the hours of supervised driving they need. In this state—I think we 
are the only state to be in this silly situation—the person supervising, the mum, dad, aunt, uncle or whoever 
happens to be supervising, can have had a few beers, whiskies, wines or a few glasses of champers and get in 
a car and instruct a learner driver. What a nonsense. They may as well not be in the car. In fact, it might be better 
if they were not in the car, depending on how much they have had to drink. I think most of us would have called 
this issue a no-brainer. 

This is not the first road traffic legislation amendment bill the government has brought before the house, but on 
none of those previous occasions has this very simple provision been included. Perhaps the minister would like 
to explain why, when other legislation has been put before this house that amends the Road Traffic Act 1974 or 
the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008, this simple amendment has not been included. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Why didn’t you when you were minister? 

The SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: What a nonsense interjection from the Minister for Police. She should do her homework. 
In 2006 I was not the Minister for Road Safety. She should look back through the records at the first suggestion 
that this was a problem that should be dealt with and at the recommendation from the Road Safety Council. In 
recent times, I have read a couple of the Office of the Auditor General’s reports. It has done some 
comprehensive reviews of the botched handling of road safety in this state in recent years. We have access to 
these reports on the Office of the Auditor General’s website. That is interesting, is it not? The minister asked 
why I did not sort it out, when I was not the Minister for Road Safety. The first really comprehensive review of 
novice drivers was done at my instruction in 2005. Sadly, I was no longer the Minister for Road Safety, so 
I could not implement the recommendations of that review. However, again and again—the minister knows it; 
why does she not admit it—at least once a year every year since she has been the road safety minister, 
a recommendation would have been made to her to amend the Road Traffic Act so that drunk people or people 
with alcohol in their system cannot instruct novice drivers or be a supervising driver. It is a very simple 
amendment that could have been included in any other legislation. I have told the minister why I did not do it: 
once the recommendation came before our government, I was no longer the minister but I certainly would have 
done it had I been the minister for as many years as she has, and had that recommendation come to me from the 
Road Safety Council.  

When the minister stands, perhaps she can explain to the house—I have given my explanation—why in the last 
eight years her government, and she in particular as minister for four years, have failed to implement that basic 
and simple change despite having brought before this house other bills to amend the Road Traffic Act. She has 
not done that until now. I can only assume there has been some blockage in the system. Maybe the Premier is the 
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blocker; I do not know. We heard from a former Liberal Minister for Police that the Premier was a blocker on 
a number of road safety matters. Maybe that is the blockage. Maybe the minister has taken it to cabinet and 
wanted it in one of those earlier bills. If that is the case, why does she not let us know that she has supported it all 
along and that the Premier has been the blocker? A former Liberal Minister for Police said the reason we do not 
have point-to-point cameras in this state—another recommendation of the Road Safety Council and another 
measure that has been implemented in just about every state of Australia—is that the Premier said no. The 
Premier did not give a stuff that that was a measure that could save the lives of Western Australians each and 
every year on a recurrent basis. He overruled the former road safety minister and said, “No, we are not introducing 
the point-to-point cameras.” The issue of point-to-point cameras, which every other state has taken on board, has 
become embarrassing, but if any state could have had a slow introduction of point-to-point cameras, this is the state. 
It is another example of this do-nothing Minister for Road Safety. We get a lot of talk: “We’re gonna do this, we’re 
gonna do that and we’re actively talking about it and we’re reviewing and there are people on to it and discussing 
it”, but where is the actual action? Where is the actual impetus? Where is the drive? Where is anything happening to 
do anything soon to save lives on our roads? A year’s inaction on any of these measures costs lives—ask any road 
safety professional. Independent experts have looked at these things and have made recommendations. The Monash 
University Accident Research Centre was certainly involved in making those initial recommendations and it has 
been involved in a lot of reviews and recommendations since then. Those recommendations are continually put 
before the Road Safety Council and they state that if these measures are undertaken, lives will be saved on the 
roads; that is—let us make it really clear—there are people who will not die if the government implements some 
really basic measures. We know that this is not just speculation, it is not just some type of university theory; it is 
actual fact, because in some of the other states where some of these simple measures have been introduced, the road 
toll has gone down. Fewer people have been killed on roads in Victoria as a result of some of the measures that 
have been put forward and actively taken. 
The first thing we note about this bill is that it is the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2015. 
Here we are, mid-August 2016, and at long, long last this government has said it will be a bit embarrassing if it 
does not make some effort on the road traffic bill, because otherwise it will go through to the keeper. I have no 
idea whether the government will make this bill a priority in the upper house and whether it will even become 
law before the next state election. That is how late in the piece this government has left it. The minister is 
criticised for things: she has not implemented the point-to-point cameras, she is letting people who have 
consumed alcohol supervise learner drivers, she has not implemented the immobiliser system like she said she 
would, and she has not increased the number of supervised driving hours as has been recommended to her 
government year after year. So, every now and again the minister announces something and says, “We’re doing 
something in the road safety space”, but what she really means is, “We’re going to do something eventually 
when we’re dragged kicking and screaming to it after every other state in Australia has introduced it and got on 
with the job.”  
Let us have a look at what is before us today. When did the minister first say that she was gonna do this and she 
was gonna put this stuff before the house? I cannot quote from every article, but I will quote one by Alex Riddell 
that appeared on WAtoday on 19 April 2015, which is about 15 or 16 months ago. Back then the minister had 
her little press statement and gave advice to various media outlets. The heading of the article of 19 April 2015 is 
“Road Safety Minister Liza Harvey: careless WA drivers could soon face jail time”—“soon”, “could soon face 
jail time”! That was in April 2015. Do they face jail time yet? Did it happen “soon”? When is soon? I would 
have thought that was maybe a month or two or three—maybe in six months, at a stretch—they might be facing 
jail time. But no, 15 or 16 months later is really not much sooner. Unless this bill goes to the upper house before 
the end of the year—there is not much time left, there is a big workload up there and I know my colleagues in 
the upper house have not been advised by Hon Peter Collier that this is a priority piece of legislation for them—
“soon” is highly likely to be 2017 at the earliest, probably under a new administration. What does the article 
state? It reads — 

