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ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT (ALCOHOL AND DRUG RELATED OFFENCES) BILL 2010 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 24 November 2010. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [11.57 am]: I am pleased to support the government’s Road Traffic 
Amendment (Alcohol and Drug Related Offences) Bill 2010. As the Minister for Police has said, the bill, which 
implements recommendations of the Road Safety Council, will amend the Road Traffic Act. 

Firstly, the bill will increase the monetary penalties, and suspension and disqualification periods for drink-
driving and drug-driving offences. Secondly, the bill will extend the application of the zero blood alcohol 
content limit that currently applies to novice drivers. The zero blood alcohol content limit will be applicable to 
drivers of buses, taxis, heavy vehicles, small charter vehicles and vehicles carrying explosives and dangerous 
goods; and also to drivers currently subject to section 64A of the act—namely, recently disqualified drivers and 
persons driving with an extraordinary driver’s licence. 

The background of this issue was given in the Minister for Police’s second reading speech. He said that alcohol 
is a major contributing factor to road crashes in Western Australia and that, in 2009, nearly one-third of fatal 
crashes involved a driver with a blood alcohol level greater than .05 per cent. The conservative estimate he gave 
in the house for the cost of alcohol-related road trauma was more than $190 million a year. In 2008–09, 22 000 
drivers tested by police were found to have exceeded the lawful alcohol limit, which is why this bill is before the 
house today—to try to reverse that trend. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: What do you think about fewer people being tested by police? More than 2 000 fewer people 
were tested by police last year. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I think the police are doing an excellent job with testing, but, in common with many 
members in this house, I hope that more funds will become available for more testing to be done. 

I have talked about alcohol. In respect of drugs, the minister stated that the incidence of drug-related fatalities 
had increased from 16 per cent in 2002 to 29 per cent in 2007. That was the latest data, but given that trend, I am 
sure that that figure has also increased since that time. 

The bill is based on the work done by the Road Safety Council, which carried out a review of financial penalties 
and disqualification notices. It looked at what was happening here and in other jurisdictions. This was the first 
review that had been done since 1997. The research for the review was based on a risk curve, in which the 
amount of alcohol was correlated with the number of road traffic accidents. The risk curve showed that there was 
an increase in the number of road accidents associated with an increase in the blood alcohol content. Although 
the review made some recommendations for a decrease in penalty units, many recommendations were for an 
increase in penalty units and disqualification periods. The evidence used included research from the Grand 
Rapids study, which showed the association between alcohol content and risk of road traffic accidents. The 
minister said in a media release that drivers are twice as likely to crash with a blood alcohol content of .05; seven 
times as likely to crash with a blood alcohol content of .08; and 25 times more likely to crash with a blood 
alcohol content of .15. There is evidence to show that financial penalties and disqualification periods need to be 
effective if they are going to act as a deterrent. 

In common with other Australian jurisdictions, this bill provides for an extension of the current penalties for 
blood alcohol content. It is proposed to amend section 64A so that it now applies to vehicles carrying more than 
12 adult persons, whether or not the vehicle is carrying passengers at the relevant time. It will capture omnibus 
vehicles, limousines and shuttle buses; taxis, whether they are taxi-plated cars or cars issued with taxi licences; 
and vehicles with a gross combination mass exceeding 22.5 tonnes. The last one is particularly important, 
because the arguments in favour of the change for large trucks maintain that the stopping distances for larger, 
heavier vehicles are longer than those for smaller vehicles; that is, the weight and the speed of larger vehicles 
means they take longer to stop. People’s reactions will be impaired if they have consumed alcohol or drugs, so a 
truck driver with alcohol or drugs in his blood will react more slowly. In the case of an emergency, this could 
have a serious effect on the stopping distance. Trucks, because of their weight, are likely to do far more damage 
when they crash than a small car. The bill also makes provision for vehicles transporting dangerous goods, as 
defined under the Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004. 

