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POLICE (COMPENSATION FOR INJURED OFFICERS) AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 August. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.00 pm]:  It gives me a great deal of pride to be the next speaker on the Police 
(Compensation for Injured Officers) Amendment Bill after my good friend and colleague the member for 
Murray, who introduced this bill as a private member’s bill.  Nobody in this house knows better than the member 
for Murray the problems and inequities that many of our police officers have suffered over the years.  As a 
former long-serving police officer, the member for Murray knows only too well the injustices experienced by his 
erstwhile colleagues when they are injured in the line of duty.  We on this side of the house are also aware of the 
injustices experienced by injured police officers.  This government seems incapable of properly dealing with our 
police officers.  I checked with the member for Murray to see whether the Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services was intending to allow this bill to pass and become law.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The government will not be opposing it.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  However, the government will not allow the monetary fund outlined in the bill to be set 
up for police officers. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I will explain when I respond.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If this bill were passed through both houses, it would need a message from the Governor 
because it contains a monetary value.  I assume from the Minister for Police’s comments that he will not upset 
the police who are present in the public gallery today by opposing the bill; however, he will not seek a message 
from the Governor to ensure that the bill takes effect.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We indicated to the Western Australian Police Union many months ago that fixing this 
problem was a government priority.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If that is the case, the minister should stand in this house and say that the government 
supports this bill.  Further, he should ensure that the Governor sends a message to Parliament to establish the 
monetary fund that will assist police officers who have been injured while on duty.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There is the potential to come up with a better model. 

Dr E. Constable:  That is what they always say!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Churchlands is right; I have heard that time and again.  That is a 
delaying tactic.  I will ask the minister one important question: when does the government intend to come up 
with something better that the bill that is currently before the house? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is currently part of the enterprise bargaining agreement claim by the union.  The issue 
could be resolved through those negotiations. 
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  That would require a legislative framework.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly.  When does the government intend to introduce legislation?  Never mind about 
the debacle of this government’s attitude to a pay increase for our police officers.  Let us put that to one side, 
because this is a separate issue.  Police officers should be treated like any other government workers in this state.  
If police officers incur an injury while they are working, they are disadvantaged and treated differently from 
other government employees who incur an injury while they are working.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How many years were you a member of government?  How many years did you do nothing 
about this? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Do not try to turn back the clock, my friend.  Prior to the coalition government, the Labor 
Party was in government for 10 years.  We can keep going back.  Today we are dealing with a bill that was 
introduced by the member for Murray to address this serious problem, one that the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services should be supporting; one that he should ensure will take effect by ensuring that there is a 
monetary message from the Governor.  The minister is using his old trick of employing delaying tactics.  He will 
try to tie this issue in with what is a derisory offer of a pay increase.  The minister knows that and I know that.  
That tactic will not work because our police officers will not be fooled.  Our police officers warrant a proper pay 
increase.  They deserve far more than the government is offering.  In all the time that this has been an issue, the 
government has not come forward with an additional offer. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You can rabbit on, but what you are saying is nonsense.   
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is not.  The police are asking for 20 per cent over two years.  The government is 
offering them 4.5 per cent in the first year and then four per cent in the second and third years.  Why not come 
back with an offer and start the ball rolling?  Why not offer 15 per cent over two years?  The government must 
show some good faith and then negotiate on that basis.  That may not be enough, but at least the government 
would be showing some good faith.  Our police officers are certainly worth that; in fact, they are worth a 20 per 
cent pay increase.  We know that the government will not give them a 20 per cent pay increase.  Rather, it will 
be dragged kicking and screaming to all sorts of industrial hearings, and the police officers of this state will have 
no respect for the minister and his government.  However, that does not matter.  The government can squander 
money in other areas but it will not pay our police officers what they rightly deserve.  Further, the minister will 
not bring finality to the matter.  He will not allow our serving police officers to receive rightful compensation 
after they have been injured.  As a member of Parliament, the minister would receive compensation if he were 
injured at Parliament House.  However, police officers who are injured in the line of duty very often have to 
leave the force because the injuries they have sustained mean they are no longer able to work, and they receive 
virtually nothing.   

The member for Murray has provided me with two cases that I will highlight.  I have been given permission to 
read out the former officers’ names to highlight the plight of our serving police officers.  The first officer’s name 
is Gary Clune.  He is married with two children and currently performs voluntary work.  That is all he is able to 
do.  Gary was recruited as a cadet at 17 years of age and later transitioned to a constable.  In 1980, at 20 years of 
age, Gary was injured in a traffic crash when an arrested offender was being conveyed in a sedan to the lockup in 
Port Hedland.  The offender interfered with the driver of the vehicle causing him to lose control and crash the 
vehicle.  Gary’s injuries were so severe that his survival was in serious doubt.  The Royal Flying Doctor Service 
of Australia transferred him to Perth.  His injuries included nerve damage to both eyes, a perforated ear drum, 
nerve damage to his wrist, partial paralysis, multiple skull fractures, whiplash to the neck and back, a fractured 
left shoulder and nerve, and dislocation to his ankle.  He was discharged from the WA Police at 24 years of age.  
He had been a young copper doing his job, which this government and the people of Western Australia expected 
him to do.  What did Gary get?  He received a partial settlement from the then Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust.  
He has survived through the commitment of his wife and her employment.  He is a young ex-copper who can 
keep going only because his wife has employment.  Because of this he is not entitled to any benefit for his 
injuries.  He pays the full price for medical and pharmaceutical services.  He has not sought any assistance in the 
past, but has just got on with life.  He considers himself lucky that he has survived.  Many police have not 
survived, but he has survived.  God bless him for thinking that he is lucky to have survived and God bless him 
for the voluntary work that he does.  Recently he was confronted with a significant medical opinion about his 
ankle and foot and the possibility of amputation.  He then had cause to ask: who will pay for the surgery, 
prosthetics and pharmacy costs, and who will provide the counselling support services associated with his 
injuries?  I ask the minister: who will do all that?  The minister will not do it, as there is no funding for that to 
happen. 
I will give the house a second example.  The particular officer in this example, Denis Trew, is 53 years of age 
and currently unemployed.  Denis was recruited as a police officer in 1975.  He was a fit and healthy officer who 
pursued a career as a motorcycle patrolman.  In 1990, at just 37 years of age, he witnessed a hit-and-run crash on 
the freeway.  He pursued the offending vehicle and it came to a stop.  As he was alighting from his motorcycle, 
the vehicle, which had three persons aboard, reversed towards him, crashing into his motorcycle and pushing 
him 20 metres down the road.  Denis actively remained in policing for a further 11 years, being moved from one 
non-operational position to another, suffering chronic headaches, blurred vision and never-ending back and neck 
pain.  Ironically, the offenders were never charged.  He was discharged from the WA Police in 2001 at 48 years 
of age, still a relatively young man.  For his injuries he received a third party insurance payment of $5 000.  I 
wonder how long the minister could live on $5 000 - about a couple of weeks if he were lucky.  The long-term 
future hope for Denis is the capacity to walk for pleasure and stand for any long period.  He is on medication full 
time because he suffers pain 24 hours a day, and he is hospitalised two or three times a year.  He does not qualify 
for any medical or pharmaceutical support to assist with his expenses.  He always thought that he would be 
looked after if he were injured on duty. 
I have to tell the house that when I first read these things about our serving police officers who had been injured 
on duty, I could not believe that they were true.  I thought that there must be something in place to do the right 
thing by them and their families, but there is nothing.  I believe there have been three police ministers during this 
government’s term.  This minister, the previous minister and the minister before that -  
Mr J.R. Quigley:  And the minister before that as well, but he was a Liberal!  The Liberals didn’t do anything.  I 
know; I was there at the time. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 20 September 2006] 

 p6373b-6397a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John Quigley; Acting Speaker; Mr John Castrilli; Mr John McGrath; Dr Graham Jacobs; 

Mr John Kobelke; Deputy Speaker; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr 
Murray Cowper 