Drivers who seriously injure or kill someone due to carelessness could soon be sent to prison. 
The state government’s new legislation proposes careless drivers be handed a fine, licence suspension 
or jail time. 
Examples of careless driving includes changing the radio, applying make-up, rummaging around in 
a bag and drinking coffee. 
Road Safety Minister Liza Harvey said there were currently very serious penalties for reckless driving 
and dangerous driving but careless drivers only faced $600 fines. 
“People become complacent when they are driving and driving is a very serious activity,” Ms Harvey 
said. 
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“Driving leading to death and serious injury needs a higher penalty and that’s what we are going to 
impose.” 

What she did not say is, “When we eventually get around to it.” The article goes on to state — 
The length of prison term or how much the fine would be is yet to be decided. 

The minister has had well over a year now, so perhaps she could tell us in her response to the second reading 
debate whether she has decided yet what the length of the prison term will be or what the fine will be. She has 
now had 15 or 16 months to work that out. She could not tell Alex Riddell or any of the other journalists back in 
April last year what the fine or the length of imprisonment would be. She said that it was a serious issue and she 
would deal with it soon, even though she did not know what the penalty would be. The minister has had a lot of 
time now, so I hope she can at least tell us what she thinks the penalty should be. The article continues — 

Ms Harvey said she was hoping to table the legislation in parliament by the end of the year. 

She managed that; she did manage to table the legislation, but now she has taken another year to put the 
legislation before the house. The lack of priority that this minister and this government have given to road safety 
is shocking. There are fewer drug tests than in other states, there are fewer alcohol tests than in other states and 
there is no regime that is a sufficient deterrent. There have been all kinds of reports about that. Perhaps when the 
minister gets up, she can tell us how the wheatbelt review is going, because that has now been going for about 
a year. The minister could tell us how her reviews are going, what her decisions are out of them, whether she has 
come to any conclusions and whether she is going to implement anything that saves lives on wheatbelt roads, 
because it is quite disturbing. 

Let us have a look at the crash statistics for Western Australia. I think I heard on the radio this morning that five 
people have been killed on Western Australian roads just in the last two days. From my listening to the radio, 
most of those seem to have occurred, again, on country roads. The figures I am about to quote are not up to date 
and will not include those most recent fatalities, but I am sure that the minister’s staff can add them in and tell us 
what the current statistics are. The statistics on the police website are the only ones I have access to and we are 
told that as at 11.59 pm on 15 August 2016 there had been a total of 114 fatalities this year—114 people killed 
on Western Australian roads this year. That slips off the tongue and is easy to say, but that is 114 families and 
groups of friends who have been affected and totally traumatised. This time last year the figure was 95, so 
according to these statistics from the WA Police website, 19 more people have been killed on our roads this year 
than at the same time last year. I suspect that if we could accurately take into account the events of the last 
couple of days, the figure is probably more than 20 extra people killed on our roads compared with the same 
time last year. That shows, quite demonstrably, that we are going in the wrong direction. 

This should not be about politics. Surely everyone in this house and in this state would want to see the road toll 
reduced. I have certainly contemplated in recent days whether we could ever go back to having a select 
committee on road safety in this house, as we used to. I think that was a good thing. People from both sides of 
Parliament worked constructively to put together reports so that when recommendations came before the 
responsible minister, they could see that the proposals had the support of members from both sides of the house 
and that there had been some proper investigation and buy-in. But under the current model, things are kept 
secret, things are always “going to happen”, and we wait and wait and wait. 

Perhaps even more disturbing than the fact that 20 more people have been killed on our roads this year than at 
the same time last year is that despite the fact that country road deaths have been highlighted over the last couple 
of years as the biggest part of our road safety problem, nothing has been done to stem the flow. Again, the 
available figures only go up to 11.59 pm on 15 August. To date in 2016, 74 people have been killed on our 
country roads, compared with 40 people killed on metropolitan roads. Forty people is still way too many, but 
most of our population—about 80 per cent—lives within about a 100 kilometre radius of Perth, so there is a real 
anomaly here. The rate of road deaths per 100 000 people in some of our regions is shocking. The rate of road 
deaths in the wheatbelt is worse than the rate for the average Third World country, and the rate of road deaths in 
the Pilbara and the Kimberley is not much better. This requires a really dedicated and concerted effort. It actually 
requires some real sense of urgency. Something is drastically wrong here. I think it was June last year that the 
minister announced her review of wheatbelt safety. It is a year later but nothing has happened. In fact, something 
has happened—things have got worse. We were disturbed this time last year to find there had been 48 deaths on 
country roads. What has happened in the past year? The figure is now 74, which is 26 more road deaths than at 
the same time last year. That is a more than 50 per cent increase. 

