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ROAD SAFETY COUNCIL AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 June. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Road Safety) [5.33 pm] — in reply: I will try to be fairly brief 
in my response on the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011. I just want to cover some areas raised by 
members. 

It has been suggested that the purpose of this bill is to undermine the Road Safety Council and its role. That is 
completely and utterly untrue. Presently, expenditure from the road trauma trust account can only be authorised 
by the minister, and the minister can only authorise expenditure in response to a recommendation from the Road 
Safety Council. The bill will not change that. Presently, the council identifies road safety measures that it 
considers ought to be funded and makes recommendations to the minister regarding these. The minister can 
agree or disagree with a recommendation of the council—the minister is not a rubber stamp. Importantly, the 
minister cannot of his own initiative authorise expenditure from the account. The bill will not change any of this. 
It is the role of the minister to listen to the community’s views about road safety, and in so doing, the minister 
may consider that a community need warrants consideration for funding. These amendments will enable the 
minister to refer road safety measures identified by the minister to the council for consideration. The council will 
be required to consider such a measure and to make a recommendation to the minister about it. The making of 
the recommendation will trigger the minister’s ability to authorise expenditure, taking into account the 
recommendations of the council. The power to direct the council to consider a proposal for funding and to make 
a recommendation about it may never arise. I have pointed that out many times.  

With regard to transparency, the council produces an annual review that describes its achievements for the year 
in question, and details the revenue and expenditure on road safety in Western Australia. This includes both 
revenue received directly by agencies and revenue received from the account. Unfortunately, the annual review 
process has been delayed recently due to capacity issues within the Office of Road Safety. However, the council 
receives regular reports from the Office of Road Safety’s finance section as to how each approved project is 
progressing and the associated account expenditure. In future, I will ensure that this report is tabled on a 
financial year basis. In addition, in the rare event that I were to exercise my power of direction, and following the 
consideration of the relevant proposal by the council and the making of a recommendation, this house can be 
assured that any resulting decision to fund the proposal would be the subject of much fanfare. I will trumpet the 
information from the rooftops, because the community would want to know that its concerns had indeed been 
listened to. 

Next, I would like to address the comments made that the Road Safety Council Act 2002 does not require 
amendment to increase inflows into the account. That is absolutely correct. However, amending the act 
guarantees that increased revenue continues to flow into the account in years to come. It is true; governments can 
put $2 million or $3 million into the account if they want to—they can put in $20 million if they want to—on an 
annual basis, but this will become an act of Parliament that will guarantee that in the next year, two-thirds of the 
income from speed and red-light camera fines will go into the account, and the following years 100 per cent will 
go in. Now, I would have thought the opposition would have wanted that. We certainly want it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: We support that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Not quite, but the argument the opposition has put forward is that we do not need to do it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: No; you don’t need to do it as a matter of urgency.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sorry, but we wanted to get this through and we believe it is urgent to get this 
legislation in place. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: But why? Why is it urgent? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: For the reasons I outlined.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: But you haven’t. It is a good move, but you have made no argument why it is urgent. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s important to get on with it. Why delay? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Exactly.  
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This leads to the question raised by the member for Girrawheen: why does the bill provide for the quantum of 
fine revenue to be credited to the account to be increased in two stages; why is it not being increased to 100 per 
cent from 1 July 2011? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Jeez; we are a million miles from what the opposition was prepared to do in government, 
and I could spend half an hour talking about it. I have so much stuff here that I could really tear some of the 
opposition to pieces, including the member for Midland. I have to tell members that that is a very stupid way to 
go. I have many things I can say, but I am conscious of the time of the house and I want to get this bill through 
this house tonight. The opposition says that it supports it—let us see whether it does or not. We will go into 
consideration in detail because there are amendments on the notice paper that the opposition has put in—
amendments that we will not be accepting. I would like to deal with those amendments quickly and get this bill 
passed, and then members will be able to go home. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: As I suggested during the second reading debate, the Road Safety Council Amendment 
Bill 2011 would be better named the Smoke and Mirrors Amendment Bill 2011, because the Minister for Road 
Safety has totally misrepresented what he is trying to do here. At the close of his reply to the second reading 
debate, he indicated that he was not changing the powers of the minister; clearly he is, and we will come to that 
in a later clause.  

The fact is that what we will see as a result of this bill is the hypothecation of two-thirds of the speed and red-
light camera fines money to the road trauma trust fund next year, and 100 per cent the year after. We agree with 
that; that is a good thing and that is what should happen. It does not have to be done urgently, because the money 
could be set aside today by other procedures, but those other procedures would not give us the certainty we want 
for years into the future; so we clearly want that part. However, this title really needs to be more clearly about 
the con that the minister is trying to pull. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Under standing order 92, for the member to refer to a “con” that I am committing is a 
reflection and imputation on my character. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): My ruling is that the interpretation of that phrase can be made in 
different ways. I am not going to direct the member for Balcatta to withdraw it, but I caution him about his 
language. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The point I want to make very clearly, without using that particular word, is that what the 
minister is saying and what he is doing are two very different things. I do not think he is so stupid that he does 
not know that he is trying to do something that is different from what he is saying. That is why I believe the title 
of the bill should actually reflect that fact. I am not going to take up too much time—I will not even use my full 
time—but the point is that the transfer of 100 per cent of the money from speed and red-light camera fines to the 
road trauma trust fund is an excellent thing, which the opposition supports because it means more money will go 
directly to road safety. However, in later parts of the bill, the minister gives the government of the day the ability 
to spend the money on things not related to road safety. That is of concern, and that is why I believe that the title 
of the bill is so innocuous that it does not reflect what the minister is really trying to do. As this government has 
such a poor track record of saying one thing and spending money on other things, it is a real possibility that the 
government will not end up spending 100 per cent of the money that should be going into the road trauma trust 
fund on things that clearly are priorities for road safety; the government will mix in a whole lot of other things 
that are not road safety priorities. That is my point when I say that the short title of the bill is inadequate. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 5 amended — 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Clause 4 makes amendments to section 5 of the Road Safety Council Act 2002, which 
relates to the functions of the Road Safety Council. The clause will provide the additional function that the Road 
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Safety Council is to make recommendations to the minister in compliance with directions given by the minister 
under proposed section 6A. Proposed section 6A, which we will come to in a moment, makes new provisions to 
give the minister the power to spend money on things not related to road safety. That is what we oppose. We do 
not want provisions to enable the minister of the day to spend money on marginal seats or road building; road 
building may be a good thing, but it does not directly relate to road safety. That is the issue in respect of the 
clause before us. On that basis, the opposition will vote against clause 4. If we remove that clause, we will have 
the hypothecation, so that in two years 100 per cent of the money from fines will go to the road trauma trust 
fund; however, it will not change the mechanism that will allow the minister to spend money from the road 
trauma trust fund on matters that are not priorities of road safety. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member well knows that the money can be spent only on the measures mentioned in 
section 5(a) of the act, which quite clearly provides that it can be spent only on improving the safety of roads in 
the state, reducing injuries and deaths, and reducing damage to property resulting from incidents occurring on 
roads in the state. It can be spent only on those areas. This bill does not change that at all. The member keeps 
going on about Liberal marginal seats. Does he really think I am interested in putting money into areas that are 
not going to save lives? Let me give him this assurance: I have no intention whatsoever of doing that, because I 
do have control over this. I want to ensure that all the money that goes into the road trauma trust fund is spent on 
trying to save lives on our roads and preventing injuries on our roads. I expect the member to be cynical — 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: I’ve seen your track record. It gives me good reason to be. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No; he has become more cynical as he has got older, and since he has moved from this 
side of the house to that side—and I accept that. I can understand the member for Girrawheen being cynical—
she is always cynical—but I thought the member for Balcatta was a different kettle of fish. He held this portfolio 
for a while, and I thought he was aware of my personal commitment to road safety. To suggest that I would 
agree for money to be pork-barrelled into marginal seats or to be spent on anything other than an area of road 
safety that would save lives is insulting to me, for a start, but it is also insulting to the government. We have 
committed to something that the opposition only ever dreamed of. Back in 2002, the member for Midland made 
a promise; all the money — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: She used to table how money was spent. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I know; I have it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: You haven’t tabled it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: She was talking about peanuts; she was trying to justify it. 