 [3] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister before that did have plans to do something; the member for Mindarie and I 
know that.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  You didn’t know that was the true situation until today. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He did have plans.  I can tell the member for Mindarie that this Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services has so many other responsibilities that he cannot do justice to this particular job.  It should 
be somebody else.  There is now a Minister for Corrective Services.  I think the first time we heard from her was 
the day before yesterday when she said that she did not agree with a drug dealer in Thailand coming back to WA 
to serve her prison sentence.  That was the first we heard from the Minister for Corrective Services.  She has 
such a light workload on her plate that perhaps she should become the police minister.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Heaven help us! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Even she would do a better job than this minister.  I think she has probably more 
compassion in her bones than this one.  I think she would actually have the guts to talk to the police officers 
about their pay increase.  However, this minister shies away all the time.  During these non-pay negotiations I 
had a meeting at East Perth train station, predominantly with the railway police, but a lot of other officers were 
also there.  About 80 officers attended the meeting.  I listened to what they had to say.  A couple of motions were 
put forward, one of which was that they had no confidence in the minister or the government.  I did not see one 
hand that did not go up in the room when that motion was put.  I asked how many police officers had actively 
looked for another job, and most of the hands in the room went up.  Another question put to them was how many 
officers in that room of about 80 officers had been injured while they had been performing their duties.  About 
95 per cent of those police officers put up their hand.  Therefore, 95 per cent of all the 80 police officers there - I 
could be wrong by one per cent or so but it really does not matter - had been physically abused while serving this 
state and trying to uphold law and order. 
After that meeting I had a cup of coffee with some officers.  A female detective approached me and spoke to me.  
She was obviously interested in the pay increase because she believes they do not get enough, but an area about 
which she had a specific concern was the one we are addressing today.  Unfortunately, she did not have her 
husband anymore; he had been a serving police officer.  Her big complaint to me, which was outlined in 
emotional terms, was that she believed her husband would be alive today if this legislation had been in place two 
to three years ago.  However, he just could not cope with the trauma, the stresses and the strain after being 
injured as a serving officer.  He is no longer with us, unfortunately.  However, the pain goes on for that serving 
police officer.  Whenever she gets out of bed and goes on duty at whatever time of the day or night that might be, 
she is still going out there in the community and putting her life on the line every day of the week.  That is why 
the minister must seriously look at this issue.   
The comments the minister made earlier were very interesting.  He has said that he will not oppose the bill, 
which is very different from saying that he will support the bill.  If he had said that the government would 
support the bill and would ensure that the Governor sent a message back to the Parliament approving the 
required appropriation - which is needed when a bill has a monetary provision attached to it - the legislation 
would go through Parliament and become law.  The minister is simply trying to play to the gallery today.   
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  Just lip-service! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely; he is just paying lip-service to the legislation.  He has said that the 
government will not oppose the bill, but he knows damned well that until a message comes from the Governor 
approving an appropriation for the bill, nothing will happen and the legislation will go no further.  Unfortunately, 
every bill that requires an appropriation of money that goes through this Parliament must come back to the 
Parliament with a message from the Governor approving the appropriation.  This Parliament will not receive a 
message from the Governor for this bill if the minister and the government do not ask for one.  The minister 
could ask for it tomorrow if he wanted to.  If this bill is passed by Parliament today, the minister could go and 
see the Governor, tell him that he has a bill that has been passed by this house today and wants to send it to the 
upper house for passage through that house, and ask the Governor to attach a message approving an 
appropriation for the bill.  If the minister does that tomorrow, our police officers would be very happy.  They 
might even go a bit easier on the minister over their pay claim, but perhaps not a lot easier, because they know it 
is justified.  At the end of the day, the minister should not just pay lip-service to our hard-working police officers 
by simply saying that the government will not oppose the bill.  That means absolutely nothing.  In fact, if the 
minister is going to be honest about the whole thing, he should oppose the bill because he does oppose the bill.  
If he does not support it, then he opposes it.  By simply saying that the government will not oppose the bill is just 
paying lip-service.  The minister should show a bit of courage.  When the minister gets to his feet, which I am 
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sure he will do shortly, he should try to justify to the police officers his stand on this matter.  Officers know of 
the minister’s stand about the pay increase.   
I seek an extension of time.  I may not use it all because I know other members want to speak to this bill.  In case 
I go over time, I would like the opportunity. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This is a very interesting bill because it has retrospective parts, which is not a common 
thing.  Certainly, members on this side of the house believe that the retrospectivity should, and will, be put in 
place.  We want to see those police officers who have been forced out of the police service due to injury while 
performing their duties get some justice.  That is all they ask for.  Everybody wants justice.  The minister is 
happy to give justice to other public servants.  In fact, he bends over backwards sometimes to ensure that they 
get justice, get fair pay increases and are looked after.  Other public servants also get extra days off and other 
sorts of benefits.  What is so different about our police officers?  I asked the Premier once when he was sitting on 
the benches opposite what was his first priority as Premier of the state.  He looked at me blankly as to ask what I 
was talking about.  He did not know; he did not understand the question.  I should have shown him a picture and 
he might have understood the question better.  However, he did not.  Members opposite love showing graphs and 
pictures.  It is a very simple question: what is the first priority of the Premier and the government?  What does 
the minister think it is? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You have come in here with half an idea in your head and you want interjections to keep 
your speech going. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No.  I will accept this one interjection.  I just want to know whether the minister knows 
the answer. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  To what?  Looking at your face and deciding what you might mean by your words? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is a very simple question.  What does the minister think should be the priority of the 
government? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The law and good order of Western Australia. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister is nearer the mark than the Premier was.  He thought about that answer; well 
done.  I will give him seven out of 10 because he almost got there.  It is the safety of the citizens.  That is the 
first priority, my friend.  How will we achieve the safety of the citizens?  Will it be through the public servants 
who shovel paper around in government offices?  The government has increased the number of such public 
servants by 17 000 since it came to government.  It will not be through them.  The only way the government will 
ensure the safety of Western Australians, the citizens of the state, is through a fully funded, efficient police 
service.  Those officers are the ones who do the job.  The safety of its citizens is the first priority of any 
government.  If we keep losing the number of police officers that we are losing at a rate of knots, the government 
will be in dereliction of its duty, as will the minister.  The minister knows as well as I do - because we go to the 
same graduations and the same direct entry functions - that if we were not getting police officers from the United 
Kingdom, the government would be in dire straits.  The police service is already under strength in every single 
region other than one.  There is only one region that is up to strength.  Does the minister know that?  He must 
because he has seen the figures.  He has seen the question on notice.  The service is under strength in every 
police district other than one.  The minister must admit that the service is losing more officers than it is gaining.  
It cannot afford to lose any more.  We must retain a fully functional police service.  We will not have a fully 
functional police service if the government keeps treating the officers as second-class citizens.  The government 
must pay them what they are worth and it must ensure that, when they are injured while carrying out their duties, 
they receive the same benefits, both medical and financial, that any other public servant receives.  They are not 
second-class citizens; they are the people we ask to do the job of protecting us from the scum of the earth - 
villains, hooligans, thugs and murderers.  Unless we pay police officers properly and unless we look after them 
as we look after any other government worker, we will keep losing them time and again. 

I am glad that the Minister for Corrective Services has just come into the chamber, because I said earlier that she 
should take over the police portfolio.  As she is so under-worked and because she has been hiding her light under 
a bushel until last Sunday, we want her to earn her money.  We think that she would have the guts to talk to the 
police - that is, to sit down at a table and negotiate with them - whereas the present minister will not. 