We called on the Attorney General to resign today, but if anyone should resign, it is the Minister for Road 
Safety. Things are going bad in terms of police. We have seen double-digit increases in crime after eight years of 
the Liberal government. We now know that there are two tonnes of meth in the sewage, but none of this is rocket 
science or new news. I was quoting from national reports from two to four years ago that showed the rate of 
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meth use in Perth lockups was many times the rate in equivalent lockups in other states. We have known that for 
years, but the government has done nothing. Oh, wait, it is not doing nothing—if you ask the government what it 
is doing! It is now holding community workshops. It is going out and asking the community. It has been in 
government for eight years, and it is holding forum after forum. Attendees get a little talk from the 
Minister for Police and the poor old member for Kingsley, who seems to be the bunny who has inherited 
a problem that the government has done nothing about for eight years. 

Meth is not a new problem. When we raised this issue five years ago the government said, “Oh, it’s a product of 
the boom. There’s all these cashed-up bogans who have earned big money in the mines, coming down to Perth 
and spending it on meth. It’s driving crime and doing all these things.” What has the government actually done 
about it? Now it is going out and chatting to people. Now it has a strategy in which it is saying, “Oh, let’s look at 
compulsory treatment for meth addicts.” Yes, families are bloody frustrated when they have a family member 
who is a meth addict and is just not their normal self, is uncontrollable and needs help and treatment. These 
families are tearing out their hair, to say the least, because they know the next thing that will happen is that the 
person will either do major harm to themselves or potentially do major harm to someone else, or they are on 
a trajectory that will take them straight to jail, which will cost the family dearly in its personal life and cost the 
state dearly as well. 

The government has picked up on that frustration. Maybe it had a focus group and realised that that was what 
people in communities were saying. The problem is that this government has not even provided beds for those 
who want help. There are not enough beds, facilities and treatments for anyone who wants to put up their hand to 
volunteer to get some treatment and get over their drug problem. That is not happening. 

But I digress a little; I will try not to talk too much about the failures in the police portfolio. If there is one 
portfolio in which the minister’s inaction annoys me more than any other, it is the portfolio of road safety. Many 
simple initiatives could have been initiated and could have saved dozens of lives every year. I can see that the 
former Minister for Police knows what I mean. I think he was out of the chamber when I referred to the 
point-to-point cameras. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Absolutely. I was watching you on the screen and I agree with every word you say, and I will 
have something to say on that as well. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is an example of an initiative that we know the Premier blocked. I really do not know 
why the initiative to place alcohol restrictions on people who are supervising novice drivers was not put in place. 
I referred to that and I also referred to careless driving and the fact that the minister said that something was going 
to happen soon. She did not know exactly what the penalty would be, other than that it would happen soon, but it 
did not happen soon. We will soon find out whether she actually knows what penalties she intends to impose. 

Another key thing this legislation provides is the power to require compulsory blood testing of drivers suspected 
of involvement in traffic crashes that have resulted in death or serious bodily harm. This is something that has 
been raised with me by quite learned people over the last two, three or four years. I know that other colleagues 
are likely to have something to say on this topic. I was incredulous when I learnt that this was not the case; 
I think the proverbial Joe Public out there would assume that if someone is involved in a crash in which someone 
has been seriously injured or killed, we would want to know whether or not the driver of the vehicle had alcohol 
or drugs in their system. At the very least that is what we are entitled to know. Imagine what it is like for 
someone whose child, sibling or parent is killed in a car crash; they would wonder how it happened. Why did 
this person crash into them? How did this crash happen? How have my relatives ended up dead? They wonder 
whether drugs or alcohol were involved and are told by the police, “Sorry; we couldn’t compel.” The fact is that 
this government has been tardy in bringing this legislation forward and then putting it on the agenda. It has let 
the bill sit on the parliamentary notice paper until August this year, having introduced it last year, without even 
bringing it on for debate. As a consequence, it is not law. It could have, should have and would have been law by 
now if we had a dynamic and dedicated road safety minister, but we do not. 

The joke is that this minister says that she is going to tell the police that I was critical of them. I am not critical of 
the police. I have never been critical of the police. That is just a lie that she likes to perpetrate. I speak to police 
officers all the time. I support them 100 per cent. They do a difficult and dangerous job. I speak to plenty of 
people in the community who tell me how grateful they are for the job that police do. I will tell members who 
else I speak to. I speak to police officers and former police officers who have had to deal with road crashes. They 
are absolutely traumatised after attending road crashes and then having to knock on the door of family members 
to tell them what has occurred. That is traumatic. Medically retired officers who did that way too many times are 
now suffering the consequences of post-traumatic stress disorder. The minister has done nothing in some of these 
areas. She has talked a lot and been to the last two police union conferences and said, “Yes, we agree that there 
needs to be compensation, and we actually support workers’ compensation.” It is not fair that as a consequence 
of an officer just doing their job—turning up to one serious crash after another and having nightmares in which 
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they see those dead and dismembered people over and again in their dreams—that they have a real and 
debilitating illness. They have just been wiped off. They are not getting any support. The minister should let us 
know where she stands on that too. 