I am very pleased that the minister has introduced this legislation and that he said in his second reading speech 
that after the bill has been gazetted, there will be a reasonable period to allow for education in the community so 
that drivers of the vehicles that will now be affected will be aware of the changes. I thank the minister for the 
excellent briefing his staff gave me, and I hope that the passage of this bill through this house goes smoothly. 
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MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [12.07 pm]: I firstly thank the member for Alfred Cove for her statements of 
the bleeding obvious; I am now put in the position of having to repeat some of them. 

This bill will modify fines and licence disqualification periods for drink and drug-driver offences; I have to say 
that the legislation is overdue, and I commend the government for introducing it. I will qualify that praise later 
on. As the member for Alfred Cove has incompletely pointed out, this legislation also introduces some restricted 
blood alcohol content provisions for drivers of buses, taxis, heavy vehicles, small charter vehicles and vehicles 
carrying dangerous goods. There are also provisions for extraordinary licence holders. The member for Alfred 
Cove did not mention that there are some exemptions for volunteers who may be driving heavy vehicles—that 
was something I became fully aware of only this morning. I want to express my dismay at the government for 
providing the explanatory memorandum to the bill, containing amendments, on the morning of the day on which 
the bill is to be debated. That is just not satisfactory. I understand that one of the amendments was at the urging 
of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority, which I will discuss in greater detail when we go into 
consideration in detail. The opposition had not expected that we would have to go into consideration in detail, 
but because these amendments were brought in at the eleventh hour, I have not had the opportunity to speak to 
my caucus or shadow cabinet colleagues about them. 

Under the previous government, prior to a bill being consented to by cabinet for introduction into Parliament, the 
practice was to circulate it to all interested agencies so that they could comment on whether it would impact on 
them. The bill was introduced in November, so it presumably went to cabinet some time prior to that. We now 
have a situation in which, at the eleventh hour, the Fire and Emergency Services Authority is objecting to some 
provisions in the legislation, and some amendments are being introduced at this late stage. I have to say that that 
is pretty unsatisfactory.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Funny, you did it all the time.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Well, it is a pretty funny way to run government.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: We never had time for our party room to consider a lot of the amendments that you and other 
ministers in your government used to bring in.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I believe that the member for Hillarys did complain on the odd occasion—very odd usually! 
That is all the more reason for the present government to try to lift its game. It is not good enough.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: They are pretty simple amendments.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: They are not simple amendments, because when I asked the Minister for Police a question 
about the amendments this morning in the passageway, he could not explain them to me. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What did you ask me?  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I asked the minister something to which he did not know the answer.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: It was nothing to do with what’s in the bill today, that’s why! 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It was; it was to do with novice drivers. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: There is no change whatsoever to the provision in the bill concerning novice drivers.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Novice drivers are mentioned in one of the amendments and, because there was no change, I 
was puzzled. I asked the minister about it and he was unable to tell me. In any event, the substance of the bill is 
something on which I hoped we could take a bipartisan approach, as the opposition is generally supportive of it.  

Before discussing the bill, I will discuss a couple of aspects of road safety in Western Australia. Although it is 
early days, 2011 has started badly. There have been almost double the number of fatalities this year compared 
with the same time last year. The figures from 21 February 2010 show that there had been 14 fatalities up to that 
date. For the same period this year there have been 27 fatalities. As was pointed out yesterday during private 
members’ time, that is effectively double the number of families and friends who are now bereaved. That is a 
very sad state of affairs. An overall analysis of the causes of these deaths will occur at the end of the year, but it 
is certainly odds-on that some of those fatalities will have involved alcohol. A summary of last year’s fatal and 
serious injuries on WA roads was released by the RAC and the police last week, which analysed the causes of 
fatalities in 2010. I am sorry that the member for Alfred Cove was so interested in this debate that she has now 
left the chamber. I do not know whether the Minister for Police has seen this document entitled “Fatal and 
Serious Injuries on WA Roads: 2010 Summary”. It is excellent. It was released by the RAC and the police 
commissioner. The document states — 

Alcohol and speed continue to be the main cause of fatal and serious injury crashes, with 37% of 
fatalities attributed to these causes (where known). Metropolitan and regional WA vary in what most 
commonly causes crashes. In regional WA 45% of fatal injury crashes are caused by alcohol and speed. 
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Failure to give way, contravening signs or signals and inattention are proportionately higher in 
metropolitan WA. 