I do not intend to labour any more points.  I will finish with one comment.  The minister should do the right 
thing by our police officers.  He should not only ensure that they get the wage increase they deserve - he and I 
both know what they deserve - but he should also support this bill and not oppose it.  He should give a 
commitment that he will go to Government House tomorrow when this bill goes through.  He should not try to 
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filibuster so that it is simply adjourned at seven o’clock.  Let us have a vote on this bill.  Let the minister give a 
commitment that he will go to Government House to see the Governor tomorrow and ask him for the message 
that has to come to this Parliament to ensure that there is a monetary supply to be attached to this bill.  That is the 
least the minister can do for our serving police officers.  I expect him to do it. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [4.27 pm]:  I rise to support the notion that police officers are not properly 
compensated on termination of employment when they are suffering a permanent disability.  This is not some 
new concept that I have been introduced to.  In legal practice, I was first introduced to this tragic circumstance 
about 1975 when a senior constable came to me after being thrown from his motorcycle on the on ramp of the 
Mitchell Freeway in Leederville.  His name was Mick Carpenter.  He was thrown from his K1 Honda, which 
was a motorcycle introduced in the 1970s as the first four-cylinder pursuit bike used by police.  He permanently 
injured his right arm, which could never be used again.  I was a young practitioner when the union sent him to 
me to see what I could do to assist him.  There was nothing I could do to assist him.  Mick remained at work.  
The police service kept him at work for years and years.  He could not work outside the police service.  He was 
kept in the quartermaster’s store.  I am sure a lot of officers in the union executive who are in the gallery today 
will remember Mick and his sling.  In one circumstance Mick was quite well looked after: he was given 
permanent employment on full pay, which other workers would not get.  The terrible thing is that, as was the 
case when Mick ultimately had to retire from the police force, should other officers be forced to retire in the 
circumstances that this legislation contemplates, there is a grave inequity.  I have seen it time and again.  I am 
sorry; for the life of me I cannot think of the name - it must be due to the medication I am on - of the sergeant 
who was hit over the head with a wine flagon in Halls Creek.  I know that my friends in the gallery will 
remember his name. 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  Keith Wagstaff. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Yes.  Keith Wagstaff.  Keith used to come into my office regularly, and I have seen him 
since I became a member of Parliament.  Keith was hit over the head with a wine flagon and suffered grave 
neurological injuries.  He was moved out of the police service as being unfit for duty.  On termination, he had to 
be like a beggar, cap in hand, in humiliating circumstances.  He had to beg for money that would secure him a 
reasonable lifestyle.  He used to shuffle into my office.  It was just a tragedy.  I am not having a go at the 
opposition now but I can remember that I made those representations during the time of a Liberal government.  I 
am surprised that the leader of opposition business, the member for Hillarys, said that he has come across this 
problem now.  I have been raising this on behalf of the Western Australian Police Union of Workers over the 
years.  I made a promise to my friend the president of the Police Union, Michael Dean, that I would pursue this 
one aspect of police conditions vigorously when we came into government.  At this time my worry is the linkage 
of this bill with the police pay claim.  Although I believe that the police deserve fair and equitable pay - I do not 
want to go into that in the debate on this bill - I do not believe there should be a linkage.  I know the police 
department and its reluctance to give fairness - when I say “the police department”, I am not talking about the 
minister because he takes advice from the department.  I am sure my friends in the gallery will know that I mean 
that everything comes forward on recommendations from the department.   
I worry about aspects of this bill although I am not putting the boot into it and I will tell the house why.  I still 
help members of the police force even though they do not live in my electorate, and the union still refers 
members to me to help them.  One of those was - I forget his first name - the major crash investigator, Sergeant 
Thorpe.  For years and years he had to pore over the details of crashes.  That included looking at photos of the 
crash, discussions with the witness and the families etc, until he became traumatised.  He went to his employer, 
the Commissioner of Police, and told him to transfer him to another section because he was being traumatised by 
the job he was doing.  He said that if he went to another section, he would also get career opportunities.  He was 
told that he was the specialist on fatal crashes and he had to stay where he was.  He then suffered a depressive 
illness and took long service leave to try to get over his illness.  When he went back to work he was sent back to 
the same job, against his will.  It was unbelievable!  He was sent back to a job that was known by the department 
to be causing him psychological injury, which is what this bill talks about!  He came to see me in my office in 
Mindarie; he packed his lunch and got together his supplies to get there because he lives south of the river.  He 
told me a pitiful story of how he had had to go to his union - thank God he has the union - to institute legal 
proceedings again the commissioner and the state of Western Australia for negligence by the Commissioner of 
Police sending him back to his old job time and again, a job which he said was causing him a post-traumatic 
depressive illness.  What had happened to him was quite wrong, but he has had to use the funds provided by 
every other union member to try to fight for compensation through the District Court, while the Commissioner of 
Police fought that writ by saying that what he had been doing did not fit within his job description; he was not 
required to do that job!  He was required to do what the inspector told him to do and the inspector told him time 
and again to investigate the fatal accidents, which was making him more and more depressed.   
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I will not oppose the bill because I cannot oppose the principle of the bill.  However, I have grave reservations 
about it.  I do not want to see these police at this point in history sold short in any way because what is 
happening to them is just not right.  No other member of any sector of our community would leave the 
workplace suffering psychological injury like Sergeant Thorpe has suffered and not have a proper claim against 
the force.  I am not talking about a cap in hand claim like Oliver Twist saying, “Please, sir, can I have a bowl of 
gruel to keep me going with my family.”  I am talking about a dignified claim to resolve the situation.   
What worries me about this legislation - I have not seen it argued yet and that is the lawyer in me coming out - is 
proposed new section 135C.  I am sure it would not be the intention of the member for Murray to see any police 
officer sold short.  However, I am concerned about how the amount of compensation is determined in proposed 
section 135C.  I would like a panel of doctors or an independent panel to determine the amount of disability.  I 
do not want the Commissioner of Police saying, “Thorpie, you are a wimp.  You have not suffered at all.”  I am 
not pointing the finger at Mr O’Callaghan who is, as I have said on the public record before, a decent and honest 
officer.  I am pointing the finger at the corporate department and I am sure my friend on the other side knows 
what I mean.  He is nodding his head in assent, so I am sure he does.  The formula in proposed section 135C will 
be used to calculate the amount to be paid in compensation to an injured officer.  Proposed section 135C(3) 
states - 

The Commissioner of Police shall pay to the former member (or his spouse in circumstances in which 
the former member is dead) or to the personal representatives of the former member, an amount in 
accordance with the formula:  

I do not know about this.  The “A” in the formula is the amount that Thorpe - I am sorry to keep on using his 
name - would get upon retirement because of his disability.  “A” is defined as “the amount to be paid to the 
former member or his personal representatives”.  That equals “S” which is “the annual salary of the former 
member at the date of the former member’s resignation, retirement or other departure from the Police Force”.  
The “CF” in the formula is the “capitalisation factor prescribed for the purposes of this section by the 
regulations, for the sex of the former member and for the age of the former member on the day on which he or 
she retired, resigned or otherwise left the force”.  As there are no draft regulations before the chamber, the 
commissioner could set 0.1 as the capitalisation factor.  I have seen tricks played on these injured officers before 
and it has disgusted me.  I have seen those tricks played for 30 years and if I have a hand in it, the department 
will not be able to play the same tricks with these officers.  I played a part in the party room in bringing this great 
party that is now in government to the realisation that this sector of the work force has been left behind on 
termination payments.  I am very proud of my advocacy in that regard.   

The formula to be used to determine the compensation payment is A=SxCFxI.  Who knows what the 
capitalisation factor will be.  The amount of that has not even been hinted at yet in anything I have heard or read.  
However, more of a worry in this formula is the “I” which is defined as “the extent of the former member’s 
permanent loss of earning capacity, determined by the Commissioner of Police and expressed as a percentage, as 
a consequence of the injury suffered on duty”.  Did everyone in this chamber listen to that because that causes 
me grave concern?  I will not oppose it if it is what the police want.  The Commissioner of Police will be able to 
say, “Thorpe, you have not been gutsy enough, son.  I have sent you back to look at more fatal accidents, you say 
that is making you crook, and I say that does not affect your permanent loss of earning capacity.”   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Would you agree that this bill is a hundred per cent better than what they have at the 
moment? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I do.  That is why I have indicated - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You should support it.  If you want to make it better, that is great. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Hang on!  If the member could bear with me, I will not oppose this bill.  It has been 
introduced by a former serving officer.  I know that that former serving officer discussed this formula with the 
police executive.  I have not and I have seen, in my legal experience, things go through which appear attractive 
initially until they are left to the Commissioner of Police of all people to decide what the loss of earning capacity 
is!  I can hardly bring myself to vote for that. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are a lawyer.  You could argue it in court if you thought he had been unfairly treated.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I suggested the same thing that I suggested before.  I have already alluded to the fact that 
the permanent loss of earning capacity or the percentage of physical or psychological incapacity - which directly 
impacts upon earning capacity - should be determined by someone other than the command table of the police 
department. 
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  Do you honestly believe that injury compensation to police officers should be in any way 
connected to their current pay negotiations, as the minister wants to do?  Should it not be completely separate? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I understand that the commissioner - 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Members, when I stand, I would appreciate some silence.  The 
member for Mindarie has the call. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I think I have raised my concerns.  I do not want to take up the chamber’s time any longer, 
as I know there are other members who want to make a contribution.  However, I have personally dealt with this 
problem for 30-odd years, and I want to see this issue resolved properly.  I will not oppose this legislation; it is 
the best of its nature that I have seen in this chamber.  I hope that better legislation will come before this 
chamber in due course.  Although this bill will not be opposed, I have been pressing this case and I have every 
confidence that an even better deal for police than this will come forward.  I cannot abide a system in which the 
Commissioner of Police is the person who has the ultimate call.  Les Ayton was Deputy Commissioner of Police 
as recently as 1998; that is not ancient history.  I saw him go on stress leave and ultimately resign from the job 
because of the stress he experienced working with the then commissioner.  The commissioner assessed Mr 
Ayton as having no incapacity at all.  The commissioner could make that assessment of any of his commissioned 
rank.  Under this legislation, that can still happen.  We, as a Parliament, have not fixed the problem.  As a 
collective group of men and women, we have not fixed the problem in the best way we can for the people who 
deserve to receive maximum compensation for any disability.  They go out there to secure the health and safety 
of my family and of all the families in my electorate.  We need to have the best possible system for them.  I will 
not oppose this legislation, but I will continue to press the Minister for Police to come up with a better scheme. 
MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [4.43 pm]:  I am very happy to support the member for Murray’s bill.  I 
appreciate some of the comments made by the member for Mindarie.  I can assure both the member for Mindarie 
and the member for Murray that I do not want to see any police officer sold short, sold down the drain or not 
getting whatever he or she deserves to get.  If the member for Mindarie can bring in some amendments that will 
help strengthen the legislation, I will certainly support him, and I am sure that other members on this side will 
also support him.  I agree with a lot of the things the member for Mindarie said, and I appreciate his comments.  
If he can make this bill better, and achieve better compensation and recognition for police officers, I am very 
happy to support the member.  I hope he understands that as a fair comment from me. 
Shortly after I was elected to Parliament in 2005, I was approached by a former police officer and had a meeting 
with him in my office in Bunbury.  I phoned the member for Murray to come to Bunbury to sit in on the meeting, 
because I knew of his former role as police officer and I wanted some guidance and explanation from him.  The 
former police officer explained to me the injuries he had suffered in the line of duty.  He was no longer in the 
police force and he had suffered financially.  I could see the enormous stress that he and his family were under, 
and it was a terrible thing to see.  I was not aware that police officers in Western Australia are the only police 
officers who have no protection.  I could not believe that there was no support and no protection for officers who 
were injured in the line of duty.  Can members imagine some other worker being injured in the workplace and 
receiving nothing?  I could not imagine it; I thought it was a given that they would receive support.  How wrong 
was I?  There is no coverage.   