The Labor Party is committed to providing workers’ compensation, just as it was committed in the lead-up to the 
2001 election to provide occupational health and safety coverage to police officers. The fact is that for eight 
years the previous Liberal government had promised occupational health and safety coverage and never 
delivered it. We introduced a private member’s bill and it did not get support. Police officers did not get basic 
occupational health and safety coverage until the Gallop government was elected. Sadly, we do not have a bill 
before this house even after all this time. Police officers are likely to have to wait to get workers’ compensation 
until the McGowan Labor government is elected. It has a flow-on effect. Some people might ask whether it is 
relevant to this legislation. Yes, it is very relevant. We could reduce the death and trauma on our roads and have 
20 or 30 fewer fatalities a year—that is, 20 or 30 crashes that police officers, ambos and people in emergency 
services do not have to attend. They would not have to engage the jaws-of-life, pull out the stretcher and see 
young people killed, maimed or injured. 

The cost of road trauma in this state is very high. The slackness of this minister and her lack of energy and drive 
in bringing forward legislation in a timely way is nothing short of shocking. I wholeheartedly support the 
compulsory blood testing of suspected drivers. That has been a very necessary component for a number of years. 
I know that it has been raised in other forums in recent years. It will make a difference. It will mean that people 
who have done the wrong thing—people who were drinking or using drugs and then have a serious crash and kill 
someone—will get a much tougher penalty as a result. At the moment, people who have been drinking and 
driving are getting off. For one reason or another, they are admitted to hospital or whatever and there is no 
capacity to compel a blood test to determine whether they were drinking and driving. It is a bit like the 
circumstances surrounding the former member for Vasse. He was charged for those offences that he could be 
charged for. Had he been given a blood test, we all know what the result would have been. We also know that, in 
effect, he is a very lucky man because he did not kill or seriously maim someone when he drove paralytically 
through the streets of Subiaco. 

Some other changes have been proposed in this legislation, which has been lying around for a year, including the 
removal of the anomaly of offensive driving without authorisation, suspension or disqualification. It is important 
to tidy those things up. Other anomalies are being addressed. I do not intend to talk about them all. There is 
a provision relating to the mandatory disqualification of a driver’s licence for two years for an offence under 
section 54 of the Road Traffic Act. A driver in an incident occasioning bodily harm must stop, ensure assistance 
and give information. That is an important provision. The Minister for Police will have the power to approve or 
revoke types of apparatus and equipment used to measure speed and distance. That is interesting because I think 
that relates to the point-to-point camera trial in some way. At the moment the police are conducting a trial but it 
is a trial without any teeth because the minister has not put any legislation before the house. Again, perhaps she 
can clarify that. I understand that nobody can be charged or prosecuted. She can have her little trial but it means 
nothing because even if someone is fined for doing an average speed of 150 kilometres an hour in 
a 110 kilometre-an-hour zone, because this or other legislation has not been brought before the house, they 
cannot be charged. Perhaps the minister can explain why this legislation will suffice or whether she will have to 
bring further legislation before the house on the implementation of point-to-point cameras. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Has the trial even started yet? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The government has let a contract. Perhaps the minister could tell us about the contract. 

There are a range of other initiatives in the bill. Some initiatives that we know the Road Safety Council has been 
recommending still do not appear in this Road Traffic Amendment Bill. Perhaps the minister could tell us what 
the Road Safety Council previously recommended to her and what the current Office of Road Safety and the 
commissioner are saying to her about supervision hours for novice drivers. I think she will agree that 
Western Australia has the lowest number of hours required for novice drivers before they get their licence. We 
started it at 25 hours; I think it has been increased to 50 hours. There has been a standing recommendation, to the 
best of my knowledge, that that be increased to 120 hours of supervised driving. I think that was recommended 
to the minister on the first day she became Minister for Road Safety. I would be very surprised if she can tell this 
house that an increase in the number of supervised hours for novice drivers, to bring that into line with other 
states that have a much better road safety record than ours, has not been recommended to her at least once a year 
during the time she has been the minister. Although I note the minister has not done things like that, perhaps she 
would like to tell us, out of that novice driver review, under whatever iteration she currently has, which 
provisions the government is yet to take up or which provisions that are being recommended to it that it does not 
support. 
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The opposition absolutely supports this legislation. It is a shame that we had to wait so long for it to be 
introduced. It is a shame that the minister often comes out a year or two in advance and says that she is going to 
do something and then takes her sweet time in bringing something before the house. When it comes to road 
safety, delay costs lives. It sounds like a cruel thing to say, but I hold the Minister for Road Safety responsible 
for some of the lives that have been lost on roads in Western Australia in recent years because of her inaction. 
She brings forward this legislation in the belief that it will reduce serious crashes on our roads and save lives. 
Tell us, minister, how many lives a year will this legislation save? What is the analysis by the Office of Road 
Safety? What advice is that office giving her? If these measures are all put in place to increase safety on our 
roads and reduce the number of injuries and fatalities, tell me: What is the advice to the minister? On an annual 
basis, how many lives will these measures save? What is the prediction? What is the professional analysis that 
has been done for the minister? How many lives is it believed these measures will save? How many fewer 
serious injuries will there be on our roads as a result of this? When we know that number, we will know how 
many lives have been lost and how many more serious injuries there have been in the last 12 months that could 
have been avoided had the minister got on and done her job in a timely fashion. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [1.32 pm]: I do not intend to take too long on the Road Traffic Legislation 
Amendment Bill (No. 2) because I would like it to go through the house as quickly as possible. I agree with 
most, if not all, of the comments of the previous speaker, the member for Midland. All the time this bill is 
delayed, more lives are being wasted on our roads; more families are being traumatised by losing their loved 
ones or by their loved ones being critically injured. I do not want to see that happen—not for one second—if we 
can avoid it. 
Many of the amendments in this bill are things that I was dealing with when I was the road safety and police 
minister. That was over four years ago. Most of the legislation the Minister for Road Safety has brought into this 
house in relation to both police and road safety is legislation and policy that I was working on and was almost 
ready to bring in. There are virtually no new initiatives for legislation on law and order or road safety by this 
present minister. In fact, I think she has been asleep at the wheel, and many people who could have been saved 
have lost their lives. 
The Minister for Road Safety states in her second reading speech — 