The member for Midland was almost as bad as the member for Girrawheen for press releases. On Friday, 14 
September 2001—she had been in government for about 10 months—she made a commitment that all red-light 
and speed camera revenue was to be spent on road safety. What did she do? She did not spend all the money that 
came from speed — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It was $100 million, minister. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it was not. She was asked questions by Katie Hodson-Thomas, the then member for 
Carine, and a couple of dorothy dixers — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Here it is! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have seen them; I have dug out the papers she tabled to try to justify that, but she did not 
commit all the funds that came in from speed and red-light cameras to the road trauma trust fund. She used it for 
repairing roads and things like that—exactly what the opposition is accusing me of doing. I am afraid it does not 
work that way, because this way the money will go into the road trauma trust fund, and it is the Road Safety 
Council that makes the recommendations to government on the initiatives. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Or you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am the government; I represent the government. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You can direct them to. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I can direct it, yes, but I do not think I will ever have to direct it. I can direct it in those 
respects but I cannot direct it to recommend certain things; only to consider. I cannot tell the council what to 
recommend. That is quite clear; you know that and I know that. That is why I will not be accepting the member’s 
amendments.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: It is not an amendment; we are just voting against this clause.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Labor Party will vote against this clause, will it? Okay, fine; just vote against it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: When the minister first rose a moment ago to respond, he said, “What I said was 
nonsense; it has to be spent on road safety.” He referred me to section 5, “Functions”. I might not be that bright, 
but I am not that stupid—that is not what section 5, “Functions”, is about. That is the functions of the Road 
Safety Council. The provisions the minister has put in clause 4 provide for the council to give advice to the 
minister under proposed section 6A. Yes, the Road Safety Council has to identify measures to improve the safety 
of roads in the state as well as reduce deaths and injuries to people and damage to property resulting from 
incidents occurring on roads, but it must do that when it considers a recommendation to the minister. The 
minister’s recommendation does not have to emphasise road safety; road safety might be a peripheral part of it to 
provide political cover. At the end of the day the provisions of proposed section 6A — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It does have to, because money can only be spent on those areas I told the member under 
clause 5, to improve the safety of roads.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: For example, minister, that could be the safety of roads where there is no black spot.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Proposed section 6A reads, in part —  

(1) The Minister may give a written direction to the Council — 

(a) specifying a proposal for how money standing to the credit of the Account should be 
spent to implement one or more measures of a kind referred to in section 5(a) … 

That is what I just read out to the member. Then it goes on and on. That is the only way money can be spent in 
relation to a direction.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I am not suggesting the minister would spend the money on a sporting field, because it 
would not relate to it, but the minister might actually spend the money on a road to the sporting field because 
improving that road would improve safety and potentially reduce crashes and deaths. The point I make is the 
actual road safety aspect of that might be a fifth-order priority for the Road Safety Council, but it might be a 
number one priority for the minister of the day. It would meet the criteria in this clause—there would be no legal 
challenge to the spending—but it is a fifth or sixth priority of the Road Safety Council. The minister is putting in 
provisions that would allow him, or some other minister in the future, to spend money on projects that, from the 
point of view of the Road Safety Council, are a low priority for road safety. That is what the minister is opening 
up.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: No.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Of course he is. That is what the minister is opening up within this.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Authorities always go up and down.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Exactly.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Proposed section 6A would require me to table it.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: That is a different issue. We will come to transparency later  

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is what would show quite clearly whether it is a high priority or not.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The protection against a minister totally abusing this will be the transparency procedures, 
which we come to later. That has a hole in it as well. The point I make with the amendment we have before us 
now—clause 4, which amends section 5—is that it opens up to allow proposed section 6A. Proposed section 6A 
actually gives the minister more power than he now has to determine what the money will be spent on. That is 
why I am concerned that the very good move of having all this money go into the road trauma trust fund is being 
undermined by the change in the powers to the minister; so a minister of the day can set the priorities quite 
separate from the Road Safety Council. That has political risks, because if it gets out there that the minister is 
really spending the money on a low priority for road safety, and not the recommendations of the Road Safety 
Council, the minister will wear it and there will be great pain in that. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: But on the road to that sporting field there might be a railway crossing, there might be a 
tragic crash there and the minister needs to move on it. It may not be a priority of the Road Safety Council, but 
the responsibility of the minister of the day is to fix the problem.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Exactly. If there is full transparency and the minister has an issue of difference with the 
Road Safety Council, we might have a situation in which the minister would take them on. We will come later to 
transparency, because that is not there. It will rely on a whistleblower from the Road Safety Council to show the 
minister up; that there had not been any crashes on that road, it was totally safe, and the money was spent for 
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some other political purpose. The changes we make here open that possibility. That is why I think we should 
vote against this section because proposed section 6A could not be brought in.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Okay; you vote against it then.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: In relation to clause 4, which amends section 5, I ask, for the sake of Hansard: what is the 
minister’s rationale for the new regime he is trying to implement by amending section 5? What is the minister’s 
rationale, for example, for proposed subsection (g)?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Girrawheen wants a response — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It is your job to answer questions!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am going to give her an answer. It is the role of the minister to listen to the community’s 
views about road safety. In doing so, I may, as the minister, consider that a community’s need warrants 
consideration for road safety funding. The amendments in the name of the minister refer to road safety measures 
identified by the minister to the Road Safety Council for consideration. That is what would happen. Yesterday, 
the member for Midland said she was responsible for the 50-kilometre-an-hour signs and for two or three other 
things, including a ban on hand-held phones. They were both done under the previous government to that. But 
she claimed it; she reckons —  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: That is not true!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Let me assure members they were put in place by the Ministerial Council on Road Safety.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: You’re a joke!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The policies all started long before the Labor Party came into government in 2001.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: It is one thing to have a policy, minister; it is another thing to enact it, as you well know.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Hon Eric Charlton did a lot of that work, or it may have been Hon Murray Criddle 
towards the end. The graduated driver training and licensing initiatives, the mobile phone use ban, and the 50-
kilometre-an-hour speed limits all arose under the former coalition government. If members opposite want to call 
somebody a liar, go ahead and do that because they are not calling me one. Work on the graduated driver 
training and licensing scheme began under the coalition government in or around 1997. The proposed ban on 
mobile phones was part of the Australian road rules package. It goes on and on.  