Alcohol is certainly an important contributor and a key driver to our road deaths and serious injuries. It is 
important that this bill makes penalties consistent with those in other jurisdictions and also at levels that 
constitute a sufficient deterrent. I will talk a bit more about alcohol and driving in a minute.  

Although I think the Minister for Police is extremely sincere in his commitment to road safety, I am not sure that 
his commitment is shared by all his colleagues, which I think is hampering his efforts to some extent. On 
Tuesday we had the very unedifying spectacle of Premier Barnett defending his Minister for Transport, who had 
racked up nine speeding offences in three years. As we would expect, the point was made that none of those 
offences occurred while he was Minister for Transport. That is fair enough, but what was not mentioned was that 
some of the offences would have occurred while he was Treasurer and was receiving submissions to fund the 
Towards Zero road safety strategy. I will talk about that shortly.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: None of those related to drink or drug-driving.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: But they may colour the Minister for Transport’s view of road safety, which is pretty 
unfortunate. In the course of defending the Minister for Transport, the assertion was made that some of the 
infractions were for only a few kilometres an hour over the speed limit. This showed a lack of understanding of 
the facts at the highest levels, which is of real concern. It would be a pity if the Minister for Police; Road Safety 
were a voice in the wilderness. The member for Vasse and the Premier need to know that 60 of the people killed 
on our roads in Western Australia last year were killed because of speed. Many more were permanently injured 
for life. Either they were speeding themselves or they were struck by speeding motorists. Speed increases the 
severity of crashes—the faster one drives, the harder one hits. What is not generally well known is that a person 
is twice as likely to have a crash at 65 kilometres an hour in a 60-kilometre-an-hour zone, four times more likely 
to have a serious crash travelling at 70 kilometres an hour in a 60-kilometre-an-hour zone, and a staggering 32 
times more likely to have a crash travelling at 80 kilometres an hour in a 60-kilometre-an-hour zone. I make 
those points even though they do not relate directly to the bill because, after hearing some of the discussions in 
this chamber over the past few days, a number of people clearly need to be reminded of those statistics.  

This legislation is the third bill in less than six months to deal with alcohol and driving. I think I said on the last 
occasion that it certainly would have been preferable if all the bills had been brought together in one bill. I do not 
believe that there is merit in such a piecemeal approach. I previously made the observation that perhaps the most 
pressing area for legislative reform in this area is repeat drink-driving, yet that is still to be done. I say it is the 
most pressing area for reform because in Western Australia each year around 7 500, or 30 per cent of the 
motorists who are caught drink-driving, are repeat offenders. I repeat: 30 per cent of motorists caught drink-
driving—7 500 annually—are repeat drink-drivers. The Towards Zero road safety strategy noted  

To reduce repeat drink driving, alcohol assessment and treatment programs and technological solutions 
will be considered. The widespread use of alcohol interlocks could significantly reduce drink driving as 
a primary risk factor for road safety  