The most significant amendments contained in this bill are to the Road Traffic Act … These are to 
establish the power to require compulsory blood testing of suspected drivers involved in a traffic crash 
that resulted in death or serious bodily harm; to create an offence of careless driving causing death, 
grievous bodily harm or bodily harm; and to create offences of providing driving instruction under the 
influence of alcohol or a prescribed illicit drug. 

I was dealing with this matter when I was the minister. This was virtually ready to go, and yet only now are we 
dealing with it. This legislation was brought into this place last November, in the dying days of 2015, and I have 
been waiting and waiting. As the old song goes, “I have been waiting such a long time.” We have been waiting 
in this instance, I assure members, and in many other instances. Quite frankly, as the minister says in her second 
reading speech — 

Regrettably section 66 of the Road Traffic Act 1974 provides for very limited circumstances in 
which a member of the Police Service may require a driver to provide a sample of blood for 
analysis with a view to determining whether that driver has consumed medications or illegal 
drugs. 

A later fatal vehicle crash in which intoxication may have been a factor led the State Coroner to 
comment — 

In a case where there has been a fatal traffic crash, it is my view that police should be 
permitted to obtain a sample of blood for testing from each driver involved in the crash 
irrespective of whether or not the police officers present are in a position to make any 
determination as to intoxication or otherwise. 

The speech goes on to say many other things. This is what I was dealing with as police minster. The Road Safety 
Council brought these very specific items to me when I was the minister. That is when we had a Road Safety 
Council of worth; when we had an independent chairman who was not afraid to speak out against the 
government when he thought it necessary. We had some really good chairmen of the Road Safety Council. The 
Road Safety Council hardly ever meets now. It is all done by the Road Safety Commissioner who reports 
directly to the minister. There is no oversight of this by the council, which used to occur. The council used to get 
all of its advice and strategies and, if you like, its knowledge from experts, not only from Australia but 
throughout the world. It used to formulate the policy in suggested legislation and bring it to me when I was the 
minister, and I am sure they took it to the member for Midland when she was the minister, and to previous 
ministers. We had great chairmen of the Road Safety Council, such as Grant Dorrington. He was not afraid to 
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speak out against the government. Initially it was mainly against the Liberal–National government and then it 
was against the Labor government. Then he made some comments when the Liberal government took over in 
2008. Then there was Professor D’Arcy Holman, a highly qualified academic, who took the job of chairman of 
the Road Safety Council very seriously. He was never afraid to speak out when he thought that something was 
wrong. He has criticised me once or twice. He had every right to do so, and I took it on the chin. Then there was 
Professor Murray Lampard, a distinguished former senior police officer, who did a good job as well. He even 
made some comments, although not as many as the others. Now we have a very, very tame—I am sorry to say—
road safety commissioner whose job depends on the Minister for Police; Road Safety and who tells her what she 
wants to know. If she does not want to know something, he will not tell her. It is a terrible situation to have no 
independence whatsoever when it comes to road safety. The minister has a history in road safety, but I will not 
go into that now. 