The member for Midland said she requested the Road Safety Council to come forward and issue 50-kilometre-
an-hour speed limit signs in those suburban roads. That is what she said. What do members opposite see as the 
difference? She did not put it in writing; she just requested it. Do members not think that is what currently 
happens? I go to the Road Safety Council and ask, “Have you thought about this; would you consider this, that 
or that?” There is nothing wrong with that at all. The opposition is so cynical. I do not want to waste the time of 
this Parliament any more. We have wasted enough time today with the filibustering that has been going on, and 
the nonsense —  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Road safety is not a waste of time.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member is wasting time. If the Labor Party does not support this bill, vote against it. 
It should show its colours so the people out there can see what the truth is, rather than just the misleading press 
releases that the member for Girrawheen puts forward.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I take issue with the way the minister has taken a truth and twisted it to make a nonsense. 
Have all the recommendations in the ministerial council on road safety of Australia been implemented in 
Western Australia?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Which ministerial road safety council are you referring to?  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The one the minister was referring to.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I was talking about the Australian Transport Council.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It made many recommendations agreed to by the states and territories. Have all its 
recommendations been implemented in Western Australia?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I cannot give a definitive answer to that. I am not sure how many have and how many have 
not. Some would not have been, obviously. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Exactly. 
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Mr R.F. Johnson: Your colleague was claiming to be the instigator of those areas.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Then Minister Roberts was the implementer.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): I am directing my comment to both the minister and the member 
for Balcatta. I am accepting that I allow long bows, but going back in history on an issue has absolutely no 
relevance to the clause we are debating. I will give you the call again, member for Balcatta; you should ask a 
question that is relevant to the clause.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Thank you, Chair. The purpose of the consideration in detail stage is not just to ask 
questions. One has a right to make a statement relevant to the clause before the house. I believe I am doing that. 
The minister said things relating to the 60 kays speed limit, and he twisted the truth so it needed to be corrected 
on the record. Just to put in more information on that area, I chaired a road speeds committee for Hon Graham 
Edwards when he was the responsible minister in 1991. The recommendations were to allow 40 kays in 
designated suburban areas. We lost government in 1993 and that recommendation went to the desk of Hon Eric 
Charlton, who was then the minister and he signed off on it, so it was to be available to be implemented by local 
councils. Then he realised he did not like it, so he undid it because he did not believe in slower speed limits. I 
have a bit of history about what has happened with this issue. I do not appreciate the minister giving half-truths 
and saying things that, themselves, are true and then jumping to conclusions that are totally false.  

The other point I would like to make is that proposed section 6A will enable the minister to spend money on 
things that may not be the priority of the Road Safety Council. That is a real concern. Hon Eric Charlton 
believed it was safer to drive faster.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do not have that view.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I do not think this minister believes that, but a minister in the future could have a similar 
view to that of Hon Eric Charlton and want to spend money to allow people to drive faster on the roads in the 
belief that that will be safer. The Road Safety Council will not do that. The proposed section before us now will 
allow the minister of the day to say, “My belief in people travelling faster meets the functions under proposed 
section 6A and, on that basis, we will spend money on it.” 

Mr M.J. Cowper: That is no different from the situation where the speed limit was reduced to 50 kays. In 
Victoria, it raised the number of fatalities on the road.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I do not think that that is true. 

Question to be Put 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I move — 

That the question be now put.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (24) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.C. Blayney Dr K.D. Hames Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 

Noes (15) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell Mr M. McGowan (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson  

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr D.A. Templeman 
 Mr C.C. Porter Mr P.C. Tinley 

Question thus passed.  

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Clause put and passed. 
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Clause 5: Section 6A inserted — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: On behalf of the member for Balcatta, I move — 

Page 3, line 25 — To insert after “direction” the following — 

and Council recommendation 

As the bill currently stands, it mandates that the minister must table his direction to the Road Safety Council, but 
not the response from the Road Safety Council or its recommendation. Under the legislation, there is power for 
the council to reject, accept or modify the minister’s direction. We think that, because the council has the 
capacity to do a number of things, particularly modify a direction, there needs to be some clarity and 
transparency about why the council decided in that way. It would be, if you like, a sin of omission to table the 
ministerial direction without the accompanying documents. It would be inaccurate because it would be 
incomplete. Frankly, the minister can talk all he likes about accountability and transparency, but if the full 
documentation is not there, it is meaningless. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): The member for Balcatta. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So I don’t get an answer? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I am happy to seek the call again. I will sit down and see whether the minister will 
answer. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No; you stay on your feet and I’ll answer by way of interjection. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Mr Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta, I cannot give you the call again. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Minister, I seek an answer. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: To try to bring this to a conclusion, I have explained to the member for Balcatta that I will 
not accept his amendment. The amendment is replicated for further clauses of the bill; it is basically the same 
amendment. If I will not accept one, I obviously will not accept any of them. I will not accept the amendments 
because, as I have said, I do not believe that I will ever have to give the Road Safety Council a direction; I think 
that is most unlikely. If I had left this provision out of the bill, no-one would have picked it up and no-one would 
have said anything. But I wanted some accountability and transparency. I felt that if I had to, wanted to or 
needed to give the council a direction, I should table it in Parliament, as many ministers do in other areas. That is 
covered in the bill. It is a nonsense if members are concerned that my direction will override or take no notice 
whatsoever of the Road Safety Council’s recommendations and its commitment to safety. Firstly, it would be in 
the annual report; it would report on the priorities and what the funding was spent on. The Road Safety Council 
has looked at priorities. It knows where money needs to be spent. This is money which it does not even have yet, 
and which it will not have for another 12 months or two years. It will not get 60 per cent of the income from 
speed and red-light camera fines on 1 July. It will start accruing it from then, but it will not have the 60 per cent 
of the total budgeted amount until the end of that period. A lot of planning has to be done. The Road Safety 
Council is fully cognisant of that. If the member talks to the chairman of the Road Safety Council, which I am 
sure she does from time to time, he will tell her that he has no problem with this bill whatsoever. The Road 
Safety Council is hailing this almost as a first in Australia. The government has been prepared to commit a huge 
amount of money to road safety—far more than we have ever seen in our lifetime. That is why I would have 
thought members opposite would support it and pass it as quickly as possible. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Why didn’t you bring it on a month ago and not at the last minute in the last couple of days 
before the July recess? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I could not do that until the budget process was completed. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Which was five weeks ago. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We could not start doing this — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You announced this on 11 April. You blew it before the budget. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is what we were going to do, but until — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You announced it a month before the budget. You could have brought this legislation 
forward at any point. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I get sick and tired of taking the insults members opposite keep throwing at me. 
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Mrs M.H. Roberts: It is a fact. You are sick and tired of hearing the truth. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sick and tired of hearing the member bleating and delaying the bill. I have explained 
to the member for Balcatta that we will not accept the amendments for the reasons that I have stated. I assure 
members that all the money will be spent wisely. I will be held accountable while I am the Minister for Road 
Safety and the government will be held to account. We will shout from the rooftops the road safety initiatives 
that this funding will allow. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I have not got to the amendments, but the minister’s rejection — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The amendment has been moved on your behalf by the member for Girrawheen. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The amendment relates to proposed section 6A. The minister, in his last contribution to 
the debate, it if I understood him correctly—I want to make sure I am correct—said that it was not his intention 
to use the provisions of proposed section 6A — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Balcatta, we are dealing with the amendment before 
that—clause 5. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Clause 5 inserts proposed section 6A. I have an amendment to proposed section 6A. Is 
that okay? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: So that we are crystal clear, we are still dealing with clause 5. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Clause 5 inserts proposed section 6A. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Please continue. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I want the minister to clarify what the minister said when he last spoke. I thought he said 
that proposed section 6A is not the normal process that will be used and that it is only there in case the minister 
needs it. Is that correct? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, you are putting words in my mouth. I said that I did not think I would ever have to direct 
the Road Safety Council but in the most unlikely event that I should need to, want to or have to, I will table that 
direction in Parliament. I am accountable. That is the point. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Let me get this clear: proposed section 6A provides that the minister may give a written 
direction to the Road Safety Council; is the minister saying that he hopes that he will never have to give that 
direction? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am saying that I think it is most unlikely that I would ever have to. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Is the minister saying that it is not his intention to use proposed section 6A as a usual way 
of authorising expenditure. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No—well, to some extent you are correct. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I want to get it exactly correct. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The ability for me to do that is there but I do not believe that I would ever need to do that. If I 
put a suggestion to the Road Safety Council, it would look at it on its merits and if it did not think it was a good 
suggestion, I am sure that it would tell me in no uncertain terms. If there was an overriding community will and 
wish to have something done that people believed would save people’s lives and prevent them from incurring a 
serious injury, if necessary, I would give a written direction to the Road Safety Council to consider that and 
recommend to me whether it believed it was a good idea, a bad idea or whatever. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I understand that, minister, but that is not the exact point I am trying to get absolutely 
clear. When the provision goes in, which is clearly the minister’s intention —  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I foresee that most of the time it would be the Road Safety Council making the 
recommendations. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Therefore, most of the time the minister will not use the powers in proposed section 6A to 
direct the Road Safety Council to give him a recommendation. Is that what the minister is saying? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes; that is what I am saying.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Therefore, over the next year and a bit that the Leader of the House will clearly be the 
minister, he expects it is unlikely that he will use this proposed section; he may use the new section, but it is not 
likely. 
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Mr R.F. Johnson: I think it is very, very unlikely. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I turn to the amendment to this proposed section that is before the chamber that requires 
the tabling of not only the direction that the minister gives to the Road Safety Council, but also the Road Safety 
Council’s recommendation. The minister said that he has given a reason for not accepting that amendment, but 
he has not. The minister has not given any arguments that go to the importance of having the recommendation 
tabled as well as the direction. If the minister will not use this provision very often, why would he have a 
problem with tabling both his direction to the Road Safety Council that, say, $10 million should go towards 
barriers on the freeway, and the Road Safety Council’s recommendation that, say, the money should go towards 
barriers on the Perth–Northam road? Why should the Road Safety Council’s recommendation not be tabled? 
Tabling that recommendation would allow the public to know that, perhaps, the minister has an ear closer to the 
ground and has made a good decision.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have already said that it is not necessary because I will shout from the rooftops about 
any money that will be spent on road safety. I hope that members will get sick to death of seeing and hearing me 
on the news—I am sure that the member for Girrawheen will—announcing wonderful initiatives that will be 
funded by the road trauma trust fund. Members opposite can tally the income and expenditure figures and they 
will see that every cent will be spent on good road safety initiatives. I do not think that I would need to give the 
Road Safety Council a direction but if I did, I would announce from the rooftops what that money will be spent 
on because it will be after I have listened to the community, which has said, “There are too many deaths here, 
there and everywhere”. We already have a plan for spending the money. The member said that there was no plan 
and no strategy, but let me assure him that there is. There is a strategy — 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Will you table it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No; I will not. It is actually part of a cabinet document.  