Again, we are waiting for legislation that would permit that to occur. Recent drink-driver surveys conducted by 
Main Roads Western Australia reflect the worrying trend of the increased prevalence of drink and drug-driving 
on Western Australian roads. Less than 30 per cent of respondents recalled being random breath-tested in the 
past six months and fewer than that thought it was likely that they would be random breath-tested on a week 
night. It was also noted that in the vicinity of 225 000 fewer drivers are being random breath-tested annually than 
five years ago, despite an increase in population. That figure absolutely concerns me. In February 2009 the 
minister described the introduction of alcohol interlock devices as a matter of highest government priority. That 
was two years ago. In Western Australia we test less than a quarter of the number of drivers for drugs that are 
tested in South Australia annually. The Barnett government has also broken its election promise to buy an 
additional two drug buses.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: No we haven’t. We said we would do that in our first term of government.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No, it did not mention the first term of government. It just said that a Liberal government 
would buy an additional two drug buses. In the 2009 budget, the allocation for those drug buses was slashed. I 
am heartened by an answer to a supplementary question put by Hon Ken Travers during the ongoing inquiry of 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. The member asked — 

3.1 Are there plans to increase the number of drug driving tests administered?  

3.2 Are there plans to purchase any additional drug buses, and if so when?  

I am pleased to say that the response from the police was — 
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3.1 Roadside Oral Fluid Testing is in its infancy and, prior to the resolution of a number of issues, 
it would not be advantageous to expand operations agency-wide. 

The Traffic Enforcement Group is continuing to refine operational capabilities and develop 
methodologies which will enable the development of broader enforcement opportunities. 

I am concerned about the time taken to do that. In any event, they go on to say — 

3.2 Two (2) new drug buses have been included as part of WA Police’s budget submission as part 
of the 2011/12 budget process. 

I hope that means the minister will be reversing the 2009 decision to slash the funding for additional drug buses. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: So we haven’t broken a promise, then. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The government has broken a promise in that it cut funding from the 2009 budget. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, we have not! We arranged our priorities for 2010–11. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Nowhere in that promise does it say that it is in the government’s first term, rather than first 
year. 

Community perceptions about the chance of being randomly breath-tested or even drug-tested are, I think, 
declining, and that is a matter of great concern because this bill seeks to increase penalties. The deterrent effect 
of increasing penalties will not kick in unless there is a real prospect of being apprehended. With fewer than 
200 000-plus tests a year, and declining community perceptions on the likelihood of being apprehended, the 
utility of raising penalties alone may not be enough. To some extent, the blitz operation approach is failing to 
make real inroads into the drink-driving culture. 

Before returning to the bill, I want to talk about the funding of road safety initiatives, which is something that I 
have mentioned in this place on many occasions. The Towards Zero road safety strategy was announced in this 
place in March 2009 and endorsed by the government as its overriding vision for road safety, and the opposition 
supported that vision. However, Towards Zero is still not funded and calls from the independent chair of the 
Road Safety Council, the Royal Automobile Club and the WA Local Government Association for an immediate 
commitment by way of funding have all gone unanswered. The Ministerial Council on Road Safety is a 
subcommittee of cabinet comprising a number of ministers. It is clear from the public comments made by the 
minister that certain recommendations have been made to cabinet for funding, but as yet they have gone 
unanswered. Those who know something about government would, I suspect, think the blockage might be at 
Treasury. In fact, they may well have fallen foul of Treasurer “Speedy” Buswell. Not only was the member for 
Vasse involved in the 2009 budget as the then Treasurer, but also, because he lost his portfolio only shortly 
before the 2010 budget, we can assume that he was also active in the deliberations on those budgets. As if his 
recidivism and risk taking on our roads is not bad enough, this failure to assist the Barnett government in 
prosecuting its road safety agenda is, I think, yet another black mark. 