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  If workers in other industries worked under the same conditions, there would be 
enormous outcry.  It would be absolutely unthinkable.  The whole thing is archaic.  Our society should provide 
police officers with financial protection and moral support, so that they can sustain their families and their 
property.  What are police officers to do?  They join the police force and go to work, but they had better not get 
injured, because if they cannot serve on the frontline, they are out of the police force and on the scrapheap.  
Surely that is not the way things should be.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  An average of four officers are injured every day of the year. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Four officers every day.  This bill will put some compensation in place, but I reiterate 
that if anybody has ideas about how to improve the bill, I am quite happy to support them.  These people deserve 
the protection this bill affords.  It will remove a lot of pressure from them because they will at least know their 
families can be looked after.  All of us in this place have, from time to time and to varying degrees, worked with 
police officers or in some way or another had associations or contact with them.  I certainly very much 
appreciate and value the work they do.  I have had a very close association with the police force.  In my former 
role as mayor of the City of Bunbury, I worked very closely with the hierarchy of police in all aspects of city life 
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and the security and safety of our community.  We would talk about how we would improve things and how 
council rangers and police officers could work together in planning the security issues of the city. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Including the installation of CCTV. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The City of Bunbury now has around 16 CCTV cameras, and I thank the member for 
Murray for reminding me of that.  That was a very good instrument with which the police force and the City of 
Bunbury worked together to keep our community safe.  As the member for Bunbury, a lot of people come to see 
me about a lot of issues, often of a very personal nature, and that necessitates my working very closely with the 
police.  I have great respect for them and they greatly assist the community of Bunbury.  I do not need to go into 
what those issues are, because I think all members would understand them very well.  I have never had anything 
but total respect, high regard and admiration for the members of the police force, for the work they do and for the 
scope of work that they have to do.  When something goes wrong, who do we call first?  We call the police.  
They put their lives on the line every day, every time they go to work.  Even when they are off-duty, they can 
still be in danger.  If they are out on a social occasion and people know that they are police officers, they can still 
be in danger.  They are always in danger.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They are still police officers when they are off duty.  They are police officers for 24 hours a 
day; they carry out their duties 24 hours a day.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  A police officer having a quiet drink somewhere could be harassed and have his life 
put in danger simply because someone knows he is an off-duty police officer.  Police officers have guns pointed 
at them, knives held at them and they are kicked, punched, bitten and spat at and they are involved in car 
accidents.  They are at risk every day.   
Members heard the member for Mindarie’s comments on traffic accidents.  The police are called to attend 
accident scenes.  Every day they are confronted by shocking images.  Over the years that sort of pressure builds 
up.  Who do we call for protection when there is a problem with bikie gangs?  It is the police.  We have drug 
problems all around us, and who do we call for protection?  The police.  Who do we call to protect us from the 
assaults and brawls that occur all over the place?  Of course, it is the police.  Mental health problems within the 
community are on the increase.  People go off the rails and people get frightened, and the police are called to sort 
it out.  Of all the occupations in the public service, it is the most dangerous.   
We expect everything from the police.  We want their protection.  We expect them to put their lives at risk all the 
time and to do that as part of their job.  However, they are not afforded any compensation when they are injured 
while protecting the community in the line of duty.   
I will go through one case of many that the member for Murray and other members are aware of.  I refer to the 
case of a 41-year-old police officer who is a sole parent on a disability pension.  As a fit and healthy 20-year-old 
he was recruited into the police force.  At the age of 26 he attended a large brawl between a number of 
community factions in the country and received a blow from an offender in the crowd and sustained a fractured 
neck.  The event occurred at a remote location in Western Australia.  The officer had been called from his home 
in the middle of night, along with other officers, to support their colleague who was some hundreds of kilometres 
away from home base.  As a consequence of his injuries he spent 18 months on sick leave, during which time he 
developed post-traumatic stress disorder and he attempted suicide.  His wife felt that he was a changed person 
and left him, causing him to lose his family home and the security of his family group.  He was discharged from 
the WA Police at 32 years of age and received a partial payment from his non-contributory superannuation 
scheme.  After five years, he was awarded the maximum of $20 000 for criminal injuries compensation, of which 
$7 500 was consumed in legal fees.  He was a young man with a bright future, good health cover, a family and a 
family home.  He lost everything, as a result of the actions of an offender, while he was in the service of the state 
of Western Australia.  He now languishes in the public hospital queues without compensation and assistance for 
the injuries he received or counselling assistance for his ongoing psychological issues.  He constantly has to 
explain why, although the injuries were caused while he was on duty as a police officer, the account must come 
to him, because police officers do not have workers’ compensation cover.  The repetitive conversation with 
medical personnel creates its own level of distress, as well-meaning people often comment, “It is not right”,  or 
“Everybody is covered by workers’ compensation”.  He believed that if he was injured on the job and the chips 
were down, the department would look after him.  He still suffers from chronic pain and PTSD, but he survives 
because he qualifies for a Centrelink disability pension and goes to a group practice that provides bulkbilling.  
People like this in our community must be helped and looked after.   

I certainly could not, and would not, do the job that police officers do.  This anomaly must be corrected 
straightaway.  It is only right and proper that we correct it.  Although we expect more from police officers than 
from anyone else, we do not afford them the basic rights or protection that is afforded to any other worker in the 
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community.  It has been said that the WA police force is the only force in Australia that does not provide 
protection for its officers if they are injured on the job.  If someone would like to amend this bill to improve it - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The member for Mindarie can.  He raised a good point.  He said this bill is not good enough.  
He is a lawyer.  He can amend this legislation to make it better.  I am certain we would support that.  We do not 
want to hear a lot of garbage - a lot of platitudes and no action.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  We will wait to see what happens.  In my capacity as mayor and since then, I have told 
members of the police force that they are our agents in the field.  Policing is a community problem.  As they are 
our agents in the field, surely we have the capacity and the right to look after them and at least afford them the 
same protection that is provided to other workers in Western Australia.  It is their absolute right.  Before that 
person came to see me in my office, I did not understand the full ramifications of this bill.  I thought there was 
protection for workers all round.  I thought people working for the government would get better protection than 
most, but obviously that is not the case, and it is the other way around.   

I am happy and proud to support this bill.  If anyone can improve on this bill, I am sure the member for Murray 
will not knock it and members on this side will support it; I certainly will.  I look forward to this legislation 
being passed.   

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [4.58 pm]:  I support the Police (Compensation for Injured Officers) 
Amendment Bill and congratulate the member for Murray for the work he has put into it and his commitment to 
his former colleagues in the police force.  As a former journalist I knew a lot of coppers in Western Australia.  I 
ran into them wherever I went.  Over the years I have met many police officers.  I recently attended the funeral 
of former commissioner Owen Leach who was a constituent of mine.  I caught up with so many retired 
policemen who I had not seen for a long time and it took me on a trip down memory lane.  As I speak to this bill 
I think of some of those policemen.  In those days we did not imagine police officers would get hurt or seriously 
injured.  The culture when we grew up was respect for police officers.  I am sure that in those days society had 
more respect for the law than is the case today.  Unfortunately, today we live in a society in which policemen are 
not afforded the respect they deserve from sections of the community.  It was demonstrated to us when the police 
rallied at Parliament House.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They do not get the respect they deserve from the government.   