I have some notes before me that are obviously important. The member keeps saying that there is no plan about 
how to spend the increased cash flow into the road trauma trust account. Nothing could be further from the truth; 
not only do we have a world-class strategy, Towards Zero, but last year, our Ministerial Council on Road Safety 
endorsed a detailed plan supported by a costed business case that was developed by the Department of Transport, 
Main Roads WA, the Western Australia Police and the Department of Education to accelerate road safety 
activity in Western Australia. These initiatives are in line with Towards Zero, which is what the Road Safety 
Council wants, and include treatments to reduce the number of single-vehicle run-off crashes on key regional 
roads, such as shoulder sealing, the installation of audible etchable lining—rumble strips—which are very 
important, the removal of roadside hazards and the installation of safety barriers. The initiatives also include 
improvements to high-risk intersections in metropolitan Perth—for example, through well-designed 
roundabouts, improved intersection geometry, upgraded signals and improved pedestrian crossings; 
improvements to the enforcement of existing speed limits, such as through a change in the mix and number of 
speed camera devices employed; enhanced drink and drug-driving enforcement, such as increasing the number 
of random tests; and so on and so forth. We have the plan and the strategy; all we need is the money. The money 
will come through the Road Safety — 

Point of Order 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The minister quotes from an official document and I ask that he table it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: These are my speech notes, not an official document. I have read out most of the things I 
was going to say. I have no problem with the member looking at my notes afterwards; I am that sure she will 
find them edifying and if she wants to read them before she goes to bed, I would be very happy for her to do so! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): My ruling is that speech notes are not official documents and the 
minister is not required to table them. 

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I seek clarification on what the minister has just said. I will list some things, and I would 
like to ask the minister whether they will be funded out of the road trauma trust fund. The minister has 
mentioned rumble strips and other things. Would the minister see things like the actual cost of the speed 
cameras, the direct cost of operating speed cameras, the cost of crosswalk attendants at school crossings and the 
like being properly funded out of the road trauma trust fund?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: At this stage, I do not think that that is the case. In fact, Treasury gave $30 million to the 
police to be able to buy digital cameras, as the member knows. 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Traditionally, the money has come out of the police budget, but I just ask about the 
future. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: There is certainly nothing in the pipeline for crosswalk traffic wardens. There is a possibility 
that the cost over and above what we already have could possibly come out of the fund for increased 
enforcement, which is what Max Cameron, as the member would be aware if she read his reports — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So, the funding for cameras would not actually come out of there? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It could come out of there; it is a possibility. Anything deemed a road safety initiative to save 
lives — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: If you have a road plan, why don’t you table it? Are you chicken? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If I can just continue on. I refer to that money because it is important to get some clarity 
on what the minister intends to fund out of the road trauma trust fund and what could be funded out of it. As 
much as the minister might like it, he will not be the minister forever. Therefore, it is important to look to the 
law, not the person administering it. I have listened to everything that the minister has said so far on this bill. He 
said that we should trust him, and made some comment to the member for Balcatta that the member should know 
that the minister has a genuine commitment to road safety. When we deal with legislation, it is not about the 
genuine commitment of any one minister. This legislation will be in place, presumably, if proclaimed, for a 
decade or more, and I do not think that the minister will have his post for the whole of the next decade. 
Therefore, it is important to get the words right and clearly see the capacities. It has been made very clear to me 
that the bill provides capacity to spend road trauma trust fund money on a variety of things that it is not currently 
spent on.  