The Road Traffic Amendment (Alcohol and Drug Related Offences) Bill outlines the appropriate blood alcohol 
content permissible for truck drivers on our roads. It is argued that vehicles that weigh 22.5 tonnes or more pose 
a real risk on the roads by virtue of mere physical mass and, therefore, it is better that the drivers of such vehicles 
have a zero blood alcohol content. I think there is a broader issue in the trucking industry; that is, often owners 
and employers of drivers are to some extent responsible for controlling the conduct of drivers and how trucks are 
driven on our roads, and the industry itself. In that regard, the so-called chain of responsibility legislation is very 
important as it identifies the parties, including consigners, packers, loaders, owner–operators, drivers and 
receivers, that have a legal responsibility for how those trucks are driven on the roads. Although this legislation 
exists in many other states, in Western Australia the laws have, for inexplicable reasons, been delayed. I asked 
the then Minister for Transport, Minister O’Brien, the reasons for that delay, and from his answer it was not clear 
why these laws had been held up. I appeal to the new Minister for Transport: if he wants to improve his road 
safety credentials, he might facilitate the introduction to this house of chain-of-responsibility laws without 
further delay. The increased volume of trucks on our roads because of the changes to the grain freight rail 
network makes it very, very important that we do something about the chain of responsibility and ensure that we 
control how trucks are driven on our roads. 

The other matter I wish to mention about enforcement and drink-driving laws is the need to fund police 
sufficiently. In the course of interjecting on the member for Alfred Cove, I asked whether she was aware that in 
the order of more than 200 000 fewer random breath tests were conducted each year than were conducted five 
years ago. The member was not only unaware of that, but also said she hoped that the police would be resourced 
and funded sufficiently to increase the volume of testing. The opposition would certainly call on them to increase 
the number of tests to 2005 levels. 
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However, I am concerned about the apparent dipping into road trauma trust fund to top up funding for what I 
think is core police business. I wrote to the chairman of the Road Safety Council about this because core 
operational police business should not be funded out of the road trauma trust fund. The road trauma trust fund 
receives 30 per cent of the revenue collected from speeding and red-light camera fines. The other 70 per cent of 
the money collected goes into consolidated revenue. The money left in the road trauma trust fund should be used 
to fund road safety initiatives outside government’s core functions. My belief is that by and large operational 
matters should be funded out of the substantive police budget, and if the government is not funding the police 
well enough to allow that, that is a matter of major concern. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You did the STEP program when you were in government. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Before I read out portions of a letter I have, I will say to the minister that record levels of 
funds will be secured from red-light cameras. It will be in the vicinity of $120 million a year in the next three 
years. I am very concerned that there be some level of scrutiny and some level of transparency about what is 
funded from the road trauma trust fund. D’Arcy Holman, the independent chair of the Road Safety Council, 
wrote in a letter to me — 

Thank you for your letter of January 18 requesting clarification on the Road Safety Council policy 
relating to the funding of the WA Police Operation Octopus. 

As part of the mid-year review process, Council considered a proposal to allocate RTTF funds for 
additional drink and drug driving enforcement, at its November 2010 meeting. The proposal came 
directly from the Western Australia Police and I am satisfied that the Council considered the proposal 
on its road safety merits in the same way as other proposals. 

Significant discussion occurred at Council with regard to this Police proposal and the importance of the 
beneficial impact that visible general deterrence, in parallel with targeted detection strategies, can have 
on drink and drug driving in the community. Council recommended a funding amount of $300,000 for 
the proposal, which was to be conducted following after and in addition to the traditional Drink Driving 
Communication Education Campaign over the 2010 Christmas period. 

The Council acknowledges that enforcement is a core funded activity of the WA Police and that any 
additional funds allocated from the RTTF are to be used for specific enhancement over and above core 
business enforcement levels with a focus on cutting edge road safety measures.  

The Council agrees that any additional funding should complement and enhance existing Police 
enforcement campaigns. The same principle applies to bids for RTTF funds from other agencies and it 
is a matter that the Council keeps carefully under review.  

What is happening here? The Road Safety Council believes that core funding for enforcement should be called 
upon first from within the police budget. In this case, they gave more money because they said it was enhancing 
that additional operation. In fact, it is enhancing the general deterrence component that police have, of their own 
volition, been reducing by conducting over 200 000 fewer random breath tests a year. I need to make the point 
that the police should not rely on the road trauma trust fund. If they are not getting enough money to enforce 
these laws; they should be going back to the government.  