There are so many things that should have happened in the past four years that have not happened. The minister 
announced last year in February, I think it was, that we were going to get brand-new cameras. The government 
was going to increase the number of cameras by about 90, blah, blah, blah. That was last year in February. She 
rehashed the same press release again at the press conference she had nine months later. At the last budget 
estimates she said the same thing, in the tiny piece of paper we got, dealing with about $140 million worth of 
road safety initiatives. At the end of the day, what has been done? Nothing has been done because it is 
a five-year program. I wonder how many cameras have been purchased. How many cameras will be operating 
before the end of this calendar year? I would be very interested to know. I would also be very interested to know 
how much money is stuck in the road trauma trust account, sitting there idle while people are losing their lives 
and while people are being critically injured on our roads. I heard it was still about $140 million. That is just 
sitting there doing nothing. This Minister for Road Safety sometimes gives a big Cheshire cat grin at the cameras 
when she thinks she is going to get one over on people. Let me tell her, she has not: people who are really 
interested in this area and who know about road safety know that she is not a particularly good minister in that 
respect. She does not have the commitment to road safety that we have seen in the past—certainly not. 
The member for Midland was quite right in what she said: the government now says that it is trialling the 
point-to-point cameras. I wonder if it has started trialling them? I believe it might have let the contract, but that 
can take months. I wonder if the government has actually started trialling them on our freeways and highways. 
I do not think it has. Yet it has been proven not only in this country but worldwide that point-to-point cameras 
save people’s lives. They are the fairest way of catching errant drivers who are speeding. Driver distraction is 
a serious issue. Sometimes drivers do not realise that they are five to 10 kays over the speed limit, and they 
suddenly go, jeepers, there is a Multanova camera, or a speed camera, and they slow down, but they have been 
caught. They have not done anything seriously wrong. They have not killed anybody. They have just been 
distracted for a moment, and they have been caught. With point-to-point cameras, an errant driver who is 
hell-bent on speeding between, say, Perth and Bunbury, will be caught, and so they should be. 
At the moment we have the worst Premier and the worst Minister for Police; Road Safety ever. There is no 
commitment from either of them to road safety—none at all. I remember clearly that in 2012, in my dying days 
as Minister for Police; Road Safety, when I was working on the police and road safety budget, it was not one 
single piece of A4 paper; it was two pieces of A3 paper, with a lot of detail on it. It had on it all the 
recommendations from the Road Safety Council, and what had been approved by cabinet. However, what had 
been approved by the Premier was something different. I have a witness to this. My chief of staff was with me at 
the time. I met the Premier at his office down the road. It was just the Premier, me, and my chief of staff at the 
time. The Premier looked at those pieces of paper, and he said he did not like it at all. When I asked the Premier 
why he did not like it, he said, “I don’t want point-to-point cameras.” I then said that it is a proven fact that they 
save people’s lives. I am sure even the Road Safety Commissioner would agree with that now—now, he 
would—and the police also agreed with it at the time. However, the Premier did not like it. He did not want 
point-to-point cameras. When I said that it has been proved in other states, and internationally, that they save 
people’s lives, the Premier said, “I don’t care. I don’t want them.” The Premier then said that he did not want to 
spend the money that was in the road trauma trust account—there was quite a few million dollars in that account 
at the time that was allocated—on extra drink and drug testing. That money could have been used to employ 
400 police officers over and above the number of police officers that had been promised by the government of 
the day—I was part of that promise—rather than be used simply to subsidise the police budget, which is what is 
happening now. This minister has allocated $4 million or $8 million, or whatever it is in the budget—I cannot 
remember. However, that money is not being used to employ extra police officers. That money is simply being 
transferred to the police budget for extra drink and drug testing. The police should be doing that anyway. That 
money was supposed to be used to employ extra police officers to do that job. While police are doing drink and 
drug testing, they are not able to fight other crimes. 
I put forward a proposal that both the police union and the RAC WA absolutely agree with. I have worked out 
that with that $80 million in the road trauma trust account, we could employ an extra 400 police officers. That is 
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almost as many as this government promised at the last election. That is 400 over and above what we have at the 
moment. We could call them a highway patrol, or a strategic traffic enforcement group, or whatever we like. 
Those police officers would be out on our roads. If we ask people what is the best deterrent to stop people from 
drink and drug driving, from hooning and from speeding, 95 per cent of them will say it is more cops on the 
roads. Ask anybody—that is what they will say. However, this minister has deaf ears. She is not interested in 
that, because it means having to spend money out of the road trauma trust account on increasing the number of 
officers in the police force. As I have said, the police union is 100 per cent behind this. From the surveys I have 
done, the public is also 100 per cent behind this. The public wants to see more cops on our roads. It is not just the 
lives that will be saved from catching people who are drink or drug driving, reckless driving, speeding or 
hooning; it is also the amount of crime that could be solved. A lot of crime is solved by traffic officers who stop 
and search drivers and find drugs, weapons, cash and all sorts of things. This Minister for Police claims the glory 
for it all and says that our police are doing a great job. Of course they are. However, they could do a much better 
job if another 400 officers were out there doing the same thing. 

We should be looking at how we can save the lives of people on our roads. In one of the brochures that the 
police union sent out, it quoted the proposal that had been put by me as a former police minister and now an 
independent backbencher. However, what has the police minister said about that? She has said nothing. Perhaps 
in the minister’s response she will tell us how much of the money in the road trauma trust account is just sitting 
in that account and has not been allocated, and how many police officers over and above the number that were 
promised at the time of the election have been funded out of the road trauma trust account. 