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  We heard stories from police officers, including female police officers, who had been 
viciously attacked in the line of duty.  That brought home to me more than ever - not that I have not always 
appreciated the work that police officers do - just what a dangerous job our police officers have out there in the 
community.  It is a job that we expect them to do.  As the member for Bunbury said, if something goes wrong, 
the first thing we do is ring the police. 
The injuries resulting from police work are not only physical, as the member for Murray has pointed out.  There 
is also psychological trauma resulting from being a police officer; going to the scenes of serious crimes and 
major fatal road accidents.  Recently, the son of a friend of mine was murdered in Adelaide.  My friend received 
a phone call from the police.  He was not there, but the police left a message for him to call.  When my friend 
finally got back to the police and asked what they wanted, they would not tell him on the telephone.  They said 
that they needed to come to talk to him.  Two officers came to his house.  Imagine taking the news to someone 
that his 34-year-old son had been murdered in the streets of Adelaide.  My friend was obviously very distressed, 
and those officers stayed with him until his wife came home from work.  He told the officers not to worry and 
that they could leave, but they would not.  These are the sorts of people we have in our police force.  It would not 
be a very easy job to knock on someone’s door with the news that a loved one has died.  Those kinds of things 
can affect a police officer just as much as being seriously injured in a brawl, or in trying to apprehend a person 
who has broken the law.   
It is good that the minister says that this is a priority.  I would like to see the government take this on board 
straight away.  I heard the member for Mindarie say that he had been thinking about this issue for a long time, 
and determined that he wanted to do something about it as soon as he was elected to government.  I point out to 
the member that his government has been in office for five years, and he has not introduced a private member’s 
bill on this matter.  There has obviously been neglect of this issue from many more of us over the years.  I, for 
one, did not realise that the situation was as bad as it is for police officers.  I was listening to the radio the other 
day, and that well-travelled talkback host Bob Maumill was interviewing a former police officer about this same 
situation.  He was staggered when the police officer told him that he did not actually get any workers’ 
compensation.  Bob Maumill said that he could not believe that; he thought all workers got compensation.  The 
former police officer said that police officers did not.  This is something we need to consider.  I take on board 
what the member for Mindarie said.  He raised some very good points about coming up with a formula.  If the 
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formula proposed by the member for Murray is not ideal and there is a better one, we should look at it.  I urge 
the minister to consider this when he looks at the compensation situation.  Maybe there is a better formula and 
maybe people like the member for Mindarie can make some contribution to it.  It has to be done immediately; it 
is a shocking state of affairs.   
We have some officers in the gallery today.  The member for Murray mentioned to me the case of Andrew 
Hookham.  I think Andrew is here today.  He is married with children; a self-employed family man with a small 
business.  Andrew joined the Western Australia Police as a fit ex-soldier at the age of 27.  After four years 
service, he went to a brawl in Rockingham and was assaulted by being struck on the head with a bottle, causing 
him to lose consciousness, and he was taken to hospital.  It is a scene we see far too often in society today.  As a 
consequence, Andrew suffered neck and back injuries, and lack of confidence in public places and the capacity 
to continue as a police officer.  He was discharged from the Western Australia Police in 1997 with a partial 
payment of superannuation.  It was only a partial payment because he was deemed to have the capacity to be 
employed elsewhere.  When he inquired about who would pay for his ongoing medical and pharmaceutical 
expenses, he was told to sign up with Centrelink.  What a disgrace that was!  He was a policeman trying to 
maintain law and order, and he was hit on the head with a bottle by some lowlife, and this is what he is told - 
sign up with Centrelink.  This is not what I would call looking after a person who has left the work force.  
Andrew’s long-term situation is that he suffers constant neck and back pain, loss of self-esteem and depression 
associated with his incapacity.  He must put up with all this, and on top of that his current pharmaceutical costs 
are about $20 every 10 days.  This is ongoing hardship for a person who put his hand up at the young age of 27 
to work in the police force and fight to maintain law and order.   
With the exception of the member for Murray, who has obviously done the job, most members today have asked 
the question: who would want to be a police officer?  None of us would want to be a police officer.  It is a very 
difficult job.  I place the job of police officer alongside those of ambulance officers and firefighters, who do 
difficult jobs that not many of us would do.  The police force is right up there above them all because, in the line 
of duty, a police officer could leave home in the morning and not return that evening.  It is quite possible that, on 
any given day, a police officer might not come home to his family.  We have seen in the past 12 months a female 
officer ferociously bashed in the north of the state.  These are the sorts of things that officers must put up with. 
We support the police officers in their pay dispute.  The government is taking far too long and has been tardy in 
addressing the dispute.  I agree with what the member for Hillarys said - we should offer the police officers 
something to start with. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  The member for Girrawheen is called to order for the first time, 
for allowing her mobile phone to ring.  
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 
We have constantly been critical of the government for not doing something for our police officers.  They have 
gathered in their hundreds outside Parliament House to tell us that they are not getting payment commensurate 
with the job they do.  We strongly support the police.  The government needs to come out straight away and 
make them an offer, at least for the next 12 months, and then an ongoing offer after that.  At present nothing has 
been done.  They have been to the negotiating table, we believe, but no action has been taken.  This 
compensation package should be separate from the pay offer.  The pay should be sorted out straightaway, but 
because of the difficulty with the compensation package, we might have to work on getting the formula right.  It 
can be worked on, but in the meantime the police should get their pay rise. 

In closing, I support the bill introduced by the member for Murray.  It is very timely.  Police officers must be 
looked after.  The public would be absolutely stunned if they understood how little the police get in the way of 
compensation when they retire from the force.  This comes at a time when we desperately need new officers.  If 
we say to people that they should become police officers, but tell them that they may not get compensation when 
they retire, how are we going to get people to join the force?  We need another 500 police officers, but this will 
not happen unless we give them better conditions.  This is a step in the right direction and I support the bill. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [5.09 pm]:  I support the bill introduced by the member for Murray.  It is often said 
that we will be assessed as a society by the way we look after the sick, disabled, weak and underprivileged 
people in our society.  I would also add that we will be gauged as a society on how we treat and look after people 
who look after us.  I believe that that involves the policemen and policewomen who suffer a disability, whether it 
be physical or emotional, while carrying out their duty of looking after us.  During question time today, the 
Minister for Police and Emergency Services said that prevention is better than cure - I agree with that sentiment - 
and he talked about occupational health and safety.  The minister must recognise, as most of us who have had 
contact with our policemen and policewomen recognise, that the duties of police officers often put them in very 
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unpredictable situations.  No matter what preventative occupational health and safety measures are implemented, 
the policemen and policewomen of our society are often placed in very unpredictable situations.  Similar to the 
member for Bunbury, I, too, as a general practitioner, have had a lot of experience with the policemen and 
policewomen in my country town.  I understand the difficult job they perform, especially when they deal with 
people who are not keen to receive treatment, who are mentally unstable or who are creating a public nuisance.  
We often call on the police to deal with situations that involve people who are mentally and emotionally 
disturbed.  Being a police officer is a very difficult job; indeed, it is a difficult job even without having to deal 
with the criminal element.  The issues and circumstances that police officers are confronted with almost daily, 
and certainly weekly, are unpredictable and can be dangerous.  I, too, like many other members, was surprised to 
learn that we do not look after those who look after us.  The member for Murray has brought this issue to light.  
It is absolutely astounding that there are no significant compensation arrangements, even for ongoing medical 
expenses, for police officers who are injured while carrying out their duty of looking after members of our 
society.  We do not stand by the police officers who are injured in unpredictable and dangerous situations.   

I will share with the house the case of a 58-year-old former police officer who is married.  He was recruited at 
the age of 20 and had an extensive career in traffic patrol.  In my electorate of Esperance, the job of traffic 
patrolling can result in accidents that cause significant injury.  It is not an easy job.  The officer concerned was 
discharged medically unfit at 50 years of age.  He was asked to comment on the bill before the house.  He said 
that he was sorry that he could not attend this extremely important debate.  He said that he retired because of the 
psychological problems he suffers as a result of serving on the force for over 30 years.  He attended murders, 
rapes, fatal traffic accidents, serious accidents, well over 100 post-mortems, arson attacks and all manner of 
assaults and injuries caused by acts that are deemed indictable offences under our criminal law.  Although he 
retired in 1998, the effect of attending the abovementioned incidents has meant that he is still under psychiatric 
care.  The officer concerned dreams about the incidents he attended on a weekly basis.  He suffers from night 
sweats and anxiety, and has been diagnosed with post-traumatic stress disorder, all of which stem from his career 
in the Western Australia Police.  He takes large doses of antidepressants and sedation tablets for his anxiety.  
Indeed, he cannot function without them.  He gets no support from the department and must pay for his 
counselling services, which, at $192 an hour, are not inexpensive.  He must also pay for the ongoing costs of the 
antidepressants and anxiety medication.  He cannot socialise without his medication.  He suffers from panic and 
anxiety attacks and sometimes cannot leave his house.  Of course, his wife and family are suffering from stress 
brought on by his condition.  He said that he was once a strong-minded and methodical police officer.  Given my 
experience in the medical area, we all believe that that sort of thing will never happen to us.  We all believe that 
we are emotionally strong and that we have the ability to resist all sorts of stresses.  However, it can happen to 
any one of us.  It has often been said that it will happen to all of us and that it is just a matter of the degree to 
which we experience that stress.  Some of us exhibit the symptoms sooner rather than later.  It is all about the 
degree of stress and the time frame.  The former officer cannot fully retire because of the constant revisiting of 
the past and the ongoing medical and psychological support he requires.  His personal time is consumed by 
medical and psychiatric appointments.  If private cover is not available, he spends a lot of time on waiting lists.  I 
ask members to consider for one moment this once active and confident police officer, who was able to stop the 
traffic on a freeway, being reduced to a state that prevents him from leaving his home because of a perceived 
fear that he will fall apart in public.  That is the legacy of his career and the lack of financial support for medical 
and pharmaceutical expenses.  Some of my constituents and former patients ask for the world.  However, this 
man is not asking for the world.  All he is asking for is some support from the state in the form of medical and 
pharmaceutical compensation so that he can pay for his work-related injuries and illness.  That is not a big 
request.  Should we not be doing better?  We will be judged on the way we treat those who look after us.  