I wanted to ask the minister a question about an item in the 2010 Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement, and he can answer by way of interjection or during a later stage of this debate. I refer to page 94 of 
that statement under the heading “Commissioner of Main Roads”, which notes that there have been “downward 
revisions to estimates of Speed and Red Light Camera revenue collections as part of the Enhanced Speed 
Enforcement Program”. I am not quite sure why that has occurred, and I would appreciate the minister giving me 
some indication, perhaps when the matter goes into consideration in detail, of the revised predictions for revenue 
collections under the enhanced speed enforcement program for the next two or three years.  

I congratulate the Minister for Road Safety on this bill. There has been a lot of criticism of this government, and 
the previous government, for lagging behind on road safety reforms, which were overdue. This is one of those 
reforms. As the member for Alfred Cove mentioned, this goes back to recommendations that were contained in 
reports undertaken in 2005 and 2010, both of which were prepared by Peter Metropolis. I will quote briefly from 
the 2010 report titled “Review of Drink-Driving and Drug-Driving Penalties in Western Australia”. In 2010, this 
supplementary report made the following recommendations — 

• The current penalties require updating  

• Penalties should generally increase with increasing levels of BAC (related to crash risk that 
increases with increased levels of BAC) 

• Fines should be kept reasonably low for first offences in recognition that most drivers do not re-
offend … 
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• Fines should not be so high as to result in many not being able to pay, never regaining their licence 
and consequently driving unlicensed 

• Minimum and maximum fines are appropriate 

• Demerit points should continue to apply for first offences in the range 0.05 to < 0.08 BAC  

• First offences for BAC levels of at least 0.05 but less than 0.08 for which infringements are issued, 
should be counted as first offences for the purposes of drink driving offences of the Road Traffic 
Act 1974  

The report goes on to note — 

An additional parameter/issue that emerged since the first report was adopted is that alcohol interlock 
devices are to be considered as a separate issue to penalties …  

We are waiting for that legislation. The recommendations then go on to talk about drivers of heavy vehicles, 
buses and taxis, which is the subject of this bill. The report reads — 

The issue of special BAC levels for drivers of buses, taxis and heavy vehicles was considered in the 
2004 penalty review report and the proposal to impose a zero BAC level for these drivers continues to 
be recommended. There is a strong case that the BAC levels for drivers of trucks, buses and vehicles 
carrying paying passengers generally should be lower than those applying to car drivers. The important 
reasons for this are as follows — 

• The heavier the vehicle the greater the crash severity; 

• The effect of (even) low BAC on drivers of heavy vehicles (including large buses) is likely to be 
greater than car drivers because the driving task is more complex and demanding; 

• Long distance heavy vehicle drivers are more likely to be fatigued and the effect of alcohol is likely 
to be increased in a tired driver; 

• The size and structural rigidity of large vehicles such as public buses involved in a crash is likely to 
cause more severe injuries when compared to a collision in a car; 

• Buses and taxies are vehicles licensed to carry paying passengers or multiple numbers of 
passengers. Buses are under-represented in terms of involvement in crashes by vehicle type but any 
crash involving a bus is about 3 times more likely to involve a fatal injury than a car; 

• Taxi and most bus drivers are paid a fee for the service provided and passenger expectations are 
likely to be that the driver should not be impaired in any way especially due to alcohol or drugs. 
The duty of care owed by drivers to the multiple occupants is sufficient reason for the driver of 
those vehicles to be unimpaired by alcohol; 

• The safety of numerous passengers is at risk where a bus driver performs at less than the safest 
level possible. Consuming alcohol even at low levels has the potential to reduce driving 
performance (depending on age and physiological factors, etc) albeit that the level of increased 
crash risk is difficult to measure; 

• WA is the only jurisdiction not to have at least a 0.02% BAC limit for these drivers (truck, bus and 
taxi drivers); 

• Heavy vehicles like trucks and buses do not have the braking capabilities of cars or their side or 
rear visibility (generally) … 

• Crash data over the ten year period 1990 to 1999 shows that heavy vehicles … were involved in 
similar numbers of crashes as buses but the fatality rate per crash was about 4 times that of buses.  