The minister has also made some references in his comments to me earlier this evening. I particularly want to 
refer to what the money was spent on, and to tabled paper 460 that I tabled in this chamber on 26 May 2005. 
With that paper, I demonstrated that the Gallop Labor government had spent about three times the income that it 
received through revenue from speed and red-light cameras on road safety outcomes—that is, it was not all the 
money, but three times the money. In that year, there was $33 million income from speed and red-light cameras. 
In that document, I detailed a total figure of $101 330 609 that was budgeted expenditure on road safety 
initiatives. Those initiatives included the state black spot program, which at that stage stood at $20 million. Even 
if one just took the black spot program plus the one-third of money, all the income from speed and red-light 
cameras was essentially spent on those two things—one-third going directly to the road trauma trust fund and 
$20 million going to the black spot program. In addition to that, I detailed the Safer Roads program, which was a 
commitment by our government of over $80 million over four years for road and road safety treatments with a 
focus on reducing trauma from single run-off road crashes—rumble strips are a key part of that. There was also a 
$4.9 million expenditure on enforcement; namely, expenditure by WA Police to meet the direct costs of 
operating speed and red-light cameras; it was not for additional patrols or the like. It was for the direct costs of 
operating those cameras, not the cost of the cameras themselves. There was $1.49 million for road safety policy 
strategy and coordination. There was the road enhancement program of $32 596 609. If members want to refer to 
that document, the Labor government spent over $100 million, when only $33 million was collected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: A moment ago the minister said that he had a detailed implementation plan for the road 
safety strategy. Is that correct? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I did not say that. The member is putting words in my mouth. I said that there was a 
detailed plan and costed business case, which was developed by the Department of Transport, Main Roads WA, 
Western Australia Police and the Department of Education to accelerate road safety activity in Western 
Australia. That is a plan for which the Ministerial Council on Road Safety asked these important agencies that 
have a lot to do with road safety to go away and come back to the council outlining what could be done to try to 
enhance road safety on WA roads. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Has the ministerial council approved that or is it still a work in progress? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It has certainly been endorsed, but it involved a lot of money. Nothing could happen until 
we see this bill passed. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It has been endorsed. What is the problem with actually tabling it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am not prepared to. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: If not right now, what is the problem with giving a commitment to tabling it when we 
come back? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It might be to do with the fact it is part of a cabinet process. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Cabinet process does not stop the minister from tabling it. He can use it as an excuse. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It was cabinet in confidence. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So what? As the member says, the minister can get the cabinet to table anything. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will try to provide some sort of information for the member, if he is interested. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: A little bit of information is no good. The point is that we are dealing with an amendment 
that would really improve accountability. The minister said there was no need for the amendment, because he is 
open and accountable. The minister is making even more of a fool of himself than usual. If he actually says he is 
accountable, people will be able to see what he is doing. Then, because I have attacked him because he does not 
have an implementation plan, he says, “Yes, we have, but we are not going to table it.” 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: When the money is expended, I will be tabling it—of course I will. I will shout it from the 
rooftops.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The minister has not done it now, so how can we believe him? The previous government 
tabled various expenditures, and this minister does not do so. The minister has a track record of being secretive, 
and of saying one thing and doing something else. Yes, we do expect the minister to make big announcements, 
but we want to know whether those big announcements are fully correct. We want to know what the minister is 
really doing. That is what the accountability is about. This amendment will offer that higher level of 
accountability. All the minister is being asked to agree to is: when he gives a direction, he is required under the 
act to table his direction and the recommendation given to him by Road Safety Council. The minister can stand 
in this place or in front of the television cameras and argue the case if there is a variation between the two. That 
is accountability. It means that the minister has the right to spend money on things that are not a priority 
recommendation of the Road Safety Council. As the minister, this measure will give him the right to do that. The 
point is: is the minister accountable and transparent when he argues publicly why he has done that? When the 
minister rejects this amendment, he is saying, “I do not want to be accountable. I will make a recommendation, 
and the public will know that in due course—14 days after I get it back—but I do not want the public to know 
whether the council suggested that there was some flaw in my direction.” By rejecting this amendment, the 
minister is saying that he does not have confidence that the direction he gives would stand up publicly. All the 
amendment is saying is that the minister table his direction to the council and the council’s response and 
recommendation; and if there is some discordance or difference, then the minister would have to argue publicly 
in this place why he made the decision and that there was real merit in it. If the minister was a man of substance 
who really believed in road safety, he would have no trouble doing that. There will be occasions when the 
minister will have a difference with the Road Safety Council. On the rare occasion that might happen; that is 
okay but the minister is saying that he is not willing to argue his case and to be public and transparent.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I will continue on from the remarks of the member for Balcatta. In the previous clause, when 
we were gagged from speaking, the minister made a cogent point that sometimes he might want to make a 
recommendation to the Road Safety Council because he has been listening to the community and this might be 
something that the pointy heads—the people with the expertise in the Road Safety Council—had not 
contemplated. That is the minister’s right as a representative of the people and as the member of the executive 
government with responsibility for road safety. The opposition accepts that; that is not a problem. That is a 
healthy disagreement, but we need to see the complete picture. It may be that the Road Safety Council comes 
back with one of the minister’s directions and says that it is a good idea but its research shows that if the minister 
varied his decision slightly, we would get a better outcome and a bit of bang for our buck. We will have only 
half the story, and this amendment will provide us with the complete picture in the interests of transparency.  

This is an area that the minister has said on many occasions he would like to be bipartisan and he wants to 
improve public discourse. I went to the Road Safety Council website yesterday and it has been significantly 
bowdlerised and cut down. It contains less information and less opportunity for the community to be informed 
about road safety issues. If that is a sign of the minister’s transparency, I am very disappointed. Was the minister 
aware there had been this change in the website? Did the minister approve it? Because if that is any sign of the 
minister’s transparency, it is an absolute disgrace.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Did the member ask if I had anything to do with it? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Did the minister know the website had a new format? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Are you trying to say I directed somebody to change their website?  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I do not know, but there is less information and less research material. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: In your opinion!  
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Ms M.M. QUIRK: No, there is less information there. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am told that the intention is to make it easier for everyone to find the information they need, 
and the details are still there. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No. I can tell the minister that the driver surveys and a number of the research briefs and 
research papers are not there. The minutes of the Road Safety Council are not there, and they used to be there. 
Mr Cameron once told me that they believed they needed to operate in an open fashion as people needed to 
understand the manner in which decisions were made. The minister’s assurances about not tabling Road Safety 
Council recommendations, in light of the fact that he has now bowdlerised and censored the website, which 
sounds pretty familiar—a bit like groundhog day. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Fancy accusing me of that.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am not accusing the minister; I am asking him if he knew about it and whether he approved 
it.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You just said that! You just accused me of doing it.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I asked if the minister knew about it and whether he approved of it. If the member approved 
of it, how can he stand up and talk about being in favour of transparency when there is less information out in the 
public?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am told that there may be teething issues because the new website was launched on 
Monday.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: There is nothing on there, minister.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I did not even know it was launched on Monday, so do not accuse me of — 

Mr M.J. COWPER: We are sitting here very patiently and listening to the debate and hoping that the 
opposition will come forward with some helpful suggestion to the debate. It seems to have bogged down. On that 
basis, I move that the question be put. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Point of order! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): I do not need the point of order, but I will clarify. Sorry, 
member for Murray–Wellington, but you have already had the call. 

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This is a very important matter of transparency. We have found from the answers that 
the minister has given me and the members for Girrawheen and Balcatta that this money could clearly be spent 
on a range of things. In answer to some of the more specific questions that I have asked the minister about 
whether it would be possible to spend money on certain things that the Road Safety Council do not currently 
fund out of the road trauma trust fund, the most general answer he has given me is, “No, it is not intended to 
fund those things out of the road trauma trust fund at this stage, but a case could be made for them some time in 
the future.” Maybe this minister does not intend to direct the council to fund those certain things out of the road 
trauma trust fund at this stage, but that does not mean that a future minister at another stage, or indeed this same 
minister at another stage, could not direct the Road Safety Council to do so. The minister says that is fine 
because if he is required to direct the council and he thinks that it will probably simply agree with him anyway. 
But if on the off-chance the council does not agree and the minister has to issue a formal direction, it will be 
tabled in this place, which will be a new measure of accountability. That is measure of accountability, but it is 
only half the story. The other essential half of this measure of accountability is provided in the amendment that 
the member for Balcatta has moved—that is, for us to be able to see the Road Safety Council’s independent 
response. The minister has often said that road safety should be beyond politics. If it is beyond politics, it should 
be open and accountable. We should be able to see not only what the minister’s direction is, but also what the 
Road Safety Council has to say about that direction.  

As I said yesterday, I am concerned that this bill looks good and sounds good because everyone wants to see 
more money spent on road safety, but it is not sufficient. If this bill put 100 per cent of the money into the road 
trauma trust fund, we could have been out of here a long time ago—but it does not. The bill has these additional 
clauses. Clause 5 inserts proposed section 6A. The minister has put in half an accountability measure, but it is 
not sufficient. If the minister is dinkum about this not being political and about the role of the independent Road 
Safety Council, he will accept the amendment proposed by the member for Balcatta. The minister has not given 
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a single good reason why he is not prepared to have a requirement in the bill for the tabling of the response from 
the Road Safety Council. Why should not the community of Western Australia be able to see what the council’s 
response is to the minister’s direction?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I have already answered that question. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is the one question the minister has not answered. That is why we are waiting here. 
What is the answer?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You did not like the answer; that is the difference. I have already answered that question; I 
will not answer it again. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The minister does not want to answer it. He wants us to trust him. That is the kind of 
response we have got from the minister and that is why we are still here tonight. He says, “I do not want to. Trust 
me. I will only be reasonable.” His response is, “I really care about road safety. Everyone knows that I, as 
minister, I, as a person, care about road safety.” We are supposed to accept him on a “nudge-nudge, wink-wink, 
she’ll be right; I’ll do the right thing”. That is not how legislation works, because, as I said a moment ago, the 
minister is not going to be the minister forever—other people will sit there. Even if we were silly enough to trust 
the minister, it is the law that counts.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You’ve just defeated your argument by the comment you’ve just made. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This is law that will be in place for a long time. The minister has not given us a single 
decent reason as to why the Road Safety Council’s response to a ministerial direction should not be made public 
and should not be required under law to be tabled in this house. Under the government’s provision, the minister’s 
direction will be required to be tabled—but what about the response of the Road Safety Council?  