During his contribution to the debate the member for Mindarie said something that surprised me.  He said that 
although he will not oppose the bill, he does not support it.  He said that he does not support the bill because he 
believes there are problems with its mechanics and formula.  The bill refers to the Commissioner of Police.  The 
member for Mindarie suggested that the commissioner’s involvement might not be positive for police officers 
and that it might annul some benefits that should be given.  That does not excuse the minister from supporting 
such a great concept.  If we have the mechanics of the bill wrong, let us do something about it.  However, that is 
not an excuse to turf out a very good concept in a very good bill that will create legislation to look after and treat 
well people who have been injured in the course of looking after us, as a society.  I call on the member for 
Mindarie to not hide.  He should be man enough to not give us lawyerspeak, but should stand and say that he 
reckons this is a good idea.  He might say that the formula is not quite good enough, but he could offer some 
amendments to the legislation to make the formula work.  I do not understand the mechanics of the formula and 
will leave that to the member for Murray or someone else.  I do know that the concept of the bill is a good one 
and that it is the right thing to do.  I was surprised to learn, as were most members on this side of the house, that 
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there was not already such a structure in place.  I am a relatively new boy in this place - I have been a member 
for only 18 months.  However, I was astounded to discover that there was not already such a structure.  I told the 
member for Murray that he must be having us on and that there must be some structure in place. 

I believe this is a responsible bill.  It recognises that funding such an operation would not break the bank of the 
state government.  I have it on good authority that the cost of the whole operation, for treating people who have 
looked after the community but who can no longer work because they are disabled or in retirement, is between 
$12 million and $15 million.  If the costs were quantified, it would be obvious that an appropriation for this bill 
would not break the state.  I believe that the member for Murray has been very responsible in drafting this bill.  
The minister may be worried about how much it will cost the state, but the member for Murray has even 
included fault provisions in the bill.  As a treating medical practitioner in a relatively small town, I have seen 
people come through my door with work-related injuries that were covered by no-fault legislation.  In some 
cases people have been absolutely negligent, and someone was silly enough to chop off his finger.  That did not 
matter because the workers’ compensation legislation contains no-fault provisions. 
This bill contains fault provisions.  I believe that the member for Murray has drafted a very responsible bill.  It 
was not necessarily drafted in concert with other compensation legislation.  Proposed section 135B(2) states - 

A member or former member who suffers illness or injury through his fault or misconduct is not 
entitled in respect of that illness or injury to receive the benefits . . .  

A further fault provision appears under the heading “Payment of lump sum compensation amount” in proposed 
section 135C(2), which states - 

A former member who resigned from, retired from or otherwise left the Police Force as a consequence 
of an injury suffered on duty which was suffered through the former member’s fault or misconduct is 
not entitled to receive the benefits provided for in subsection (1). 

We are not opening the floodgates for compensation.  This is a responsible bill.  It recognises the issue.  It 
actually earmarks and zooms in on when compensation is valid and due for eligible officers.  That is very 
responsible legislation.  There is no reason that we should not support this bill.  There may be some mechanical 
matters, such as the formula or the involvement of the Commissioner of Police, that are not to the advantage of a 
member, but they can be tidied up and straightened out.  I believe this is very laudable legislation.  It may need 
some massaging to get it right, but I think the concept is good and I will be supporting it very strongly. 
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [5.24 pm]:  I start by 
congratulating the member for Murray for bringing forward this legislation.  As he is very well aware, the bill 
has not only brought forward a positive proposal but also opened up the debate and made members aware of a 
very clear deficiency in the legislation.  Members of the WA Police have a very special calling.  The demands 
made of them are extraordinary.  The performance of their duty requires them to have a calling.  The police serve 
the community; it is not just a matter of doing a job.  They have manuals and all sorts of directives, but they go 
beyond them in serving the community.  When they do that, often their integrity is questioned.  They have to act 
in a very professional manner, and are often called on to make a range of difficult decisions.  When they are in a 
stressful situation because a fight is going on or because they must make a very quick decision, from time to time 
they make decisions that later they or other people judge could have been different.  Therefore, they bear the 
brunt of all that stress when they have done their very best in a difficult job.  As has already been pointed out, it 
is a dangerous job.  Officers are injured, sometimes very seriously.  As other members and I have already 
commented earlier today, this government for the first time ensured that police are covered by occupational 
safety and health legislation.  However, clearly, that legislation does not prevent officers in a difficult and 
dangerous job continuing to be injured.  We should do everything we can to protect officers on duty and ensure 
that their work practices are as safe as possible.  We have moved that occupational safety and health legislation 
forward, and we must now examine how we can cover this current problem that the member for Murray has 
quite rightly highlighted in this bill before us.  The main issue, however, that the member has addressed and on 
which we are all focusing is what happens to officers who are injured or disabled during the course of their work 
and who leave the WA Police and no longer have support under that occupational safety and health legislation.  
That is the key focus.  This bill itself covers both serving and non-serving officers, and I will refer to both.  
However, I return to the key focus; that is, officers who are no longer employed by WA Police. 