The report continues — 

Consequently it is proposed that drivers of heavy vehicles, buses, taxis, and drivers of small charter 
vehicles … be subject to a zero BAC level. This would make them subject to the same BAC level 
requirements as novice drivers.  

They are the additional recommendations that are reflected in this bill, and we certainly support that.  

We think that the sliding scale for penalties in this legislation is an excellent idea, and we will have some 
questions during consideration in detail based on a couple of the recent amendments. I also need to get some 
more clarification on which trucking industry groups were consulted in the course of this bill being prepared.  

The amendments that I have only just seen include an amendment involving volunteer vehicles. That amendment 
says that the zero blood alcohol content that will be prescribed in this bill for drivers of heavy trucks and buses 
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will not apply to emergency volunteers who are called out in emergency situations. This is something that has 
only latterly come to light. It is not something that I received a formal briefing about and it is not something that 
I have had the opportunity to talk to my colleagues about. I think it has pluses and minuses. My initial reaction is 
that I would hope police officers would not conduct random breath testing on emergency vehicle drivers on their 
way to an emergency situation. I am not sure how great an application this law would have in any event, but we 
will need to tease that out in consideration in detail, at which stage I hope to have at least consulted my 
colleagues about this. The argument for trucks is very much about physics: it is about the weight of a truck and 
the capacity for damage, and the limitations and restrictions on that truck being able to stop quickly. It seems to 
me that the argument could be readily applied to volunteer vehicles. I have to be frank and say that I am not sure 
which way the opposition will go at this stage because there are arguments on both sides. As I said, we will 
generally support the bill but I reserve the right to indicate at a later stage what the opposition’s attitude is to the 
proposed amendments.  

I crave the indulgence of the house to make these comments: yesterday, a number of us were wearing teal 
ribbons. I received a lot of questions about what the teal ribbon was for. There are a plethora of ribbon days so to 
some extent it is understandable that people were not readily aware of what this ribbon was. I will take the 
liberty to quickly explain to those in the house what this teal ribbon is about. February is Ovarian Cancer 
Awareness Month. Unlike other forms of cancer, there is no screening process for ovarian cancer. The best way 
of someone surviving ovarian cancer is to know what the symptoms are and to be diagnosed early. This is not so 
much about fundraising as it is about raising awareness that women, especially those aged over 40, should make 
the time and effort to find out what are the symptoms of ovarian cancer and be mindful of them. If women are in 
any doubt they should in fact seek medical advice. One in 77 women will develop ovarian cancer in their 
lifetime. Each year more than 1 200 Australian women are diagnosed with ovarian cancer. Around 800 women 
will die from the disease. On average, three Australian women are diagnosed every day. Unfortunately, 
most women are diagnosed when their cancer is very advanced; it has already spread and is very difficult to treat 
successfully. More than half of these women will not live five years after diagnosis. They do say, however, 
that if ovarian cancer is found in the early stages, up to 95 per cent of women will be alive and well after five 
years.  

This ribbon is about addressing that silent killer. In fact, a Liberal senator in South Australia, Senator 
Jeannie Ferris, died of ovarian cancer. Like all cancers, ovarian cancer does not know class, social structure or 
occupation. Women with busy lives often fail to attribute these symptoms to what is a silent killer. The 
symptoms are often attributed to the ravages of getting older. I appeal to all Western Australian women to find 
out what the symptoms are and be mindful of their own bodies so that they can attack this silent killer early.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [12.43 pm]: I rise to make a few comments on the Road Traffic 
Amendment (Alcohol and Drug Related Offences) Bill before us today. I understand and appreciate the rationale 
of requiring a lower blood alcohol content for drivers of large, 22.5-tonne vehicles; however, I acknowledge that 
a lot of pressure is put on professional drivers. There are a lot of situations in which professional drivers are 
expected to perform at a higher standard than the rest of the community. We need to carefully weigh the 
obligations we are placing on professional drivers. Professional drivers who live in my electorate have pointed 
out to me that because they are driving incredible distances each year and are on the road much more often, they 
are also much more likely to be picked up for small traffic infringements, such as those the Minister for 
Transport gets caught for. They can therefore lose demerit points more easily than other drivers.  