Question to be Put 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I move — 

That the question be put.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr I.C. Blayney Dr K.D. Hames Mr W.R. Marmion  
Mr I.M. Britza Mr A.P. Jacob Mr P.T. Miles  

Noes (13) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr M. McGowan Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr E.S. Ripper (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr P. Papalia Mr A.J. Waddell  
Mr W.J. Johnston Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt  

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr D.A. Templeman 
 Mr C.C. Porter Mr P.B. Watson 

 Question thus passed. 

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Amendment put and negatived.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 6: Section 12 amended — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: This clause deals with the allocation of speed and red-light camera revenue to the road 
trauma trust fund. As is stands, the bill provides for two-thirds of that revenue to go in immediately and the total 
amount to go in after 1 July 2012. We are not sure why the increase to 100 per cent is staged; we believe all 
revenues could go into the RTTF as soon as this bill is passed. Accordingly, I move — 

Page 4, lines 4 to 12 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

(a) the total amount of each prescribed penalty paid 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The very simple reason is that this is a planned approach. A lot of work needs to be put in 
place and, as explained, we think that we have done very, very well to agree to include 66 per cent of the income 
from speed and red-light camera fines in the fund this year. As I said, we will not get that from day one; 
obviously, as I have said, we will not get that amount until 365 days after that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No; the plan will be put in place. Look, members know about budget constraints and how 
every agency wants to try to increase its budget allocation. As I have said, we have the plan, but significant 
planning, design, consultation and engineering is required before improvements can be made. Main Roads WA 
will need time to undertake this work, recruit staff and award contracts, and this work can only commence once 
funding is secured. Likewise, increased police enforcement capabilities will require the appropriate planning and 
execution. As such, if 100 per cent of the fine revenues were to be paid into the RTTF it would not be able to be 
spent effectively. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Look—I think that we have done very well. At the moment, all the road trauma trust fund 
is getting is one-third, and in the next financial year it will get two-thirds—I would have thought the member 
would have applauded that—and in the ensuing years, it will get 100 per cent. Once again, the member is not 
being reasonable. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So what is the other third going to this year? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The other one-third will go to consolidated revenue, where the two-thirds will be going 
this year. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So that is the only thing that is precluded from starting immediately. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: There are so many calls on funds in this day and age. The government is currently 
spending $200 million on road safety through Main Roads and other areas. But the member does not like that! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: And reducing road funding by $120 million—I would not go there, if I were you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: She wants to say that she did it in her day, but that we are not doing it in our day. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member can say that if he likes. However, for that reason, I will not agree to the 
amendment. I think that we should be very happy with what is proposed. I think it is the most generous that we 
will ever see this government.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I think we have just heard the minister expose what this is really about. He is saying that 
the government cannot put 100 per cent of the money in right now, because essentially Main Roads WA and 
police have not worked out how they will make their claims on that money; that is, how they will prepare their 
plan to grab hold of the money out of the road trauma trust fund—money that they already spend on programs.  

I refer to my second reading contribution—I note that the minister did not go back to it—and page 662 of the 
Budget Statements. Towards the bottom of the page there is an amount of some $51 million listed for the road 
trauma trust fund. The note explains that expenditure for the road trauma trust fund has been reduced due to 
revising down estimated speed and red-light camera infringement revenue over the forward estimates of Main 
Roads. The minister also said that he cannot put 100 per cent of the money into that fund now because the trust is 
not ready for it; the plans are not yet in place. He quoted a couple of agencies that are not ready and have not 
done their work yet. On one hand, he says that there is a strategy, then he says there is not a strategy; then he 
says, “Yes, there really is a strategy, but I can’t show it to you. Maybe I will, maybe I won’t. I’m definitely not 
tabling it in this house.” When he was asked to by the member for Balcatta, he would not commit to tabling that 
strategy in the house, even in a couple of months when the Parliament resumes. 

There is no problem with putting money into the road trauma trust fund; there is no problem whatsoever with 
putting 100 per cent of money into it. In case the minister does not know—I would be surprised if he does not—
the road trauma trust fund can carry over money from one year to the next; that is the way it has always worked, 
when one-third of the moneys went in there. Sometimes the amount of money going in there was unpredictable. 
When it is one-third, we do not know until the end of the year exactly how much money will be going into the 
fund. The minister will be in the same position when he is putting 100 per cent in there; he will not know from 
year to year exactly how much money is going in there. Treasury has deposited all that money into the road 
trauma trust fund. 
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Point of Order 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The member for Eyre is being disorderly; he is not in his seat while interjecting. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): The member for Girrawheen is 100 per cent correct. Member for 
Eyre, I ask you to not interject when you are not in your seat. 

Debate Resumed 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The fact is that despite not knowing exactly how much money was going into the fund, 
all the money was deposited by Treasury into that fund; the same thing happens whether it is one-third or 
100 per cent. Traditionally, when a surplus of money has gone into the fund that it has not been able to expend, 
there is no compulsion to spend it in that particular year; it is not compelled to go out and waste the money on 
frivolous projects. It carries the money over from one year to the next. There are carried-forward funds; the 
money goes into the account and is then spent on something genuinely relating to road safety. 

The amendment moved by the member for Girrawheen is about saying that if this government is dinkum and 
wants to put all the funds from speed and red-light camera fines in, put it in there now and it can all be spent by 
the road trauma trust fund on road safety. But what we have heard is that the trust is not ready to do that just 
now. The government says it wants to put 100 per cent of the money in there, but not just yet. We say that if the 
government is dinkum about it, put it in there now. We are giving members in this house the opportunity to vote 
on it. Perhaps some members were not in the house when I outlined this, but in 2005—I could point to five other 
years—we spent vastly more money on road safety than what we got from speed and red-light camera fines. In 
2005–06, there was $33 million from speed and red-light cameras and we spent three times that—$100 million 
directly on road safety. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am not really keen to start calling people at one minute to seven. 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Okay, member for Murray–Wellington, I call you for the first time. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am sick of interjections from members saying that we did not spend all the money 
from speed and red-light camera fines on road safety. I have tabled the papers, and I am referring to them 
again—$33 million from speed and red light cameras, and $100 million spent on road safety.  

Question to be Put 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I move — 

That the question be now put. 

Question put and passed.  

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (12) 

Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Ms M.M. Quirk Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell Ms J.M. Freeman (Teller) 

Noes (18) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Dr K.D. Hames Mr W.R. Marmion  
Mr I.M. Britza Mr A.P. Jacob Mr P.T. Miles  

            

Pairs 

 Mr D.A. Templeman Mr C.C. Porter 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr G.M. Castrilli 
 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We are still dealing with clause 6, which has a number of amendments to section 12. The 
amendment that was defeated applied to the first part, which would require 100 per cent of fines from speed and 
red-light cameras to go into the road trauma trust fund from next year. I say to those members who voted against 
that in the division that we will remember that. Before the next election, we will tell people in their electorates 
that they voted 100 per cent against fine money going into the road trauma trust fund. That is what they just did; 
it is on the record. We will make sure people know that.  

We will also tell constituents that this bill is going through this house only because of the efforts of Labor 
members. The government does not even have a quorum in the house tonight. If one of us called a quorum, the 
government would not have the numbers to maintain the house so that it can conduct its business. The house 
would be shut down. The government does not have enough members here to maintain the house so that it can 
deal with business. This legislation is going through only because the Labor Party wants the money to go into the 
road trauma trust fund. We know that the mechanism that has been put together is highly suspect and is clearly 
deficient. That is the point we are arguing. Let us make it absolutely clear: the passage of this bill tonight—
which is not urgent but we want to get it through—is because the Labor Party is supporting it and allowing it to 
happen. The government does not even have the numbers here to conduct the business of the house. I make that 
absolutely clear.  