Clearly, the key matter in dealing with former police officers does not have to fit with the enterprise bargaining 
agreement; however, it is part of the EBA.  Legislation that is tied in with serving officers picks up issues in the 
EBA. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why should this be in the EBA?  What has this got to do with their annual salary? 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Every time the member for Hillarys opens his mouth, he exposes his ignorance.  The 
wording in the bill is taken from the EBA. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Yes, but I am saying to you that this is a separate issue. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The wording in the bill is taken from the current EBA; there is a crossover.  They are 
different matters. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Of course they are. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  We listened to the member for Hillarys’ speech; he should let 
the minister have his say. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There is a crossover; therefore, we need to deal with both.  We say that we can still deal 
with one without the other, but we must look at this issue properly.  I will comment first on the entitlements of 
serving police.  Police currently receive sick leave of up to 168 days a year, except when the incapacity is due to 
the employee’s fault or misconduct.  There is, therefore, a fault issue currently within the EBA.  However, the 
commissioner can also extend that sick leave period, and it is not uncommon for officers to go well beyond it 
and remain on full pay.  The general work force has only 65 days sick leave before there is a step down in salary.  
The police in that regard have a much better condition, which they rightly should have.  As I have already 
pointed out, theirs is a very special calling and a very dangerous one, and, therefore, they have special 
conditions.  There is also for police officers the payment of medical expenses, both work related and non-work 
related; however, the expenses for non-work related medical expenses are paid only when the treatment is 
claimable through Medicare.  Accusations have been made about claims for elective cosmetic surgery etc, but 
they are not true.  Again, that is a provision that is currently covered in the enterprise bargaining agreement, 
along with the 168 days of sick leave, which I have already alluded to.  Payment of hospital expenses when the 
injury or illness is work related is available.  Again, that is covered by the existing EBA.  Payment for 
prescription medicine is available when it is listed on the commonwealth schedule of pharmaceutical benefits for 
medical practitioners’ lists.  However, it does not include medicines associated with elective cosmetic surgery or 
contraception.  That is also covered by the current EBA.  Carers’ leave of up to 40 hours a year is available to 
look after a sick family member.  Evidence of illness is required in the form of a doctor’s or dentist’s certificate.  
That is also in the current EBA. 
I will move to issues involved when an officer is killed.  Upon death, a police officer’s dependants are entitled to 
a workers’ compensation payout plus a top-up act of grace payment.  This brings us to some of the matters that 
the member for Mindarie touched on.  Although many police officers’ families may receive an act of grace 
payment, this bill is, quite rightly, not about leaving it to the decision of other people.  We want to establish it as 
a right in law; as a right that can be upheld through a process.  The member suggested a process, and I will come 
back to that later.  There is a very important distinction, which is one that I certainly support in terms of the 
thrust of the bill before us.  Although we can say that, currently, the family of a police officer who is killed will 
receive an act of grace payment, such a payment by its very nature is not a right that can be claimed and court 
action taken if, for some reason, it is decided not to give it.  We want to move on so that it is a right that can be 
claimed rather than an expectation of something that will be received.  That top-up payment is currently 1.36 
times the amount that is received under workers’ compensation.  That is better than other workers would get in 
terms of the amount, and rightly so.  However, it is worse in that it is not a right that can be claimed at law, 
which is what the member is seeking to rectify with this bill.  In addition, funeral expenses are currently 
available.   
For total and permanent incapacity, a police officer is entitled to an act of grace payment, with the amount 
determined in individual circumstances.  When an officer is discharged with total and permanent incapacity, 
there is currently a system by which payments are made.  The downside is that it is an act of grace payment; it is 
not a right in law, which this bill seeks to establish so that officers can rely on it. 
I will look to some differences between the approach in the current EBA and what this bill seeks to do.  Under 
the current EBA, police officers are entitled to claim for medical expenses only if they are serving.  This bill 
extends this provision to former police officers who have retired or resigned as a result of work-related injury.  
Under the current EBA, police officers are entitled to both work-related and non-work-related medical expenses.  
The bill seeks an entitlement only for work-related medical expenses.  Most people think that is fair.  A serving 
officer has his or her medical benefits extended to both work-related and non-work-related circumstances.  That 
is a benefit available only to serving police officers.  That provision recognises their very special role.  This bill 
seeks to provide - I am not arguing with it; people would agree - that when an officer leaves the force with an 
illness or a disability, the medical expenses relating to it will be covered. 
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I will look at similarities between the EBA and the bill.  Travel to and from work is covered under both.  
Generally, under workers’ compensation that is not covered.  That is something that the Liberal government took 
away from ordinary workers.  It is still in the current EBA.  This bill quite specifically designates that police 
officers should be eligible for coverage on their way to and from work.  That benefit exceeds what is available to 
all other workers.  No payments will be made to an officer if the injury results from his own fault or misconduct, 
under both the EBA and the bill.  A workers’ compensation payment is made if an injury is not the fault of the 
officer.  However, there is no payment if there is serious or wilful misconduct on his part.  The member for Roe 
quite rightly alluded to that.  He said that the intention of the bill is to be a bit conservative and to say that it 
could not cover that.  I raise those points because we have a well-developed workers’ compensation system.  It is 
not as good as we might like, but it has a range of checks and balances in it.  That is for good reason.   

In the workers’ compensation system, there is no need to prove fault.  Under this bill, it could be claimed that it 
was an officer’s fault; that he made a wrong call.  That would open up a range of other problems, which I will 
come to.  The member for Murray and members of the Western Australia Police might have a very clear idea of 
what is an operational situation and whether it is fair and proper that an injury sustained should be covered in a 
particular instance.  However, a senior officer might take a different point of view and say that there was an 
element of fault and that the officer did something that he should not have done.  Therefore, he might not be 
covered.  There could be those sorts of disputes.  I do not want to talk about whether there is fault.  That will be 
different from case to case.  I want to talk about - this was raised by the member for Mindarie - how we resolve 
such a dispute.   

This bill provides that the matter should go to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  What is the basis on which 
it will make a judgment?  In the workers’ compensation system we have a well-developed dispute resolution 
system.  When there is a dispute and an officer wants to make a claim and there is a counterclaim from the 
Western Australia Police stating that there is a technical reason that the officer is not covered - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Did you mean to say State Administrative Tribunal? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, the State Administrative Tribunal.  I thank the member for correcting me. 

I will raise one other issue, which is in the same area.  Page 3 of the bill contains a definition for injuries suffered 
on duty.  It states - 

“injury suffered on duty” means an illness or injury sustained by a member whilst acting in the 
execution of his or her duties or in the course of travel to or from a place of duty; 

The key point I want to come to are the words “whilst acting in the execution of his or her duties”.  In most cases 
that would be fairly straightforward.  However, there are legal precedents whereby that has been tested in the 
courts.  There could be instances - they have occurred in the past - in which officers, even though they were 
acting in good faith, were found to have not acted in good faith in the execution of their duty due to a legal 
technicality.  This has come up in cases in which charges have been preferred against an accused person for loss 
and it is said that the officer was not acting in the course of his or her duty.  We need to ensure that a police 
officer or a former police officer who is found to have been acting in good faith, but perhaps not technically 
acting in the execution of his duty, is covered.  I am not saying that a lot of cases would come up, but these are 
the sorts of things that our well-developed workers’ compensation system has basically ironed out; we have a 
way of resolving these matters.  When we try to do something new, as is quite rightly being attempted here, we 
must address these issues so that we do not end up with a range of litigation over technical matters. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  So amend it. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is not as simple as taking the model and making an amendment.  We are happy to look 
at it but, as I said, there are two issues.  There is a fault clause, which is listed at the bottom of page 3 of the bill.  
It states - 

A member or former member who suffers illness or injury through his fault or misconduct is not 
entitled in respect of that illness or injury to receive the benefits provided for by subsection (1). 