Most members in this chamber drive between 15 000 and 20 000 kilometres a year. There are many 
opportunities for police to catch drivers making a mistake in those circumstances, but if a person is driving 
100 000 to 150 000 kilometres a year, there are many more occasions on which a person might make a mistake 
and incur demerit points. That does not excuse people who make mistakes; it is an acknowledgement of the 
facts. As the Minister for Transport highlighted in his media commentary, these things can occur. The 
consequence of the Minister for Transport losing his driver’s licence would be very little. He has a chauffeur-
driven motor vehicle provided by the Crown, as is appropriate. That is fair enough because ministers should not 
be expected to be dashing from one meeting to another, driving themselves, looking for parking spaces. That is 
all perfectly understandable. But if a professional driver loses their licence because of demerit points, they lose 
their job and their livelihood. They could even lose their house. The impact on a professional driver is much 
greater than on other drivers.  

I am pleased that the government is bringing forward amendments to road safety legislation as they relate to drug 
and alcohol use. The member for Girrawheen highlighted the need for the government to also look at chain-of-
responsibility issues for professional drivers. There has been extensive research conducted around Australia on 
the pressure placed on professional drivers, particularly in the trucking industry, to drive very long shifts. 
Evidence has demonstrated that some drivers are provided with amphetamines by their employers to ensure that 
they can keep up with the heavy schedules demanded by their employers; it is not the drivers’ choice. This is 
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also an area that needs to be acted on. Also, there is extensive research on the effect of fatigue on drivers; again, 
this affects professional drivers who are being forced to work long hours, including taxidrivers. Proper 
consideration needs to be given to the effect fatigue has on those drivers. The research shows that fatigued 
drivers can behave in the same way as a person with a high blood alcohol content. This is just as serious an issue 
as the one the minister brought to the chamber today.  

I would like to raise another road safety issue that was highlighted in January this year with the very unfortunate 
death of Anthony John Bradanovich near Wiluna. As a novice truck driver, he was sent on a 1 000 kilometre 
journey ending at a mine in the Wiluna region, which is in the desert. The temperature was well over 40 degrees 
on each of the days that he was sent up there. He had inadequate water provided to him. I would argue that he 
did not have a proper and safe system of work provided to him by his employer. He died only 300 metres from a 
water supply. He had left his truck when it became bogged on Gunbarrel Highway and attempted to walk 
through the 40-degree heat looking for water. This tragic death highlights a number of issues, including a lack of 
training and equipment provided to drivers. The driver was sent into the desert with no satellite phone to ensure 
that, no matter where he was on the route, he could communicate. We all understand that as we travel away from 
the metropolitan area our normal global systems mobile phones do not necessarily work. My view is that he 
should have been provided with a satellite phone.  

The police are always urging casual visitors to take an electronic positioning emergency radio beacon—
EPERB—with them, yet a professional truck driver was sent to the exact same region but had not been provided 
with an EPERB. Again, that goes to the very heart of the responsibilities of the employer to professional truck 
drivers. I know of the work of the Transport Workers Union and many people in this industry to try to raise 
standards, because there is a real problem here. I believe that the truck driver was going to a Newmont Mining 
Corporation mine. Newmont obviously does not run its own trucking business, so it contacted a company called 
Toll Group, which is a very large multinational transport company. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 1139.] 
 