Another point I want to make—I will make it only once—is that clause 6(4) is an amendment to section 12(6) of 
the act. This totally refutes what the minister said when he closed the second reading debate. The whole of 
section 12 relates to the road trauma trust fund and how the money goes in and how the money comes out. 
Section 12(6) relates to how the money is actually expended from the road trauma trust fund. Section 12(6) of 
the act as it currently stands states — 

Money standing to the credit of the Account is to be applied for the purposes determined by the 
Minister on the recommendation of the Council. 

The minister, in closing the second reading, said that we are not changing it. The minister does it now; and, after 
the amendments, the minister will still do it. Again, it is the minister’s use of half-truths that is very concerning. 
A very significant change is taking place. Currently, as I just indicated, money standing to the credit of the 
account is to be applied for the purposes determined by the minister on the recommendation of the council. I 
emphasise “on the recommendation of the council”. However, the amendment now before us in subclause (4) 
will change that to read — 

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

I emphasise the words “having regard to the recommendations of the Council”. That is a very significant change. 
Whereas previously the minister clearly had to authorise the expenditure, and always has, to my knowledge, he 
had to do it on the recommendation of the council. He is now changing that to “having regard to the 
recommendations”. He does not have to follow what the council actually recommends. It shows up this minister 
when he says that there is no change. There is a very significant change embodied in this amending bill.  

As the member for Midland quite rightly put to the house, even if this minister is someone who actually had 
ability, had committed to and worked hard on road safety, and could be trusted, the fact is the changes we are 
making will be what the following minister and the minister after that will likely have to operate under. If 
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another minister has a strange view on road safety, which is at odds with the view of the Road Safety Council, 
they will be able to thumb their nose at the Road Safety Council because they only have to have regard to the 
recommendations; they do not have to act on the recommendation. It is a very significant change. It undermines 
the very good step by the government to move a lot more money into the road trauma trust fund. Minister, I will 
not delay the house, but I make it absolutely clear — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes, you do. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: He says, “Yes, you do.” This minister cannot deal with the substance of the issue. He is 
froth and bubble. He is noise. He cannot deal with the substance of the issue. If the minister genuinely intends to 
improve road safety in this state, he needs to do more than say that he believes in road safety. He needs to do 
some hard work. He needs to get across the facts. He needs to be able to answer the substance of the issue, which 
through this whole debate he has largely refused to do. I am putting to the minister that his contribution at the 
end of the second reading debate was a twisting of the truth. What he said about the minister still having the role 
is correct, but the provisions in this bill substantially change the minister’s powers. That is what the minister is 
doing with this bill, but he has not given any justification for it. Earlier in the debate he said that the whole idea 
of giving direction to the Road Safety Council was not something he really wanted. However, even if he does not 
want to use the powers he is putting into the act, ministers following him can. It causes me concern that the 
rejection of this very good move to hypothecate a lot more money directly into the road trauma trust fund will 
not necessarily result in expenditure from the fund on road safety measures continuing to have the high priority 
that it now has. There must always be a road safety component, as the minister pointed out, but it will not have to 
be the priority under the provisions the minister is putting into the act. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: While I was sitting in this place listening to the very cogent argument of the member for 
Balcatta, I heard the minister say, “I’m not going to answer because if I answer, they’ll just pick on something 
else I’m going to say.” The bottom line is that this is one of the crucial objections—I am sorry, the minister is 
getting instructions on when to gag the debate! 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The next gag from the member for Murray–Wellington! 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It is a very significant change and we need to know why the minister is absolutely standing 
on his dig and opposing the opposition’s amendment to include “and Council recommendation”. It is a 
significant change. If the minister just answers the question, we can move on. The fate of the timing of this bill is 
totally in the minister’s hands. He needs to answer the question, which was put to him civilly and in a way that 
he could understand. We would therefore appreciate an answer. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): The question is that clause 6 stand as printed. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: He’s got to answer the question, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I cannot direct the minister to answer the question. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 7: Section 15 replaced — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta, there are amendments standing in your name on the notice 
paper. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Just by way of advice, they related to an earlier amendment that was defeated; therefore, I 
will not delay the house by moving them. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you for your assistance, member for Balcatta. 

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Road Safety) [7.12 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [7.13 pm]: I will not delay the house for more than a few seconds. This bill 
shows that the opposition supported the move to have more money go directly into the road trauma trust fund. 
We voted for it to be 100 per cent of the revenue from speed and red-light camera fines. Government members 
voted against it. We could have denied leave to proceed to the third reading and this bill would have sat in this 
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place until we came back from the winter break. We have therefore done everything to assist the minister. 
Unfortunately, the minister is not competent enough to answer the questions and the matter was therefore 
dragged out. Our move to vote for 100 per cent was done in the hope that more money going to the road trauma 
trust fund would lead to improved road safety. We hope the minister will stick to his word and not give 
directions that cause the money to be used in areas that are of low priority for road safety, such as perhaps 
widening the freeway. That is clearly an important road project, but it would be a low priority and not directly 
related to road safety. If the minister’s word means anything, his contribution to the debate when he clearly 
indicated that it is not his intention to make regular use of this direction will, I hope, mean that the expenditure of 
the money will be recommended by the Road Safety Council without the minister giving a direction. If the 
minister then considers that recommendation to be appropriate, he will sign off on it and, through that, we will 
see the Towards Zero strategy implemented. The minister has also indicated that even this money is not enough 
for its implementation. I expect that is the case because a lot of money needs to be spent if we are to save tens of 
thousands of people from fatalities and serious injuries, which is clearly the objective of the Towards Zero 
strategy.  

We have certainly supported this bill. It is a pity the minister was not a bit more across it and more competent 
and willing to answer questions. That is a trial we have to put up with with this particular minister. We certainly 
support the bill.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [7.15 pm]: Yes, we have supported the Road Safety Council Amendment 
Bill, despite the minister incompetently bringing it on at this late stage of the last sitting day of the house before 
the winter recess. As Leader of the House, he has some say on when legislation can be brought forward for 
debate. He often wants to bring on his material at the deathwatch, and I think most people in this house know 
why he does that. In his reply to the second reading debate, which was quite a brief speech, he did not address 
most of the questions members in this house had genuinely asked during their second reading contributions. He 
gave a very brief speech and spent part of his time attempting to discredit me.  

He is a minister who talks the talk but does not walk the walk or come up with the deeds. He had the audacity to 
come in here and say that I had claimed to have introduced a 50-kilometre an hour speed limit, but I had not 
made that claim. He did not use the word “default” when he said that, but that is a small point. The fact of the 
matter is that when we came into government, as the police minister and as Minister Assisting the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure with responsibility for not just road safety but a range of other transport matters, I 
introduced a default speed limit of 50 kays. It was our government’s initiative; our cabinet signed off on it, and it 
was gazetted during our government. Yes; there had been discussions at the Australian Transport Council in the 
years preceding that. The ATC discusses a range of things, and it agrees on a range of things from time to time. 
Not all those things are implemented, certainly not in the same way in each state. The proposal the previous 
government had been looking at was the introduction of a speed limit of 50 kays in residential areas. The ATC’s 
intention when it was discussing it was to whack up a lot of 50 kay signs in designated areas.  

As I started to say the other evening, Victoria chose to implement that proposal in a large section of that state. I 
cannot recall whether it was in the country or the metropolitan area or in both. Victoria trialled it in some 
designated areas and whacked up the 50 kay signs. Quite apart from anything else, it was millions of dollars 
cheaper to introduce a default limit of 50 kays and put the 60 kay signs on just the arterial roads. I thought it 
would also be a matter of visual pollution to fill our residential streets with 50 kay signs. It was literally millions 
of dollars more expensive to do that. I thought it was far better to make 50 kays the default speed limit 
throughout the state and acknowledge that some arterial roads needed to be signposted with something higher 
than the 50 kays.  