When I had that meeting with the Premier when I was Minister for Police, quite a few million dollars had been 
allocated to country roads. That was mainly for the installation of barriers in front of trees that people were prone 
to hit. If a driver hits a tree, they will probably kill themselves. If they hit a barrier, they will wreck their car, but 
chances are they will be able to get out of their car and walk away. The Road Safety Council and road safety 
experts around Australia all say the same thing. It is very important that if people hit a tree, they are able to get 
out of their car and walk away. Forget the financial cost. The biggest benefit is the saving in the trauma that 
families go through when they lose a loved one or a loved one is critically injured. That is more important than 
any amount of cash. I would not care if we had to spend $100 million to save the life of one person on our roads. 
It is worth it, particularly if we are that person or a family member of that person. We are not talking about an 
extravagant amount of money. We are talking about quite a modest amount of money. Millions of dollars from 
the road trauma trust account is being spent on administration. That is scandalous. That was never the intention. 
When I introduced the bill for the Road Safety Council, it was amended to ensure that the funds from the road 
trauma trust account were spent on road safety initiatives. That was the intention of this Parliament. This 
minister has changed the ethos and the importance of that fund completely. Shame on the minister for doing that. 
More people have been killed on our roads this year than were killed last year. I hate to say it, but I think that 
trend will continue. That is because cops are being pulled from road safety to do other things. The crime rate in 
my area has increased enormously. The West Australian published statistics on the amount of crime that was 
happening in the suburbs in my area. In the last year, there has been a 37 per cent increase in crime in one 
particular suburb. This minister has overseen an increase in crime of over 20 per cent. I am very happy to say 
that when I was the Minister for Police, there was a decrease in crime of over 10 per cent. The crime rate is now 
out of control. Is the government employing more police officers to do this job? No, it is not. That is a broken 
promise by this government. Before that promise that was made at the last election can be judged, we will have 
reached the time of the next election, because that promise goes into the next financial year. We will see a flurry 
of new cops trained at the Police Academy in the final days of this government—I think it will be the final days 
of this government, to be honest. The government will then be able to say that it has done its job, and we will all 
see the pictures of the minister. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I know you were so enthralled with my comments! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): I was waiting for the time. Sorry. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Not a problem. I thought I would get in before my time runs out. I probably will not take 
all my time anyway, because I can see that we are getting close to question time. 

There are many things I could say. The Premier would not allow me to spend money that the Road Safety 
Council had recommended and that was sitting in the road trauma trust account for saving lives on our country 
roads. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: He’s letting me spend it—nearly $149 million. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Of course he is, because he is the minister’s puppet. He does whatever the minister wants 
him to do. The minister now does not have an independent chairman of the road trauma trust account. He does 
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whatever the minister wants him to do. I am sorry to have to say that, because I have a lot of respect for him. 
However, he does what the minister tells him to do. That is the problem the minister has. The minister does not 
have an independent Road Safety Council chairman anymore. I have respect for all our police officers and 
former police officers. I am sure that if he had his way, he would do a lot of things differently from what the 
minister wants him to do. I am sure he would. I remember him as a very good copper. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: He is being given $149 million to spend this year. 

Mr R.F.JOHNSON: He is not going to spend it. The Minister for Road Safety knows he is not going to spend it 
because she will not let him spend it. It is in there. What will it be spent on—administration costs or the 
minister’s jaunts around the state to hold forums? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: He is spending it. 

Mr R.F.JOHNSON: No, he is not. The minister can tell me in her response how much money is in the road 
trauma trust account. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: There will be — 
Mr R.F.JOHNSON: How much is in there now? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: There will be $34 million left at the end of this financial year; $149 million is being spent 
this year. 
Mr R.F.JOHNSON: So $149 million is in the account and it will be spent. That is another promise the 
Minister for Road Safety has made. The minister does not keep her promises. The government did not spend all 
the money last year; rather, it sat idle. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Neither did you! 
Mr R.F.JOHNSON: The minister can say what she likes about me; I do not give a stuff! I have nothing to lose. 
I simply come into this place and tell the truth, which is what my constituents want me to do. The minister has to 
try to tell the truth. I know when she is not telling the truth because her lips move—that is a fact. The minister 
has told so many untruths both inside and outside this place and she has been found out time and again. 
Notwithstanding that, she thinks she is doing a wonderful job, and I am sure the Premier thinks so too. The 
Minister for Road Safety is the Premier’s favourite girl in this place. He wanted her to be Deputy Premier and he 
wants her to take over as Premier. I do not like her chances. I think there are two or three ministers before her in 
that particular line-up. I do not think the minister will be there. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Come back. 
Mr R.F.JOHNSON: Yes, I will come back. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Did he tell you that? 
Mr R.F.JOHNSON: Who—the Premier? He does not talk to me. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: So how do you know? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The media tells me what is being said all the time. The media knows more about what is 
going on in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet than does the Minister for Road Safety. She probably 
does not know an awful lot of what is going on. 
The point I am trying to make is that during the member for Scarborough’s four years as the Minister for Road 
Safety, she has sat on her backside and done little. When I was the minister, I brought in more legislation than 
any other minister and I am very proud of that. Most of the stuff the minister has brought into this place over the 
past four years is stuff that I was working on. Where are the new initiatives? She does not have any—none 
whatsoever. We were seriously working on zero being the alcohol limit that an authorised instructor could have 
in their system. That was four years ago, but we are only debating it now. By the time it goes through this and 
the upper house and becomes law it may be Christmas—if we are lucky. I hope so, because Parliament will get 
up at the end of November. It will not want to sit a day longer than it has to because all the while that the lights 
are on in Parliament House, as the old saying goes, the government is getting beaten around the head. That is 
what happens. We will not sit any extra weeks even though we should. We will sit fewer days this year than we 
have ever sat before. That is a disgrace because so much important legislation needs to go through this and the 
upper house. We should be sitting at least an extra two or three weeks. I feel sorry for Parliament House staff; 
I am sure that that is a formidable thought to behold for the future, but that is what needs to happen. If we are to 
be responsible legislators, we need to sit and legislate properly, accurately and responsibly without playing silly 
games and without the two parties that formed government at odds with each other all the time. That is what is 
happening. 
I digress. I was talking about the meeting I had with the Premier at which he refused to allow me to spend money 
on road safety initiatives in country areas, which is what I wanted to do because the majority of 
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Western Australian lives lost in road crashes were being lost in road crashes in country areas. He said that he did 
not want to spend that money even though we were losing so many people. He basically said that he did not care. 
He said that if the money was to be spent, it should be spent on metropolitan intersections. I said, “Premier, we 
are already spending the maximum we can. Main Roads told me that it cannot do any more than what has been 
allocated in the road trauma trust account funding allocation.” He replied that he did not care and to carry the 
funds over to the next year. That was the view of the Premier. He had no conscience because he did not care that 
country people’s lives were at risk. He did not want to spend the money on road safety initiatives in country 
Western Australia. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Shame! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Shame—absolutely. The most precious thing that any government can do is protect its 
citizens in every way possible, including in law and order and road safety. Per capita, Western Australia has the 
worst record of all the states in Australia. That is the record that this minister has to bear. She has been the 
minister during four years during which time a massive increase in funds could have been spent on road safety. 
What has she done with that money? She has done absolutely nothing, apart from spending it on administration 
and tarting up an office that used to be paid for by Main Roads when it was the Office of Road Safety. It is now 
the Road Safety Commission, which sounds good; it sounds posh. 

I support our police to get out there and do their job. They know I support them because even though the 
minister will not like me doing so, I regularly talk with police officers. They come up to me when I see them 
outside and when they are in their civvies. They are honest and frank with me. They support my idea of an extra 
400 police officers. At the stroke of a pen the minister could increase the number of police officers who are 
dedicated to highway patrol. The government can call it what it likes—a strategic traffic enforcement group. If 
the media took a helicopter to Midland, which is where all police vehicles are kept, to view the number of police 
vehicles sitting idle they would see dozens of them that should be out on the road. Our police officers know that. 
I do not think they are very happy about it. They would love an extra 400 colleagues on the job—the minister 
should talk to them to find out the truth—but it would mean spending the money in the road trauma trust 
account. The money is being left in that account to try to make the state debt look a bit better than it is. How can 
the government make a $40 billion state debt look any better by not spending $80 million on employing 
400 extra police officers? The government cannot—it simply cannot. In the meantime—we are coming and 
going, which is not a problem—people are losing their lives. 

The Premier announced the government’s $65 million spend on the Quadriplegic Centre as a great big deal. That 
money should have been spent at least four years ago, if not earlier. The Quad Centre is a disgrace—an absolute 
disgrace. The government is spending millions of dollars on the Bigger Picture advertising campaign to try to 
make itself look good, which is the job of the obscenely overpaid spin doctors in the Premier’s office. Everyone 
knows who they are; they are the ones who write his speeches for the state conference. Instead of doing that, the 
government should spend money where it is needed, such as on the Quad Centre, which houses some of the 
state’s most severely disabled people. The place is a disgrace. The Premier has only just announced that he will 
spend money on it. The member for Midland said that this minister is a “gonna minister”—gonna do it, gonna do 
it, gonna do it. She does not do it; she is “gonna do it”. The minister needs to tell the Premier that she is not just 
gonna do it but that she is going to do it. The government has to protect the people of this state, particularly in 
the area of road safety. 

I do not think any member in the chamber is more dedicated than I am to road safety, and most members know 
the reason why. For as long as I am a member of this place—that could be quite a time, who knows?—I will 
continue to speak up on behalf of road users and those who are affected by deficient road safety systems and 
who are not getting the protection that they deserve, need and pay for. Every cent from speed and red-light 
cameras goes into the road trauma trust account. That is one of the finest pieces of legislation I ever brought into 
this place. I have brought in some tough legislation. One such piece of legislation is mandatory sentencing for 
assaults on police officers. That was my legislation, Mr Speaker. It protects our police officers. I think members 
will find that the number of police officers who have been seriously assaulted because of that legislation has 
diminished—and so it should, because our cops deserve that sort of protection. While I am around they know 
I will do my utmost to make sure they get that protection. I will not give in and I will not give up. I am a fighter 
as well as a lover, Mr Speaker, and I intend to continue to do that. I will always speak up for my electorate in 
particular and make sure that it gets the road safety initiatives and some of the funds spent in that area because 
there is a lot of hooning in my area, but we do not seem to get the same traction as some other electorates. I will 
now conclude my comments. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4754.] 
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