For the minister to come in here this afternoon and say essentially that black is white and that I did not introduce 
that and did not sign off on that was plainly misleading the Parliament. It was a decision of our government. I 
will tell the minister one thing, since he went through a few things he claimed that I did not do. One of the things 
I did not take credit for, although I could well have because it was left to me as minister to sign off on it although 
his government had done most of the work, was the implementation of the policy to have photographs on every 
single driver’s licence. That proposal had been talked about by the Court government for years. Any members 
who were in the Liberal Party room during that time may recall that under the Liberal–National Party proposal, 
people born before a certain year would not be compelled to have their photo on their driver’s licence. Back then 
some older members of the party room thought that some veterans—I cannot recall whether it was World War I 
veterans or World War II veterans—might consider that it was some kind of identity card or Australia Card or 
whatever, and so they should not be compelled to have their photo on their driver’s licence. The party chose a 
certain year, though I do not recall what year that was. If someone was born before that particular year, they 
would not be compelled to have their photo on a licence. That was one of the components of the legislation 
proposed by the Liberal Party, and it was going to introduce that change. That never came about because the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 23 June 2011] 

 p4835b-4854a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Murray Cowper; Mrs Michelle 

Roberts 

 [19] 

Liberal Party never signed off on it. It never committed it to law. The final decisions on that proposal were made 
by me and by our government.  

Why am I making these points? I am making these points because the minister introduced them into the debate 
this afternoon. I raised some points during the second reading debate. The minister did not take issue with them 
when I made them the other day but while I was sitting in my office today, I saw and heard on the TV every 
word that the minister said in this house. He did not use his reply to the second reading debate just a couple of 
hours ago to respond to the real issues that people had raised. I had given him some information by way of 
interjection. He decided to suddenly start reading from a press release of mine and allege that I had not done 
things in road safety that I had. Sadly, that is why members are getting this feedback now. I think people should 
know that the minister consistently misleads the house. He has the audacity to accuse me of doing it. The facts 
are simple. I introduced the default speed limit of 50 kilometres per hour on our roads. The Gallop government 
did it. The minister can make whatever claims he likes. He can produce the Government Gazette or any evidence 
that shows that that default speed limit was signed off by the Court government. I will tell the minister here and 
now that he will not be able to do it.  

There are two other points that I want to address. I will not elaborate on them in too much detail. The minister 
had the opportunity here and now to commit 100 per cent of the revenue from speed and red-light camera fines 
to the road trauma trust fund. Members in this house voted against it. Liberal and National Party members voted 
against 100 per cent of that money going into the fund next year. The Labor Party put forward an amendment to 
enable 100 per cent of that money from speed and red-light camera fines to go into the fund next year. It was an 
excellent amendment but Liberal Party members, National Party members and some Independent members 
opposed it.  

The final area that I want to comment on in this third reading reply relates to transparency and accountability. 
Again, the Labor Party attempted to introduce some measures that would make the minister more accountable. 
We have an independent Road Safety Council, and experts have been appointed to that council. If the minister 
feels the need to make a direction to the Road Safety Council on a significant issue, not only should we know 
what that direction is but also we should know the response of the Road Safety Council. The minister failed to 
give us any good reason other than perhaps secrecy for why we and the community should not know the 
response of the independent Road Safety Council. The minister wants to be able to give the council a direction. 
He is prepared to table that direction in the house, but he is not prepared to also table the council’s response in 
this house. This is a minister who is clearly not up to the job. He is not prepared to be accountable and 
transparent to the house. I hope that my colleagues in the upper house, and perhaps some members of the Greens 
(WA), will look at this legislation very closely and that they will support those accountability measures. In that 
way, those measures can be made part of this law and we can have accountability and transparency. The minister 
talks about taking the politics out of it. If he wants to take the politics out of it, he should be open and 
transparent. He should be prepared to not only table his direction, but also have the Road Safety Council’s 
response on record in this house. 

The minister also said in his response this afternoon that there will be no real change to how the Road Safety 
Council will function or to the interaction between the government and the council. There are significant 
differences here. If he has told the Royal Automobile Club of WA and other interested parties that that is the 
case, and he has put that in correspondence, he has misled them. I will not detail that case, because I think the 
case was more than eloquently put by the member for Balcatta. I think that some of the so-called supporters of 
this legislation have probably been misled by this minister because he is so loose with the truth. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [7.26 pm]: They say that for every action there is an opposite reaction. 
Frankly, the harder the minister pushed the Road Safety Council Amendment Bill 2011 and the more he insisted 
that it was urgent, the more we queried why he was pushing the bill with undue haste. I think the answer was that 
he thought that if he pushed it in under the veneer of doing the right thing by putting 100 per cent of speed and 
red-light camera revenue into the road trauma trust fund—a very laudable objective—we would not bother to 
question the rest of the provisions of the bill that were procedural. The more we drilled into it in the time that we 
had—we had a little under two hours in which to do that—the more the minister’s assertions of accountability 
and transparency were shown to be the sham that they are. 

A lot of the Minister for Road Safety’s colleagues are still here. They are resentful that they are still here at 7.30 
on a Thursday night after a long session. But they need to know that this bill is being passed because of the 
goodwill of the opposition, as my colleague the member for Balcatta said. The government has not had a quorum 
for some time and, had we walked out, the bill would not have been passed this evening. The government needs 
to be mindful of that. If we are criticised for still being here at 7.30 pm, members can ask the Leader of the 
House—I use that term advisedly—why he has managed the affairs in this place so badly this week. I am often 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 23 June 2011] 

 p4835b-4854a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Murray Cowper; Mrs Michelle 

Roberts 

 [20] 

accused of filibustering, but, as I am approaching a birthday shortly, time is very precious to me. I am sensitive 
about the passing of time, so the last place I want to be is here being abused by the Minister for Health, who 
made some inappropriate comments to me. The Minister for Health said to me, “Just because you don’t have a 
family, it doesn’t mean that you should want to stay here.” In fact, I could say that we are sparing his family 
from having exposure to him. 

I thank my colleagues the member for Midland and the member for Balcatta, and particularly the member for 
Balcatta, who was the lead speaker on this bill. I had advised the Leader of the House in advance that I had a 
prior commitment on Tuesday night, which meant that I would be absent from Parliament for only two hours 
during the week. He decided, rather mischievously, to bring on the bill during that time, and the member for 
Balcatta probably did a better job than I probably would have done. I think that is the calibre of the person we 
are dealing with. We gave him notice and did everything straight down the line and the Leader of the House 
decided that he would be a sneaky little whatever. I will not repeat that word for fear of getting into “Inside 
Cover” again. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I want to respond to the comment the member for Girrawheen made. Obviously I said 
something insensitive. I am not aware of the member for Girrawheen’s circumstances, and I apologise for that 
comment. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I thank the Minister for Health very much and take the apology in the spirit in which it is 
intended. 

The bottom line—I will conclude now—is that we all want fewer road deaths and serious injuries to occur on our 
roads, but we argue about how that should be achieved. I hope that the extra money that will be going into the 
road trauma trust fund will be directed towards the sharp end of those road safety outcomes. I am not sure 
whether the way in which the minister has set up this mechanism will achieve that. What I am concerned 
about—I said this in the second reading debate—is that the whole process will be clouded in cabinet 
confidentiality, we will have access to less information about how this process is conducted and less access to 
the rationale of the research that agrees to proceed with one project over another. Frankly, we need a lot of 
money for roads all over Western Australia and it will be very easy to disguise decisions. The lack of 
transparency means that priorities will be changed for venal political purposes. That is why we are prepared to be 
here at 7.30 at night. We believe it is important to achieve the maximum outcomes for this money. We are not 
optimistic that that will occur under the regime that has been set up under this bill. Having said that, we support 
the bill. I would expect some gratitude from the Leader of the House for assisting him in getting his urgent bill 
through in the absence of his own colleagues being here and being prepared to support it. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