We have technical issues around the clause.  There is also an issue around acting in the execution of an officer’s 
duties.  Although it might be only a small number of cases, and most would be carried under this legislation and 
would work out quite well, there are technical problems.  We need to see how we can deal with them.   
The member for Mindarie quite rightly drew attention to the formula.  The workers’ compensation system has 
formulas that are well developed.  There is an understanding of how they work.  However, this is a new formula.  
Therefore, it would take some bedding down and some redefining of what it means.  As pointed out by the 
member for Mindarie, the formula contained at page 4 of the bill shows that the amount to be paid is derived 
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from the annual salary.  That should be fairly clear; a minor amendment could fix that.  We must be very clear 
whether we are referring to gross or net salary.  I assume that it is referring to the gross salary.  That is not in the 
drafting.  However, it is a very minor issue.  There is also the capitalisation factor.  Again, there is no case 
history.  In the workers’ compensation system, there is a very elaborate and well-developed system that allows 
us to work out what the injury factors might be.  The changes that we put through this Parliament redeveloped 
the system into a whole model using tables that were developed in America and across Australia.  However, that 
basis is not used in this case.  Therefore, there will be a lot of arguments about what the capitalisation factor 
should be.  I am tying that in, of course, with the injury factor and how that is measured.  That relates more to the 
medical tables that have been developed.  Although this is a very genuine attempt to quantify the amount of 
compensation, the amount of payments and legal challenges are the difficulties that need to be addressed.   
Under the standard workers’ compensation system, an injured person receives weekly payments up to a 
maximum amount.  That can be extended in certain ways.  I think that maximum amount is currently set at 
$150 000.  There is no limit on what is available to the police.  There is also a limit on medical expenses, which, 
when extended, goes up to about $50 000.  Again there is no limit in these provisions.  It is right and proper that 
we should work out how police can have better levels than the general community.  The problem we have is that, 
while police officers are serving, the support for them is at a higher level than that which we provide to all other 
workers.  However, when they leave the police service and they have an ongoing illness or disability that relates 
to their police work, they are left totally in the cold.  Members have told us great stories of genuine cases of 
officers who have given long and loyal service, but who have been injured in the course of their work, generally 
through no fault of their own, and they have been left to survive and are not looked after.   
I want to touch on why it is not just to leave former officers in that situation.  Some members have touched on 
that already.  The basic issue is justice.  These people deserve to be treated properly and fairly, and to be 
recognised for the service they have given.  The injury they have sustained through their work for the people of 
Western Australia should be acknowledged.  A spin-off of that is the fact that we need to attract and retain 
officers of a high calibre.  If people believe the system is not fair and that police officers do not get fair and 
proper treatment, it is a disincentive to retaining good officers and to attracting more people into WA Police.  
There is a self-interest element in making sure that former officers who leave the service with injuries or illness 
relating to their work are treated properly.   
There is another element of self-interest for WA Police.  Often officers who have sustained injury are put into 
jobs in corners that are not very rewarding and do not necessarily produce good benefits for the WA Police and 
the community.  Often they are not pushed out of the service because it would be seen as callous, uncaring, and a 
total betrayal.  They are kept on, and that reflects on the efficiency of the WA Police.  That is a reason for 
providing police who have been injured and can no longer continue to serve with a proper form of support and 
benefits.   
I commend the member for Murray for introducing what I think is an excellent solution to address a real issue.  I 
have already indicated that the government also wants to address this issue.  I have raised it with the president of 
the union, Michael Dean, and I hope it will be near the top of the list that the union brings forward so that we can 
resolve it by negotiation.  The issue is that it should not be tied to the EBA.  I know it is part of the EBA 
negotiations, and it may be possible to resolve it through those negotiations and it may not be.  Regardless of 
that, it must be resolved.  However, this issue has been brought forward as part of the EBA negotiations.  I have 
indicated very clearly to the union president, Michael Dean, that I hope that this will be near the top of the list of 
things that we need to do.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  So, minister, what you are saying is that, under your proposition, the rights of police officers 
for consultation will go beyond their retirement.  Will the EBA go beyond their retirement?  Is that what you are 
saying? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, what I am saying is - 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  How the hell can it go past their retirement?  You are talking nonsense. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am trying to answer the Leader of the Opposition’s question if he is interested.  I am 
saying that it will be put on the table as part of the EBA.  The union quite properly did that.  I have indicated that 
I would like to see the matter addressed.  The “matter” is proper benefits to look after former officers who have 
been retired or have left the service with an illness or injury resulting from that service.  Clearly, they are not 
adequately compensated or do not have adequate benefits currently, and I want to see that addressed.  The issue 
then is how we do that.  As I have already indicated with some of the technical details, we think we can deal with 
a range of those in a way that will improve on what is being suggested in this bill.   
Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  I know the member for Hillarys thinks he is the most 
important person in the chamber.  However, he is not on his feet at the moment and so I hope he will keep quiet 
and listen to the minister. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Some members opposite alluded to the fact that when we introduced the changes to 
workers’ compensation, which involved a major increase - the largest improvement in workers’ compensation in 
living memory - we did that following extensive consultation with a number of unions.  Members opposite 
attacked us for that because we talked to unions.  I will not pull back from talking to the WA Police Union as 
long and as hard as we need to to make sure that we get the best possible package for police officers.  I commend 
the member for Murray for the caring and thoughtful way he has sought to address what is a very real issue.  
However, I believe we will get a better outcome if we resolve this in negotiations with the Police Union, as I 
have done with other unions for other workers, to improve the benefits for police officers who have been injured 
or have an illness related to their work.  They should not be shoved out the door and treated as people of no 
value and not respected for the wonderful work they have done.  The community owes them benefits and 
compensation because they put themselves in danger to serve and protect the community.  As I have said, that 
needs to be done in consultation with the union.  I would prefer, as does the member, that it be done by statute, 
not in the EBA.  It would be better if a right existed, rather than officers being told that they will get an ex gratia 
payment of some amount that will help to look after them.  That is how it has been done in the past.  It should be 
a right that can be upheld rather than just an offer that they can get if there is agreement.  I want to see big 
improvements in this area and I am committed to working with the Police Union to achieve that. 
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [5.48 pm]:  Like my colleagues on this side of the house who have spoken on this bill, 
I am astounded.  I came to this place totally unaware of the fact that police officers do not receive protection or 
compensation for injuries or illnesses sustained in the line of duty.  I was totally ignorant of that.  I assumed that 
it happened.  I assumed that, of all the people who work to protect and look after society, the police would be 
looked after.  I am totally staggered that that is not the case.  We have to stop messing around.  If everybody 
supports this bill, we have to get on and make it work to provide due compensation and protection to some of the 
most important people in our society.  Are they receiving justice through compensation for injury?  No, they are 
not.  That is shameful for all of us.  I do not want to play politics.  Like the member for Roe, I am new to this 
place and the learning curve is considerable, but I will do whatever I can to support one of the most essential 
services in our society.  That is the essence of this bill.  It is absolutely critical. 
I grew up in a couple of small country towns - that is, when I was a kid in the wheatbelt and later on in the town 
where I reside.  As the member for South Perth has said, people respected the law and police officers, and the 
standing of police officers in our communities was very high.  Whenever people wanted advice or to seek 
reassurance that they were acting in an appropriate manner in a range of personal, community or business 
interests, they always saw the local copper.  The local policeman was usually the kids’ footy coach.  He was 
usually in the parents and citizens association - or at least his wife was.  He participated in all the service clubs in 
the community.  I have acted as a volunteer on numerous occasions alongside outstanding police officers in my 
community.  A number of police officers have come through my home town.  I have fought bushfires, attended 
fatal traffic crashes and participated in sea rescue operations with police officers, and they never hesitated at any 
incident, whether it was on the land or on the sea.  They conducted themselves properly and accountably in the 
course of their duty and went beyond the call of duty.  There were plenty of occasions during my 34 years as a 
fisherman when I had police officers on my boat and we were in dangerous conditions at sea, which is usual for 
a sea rescue.  Those policemen put their lives at risk in the course of their duty and went beyond the call of duty.  
I had personal insurance and compensation protection, but I assumed that if anything went wrong, those police 
officers would have been protected.  How wrong I was. 
I will relate two stories to members today.  First, about 12 months ago I got a telephone call from my younger 
brother.  He is a fireman, with 25-odd years in the fire brigade.  It has been his whole career.  As a fireman he 
has attended, along with police officers, road crashes and has cut victims from cars.  He has attended fires and 
accidents of all nature, including industrial accidents, working side by side with police officers.  Knowing my 
brother’s experiences as a fireman, I have an understanding of what those people go through.  When my brother 
rang me he was in tears; he could not get a word out.  He had had an emotional collapse; he had had a nervous 
breakdown.  He could not stand it any longer.  He collapsed at work due to the pressure of the job.  He lived it 
every day and it just got too much for him.  I could not believe that my tough brother, the “firey”, who put his 
life at risk alongside police officers, would succumb to a mental breakdown.  It shook me, because, as the 
member for Roe, who is a doctor, said, we do not think it can happen.  We seem to think that we have to be 
tough; that it will not happen to us.  I thought that it could not happen to my brother because he was trained and 
capable.  Let us face it, we all think we are a bit bulletproof.  We think it is sissy, particularly if men show 
emotion and go beyond that and have a nervous breakdown. 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  Both your brother and the former Premier have displayed great courage, though, in looking 
for help. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes; I must push on.  This is difficult for me.  I do not want to use a family experience to make 
my point, but I feel strongly about the support that police officers need.  It has touched me.  It is disgraceful that 
this state - forget about governments of whatever persuasion - has allowed this to happen.  I will tell members 
what happened to my brother.  He was looked after, because the fire brigade obviously has a process of 
providing compensation and counselling.  He had to go through a bit of trauma; obviously tests needed to be 
done to determine whether he was a malingerer, but he was genuine.  I know when my brother is genuine.  He 
was looked after.  He was given compensation and he retired from the fire brigade of his own volition.  He 
received satisfactory compensation for the trauma he suffered.  That was a couple of years ago.  His life has 
changed.  He is not the same brother I knew five or 10 years ago, or the same brother I grew up with.  It has 
impacted on his wife and family.  He could not drive past certain streets or over bridges where he had had to cut 
a baby from a car crash.  He could not go into shops where there was a crowd.  I found it hard to believe, but, 
believe me, it is true; it does happen.  Real, ordinary, tough coppers, firemen and others who face those sorts of 
traumas in life do get affected.  It is imperative that we give this bill due consideration, support its passage 
through Parliament and show the police force of this state the respect and dignity it deserves.  I implore members 
of Parliament to cast aside their differences and support the legislation.  It has not been easy for me to relate this 
story.  I thought about how I would do it, but I thought, blow it, I will tell the story because it has personally 
affected me.  As members can see, it is an emotional issue for me.  That has been my experience of what officers 
in the emergency services, such as police officers and firemen, go through. 
In supporting my colleague the member for Murray, I have undertaken to read to the house with dignity the 
experience of a police officer whom I will call officer C.  Police officer C is 52 years of age and is a married 
man.  The officer was recruited at the age of 22 - that is about the same age my brother was when he was 
recruited into the fire brigade.  He remained committed to the task - the parallels with this part of the story are 
very familiar and haunting to me - until he was 50 years of age.  This officer gave 28 years of loyal and 
committed service.  He was discharged from the WA Police at the age of 50 with acute post-traumatic stress 
disorder.  It is estimated that he will be under reasonably intensive psychiatric care for at least the next three to 
five years - just like my brother.  In addition to his psychological injuries, which were well documented 
throughout his traffic career, he sustained injuries to his legs that periodically caused deep vein thrombosis that 
required treatment with the drug warfarin and, at times, hospitalisation.  A current estimate of his medical and 
psychiatric costs per year is $2 500, and pharmaceuticals at about $70 per fortnight.  The Western Australian 
Police Union assisted with $5 000 for medical reports to assist this officer with his medical retirement.  Although 
now retired, this officer continues to suffer recurrent nightmares, mood swings and a sense of foreboding.  I also 
see that in my brother.  During his career this officer requested on a number of occasions to be removed from 
exposure to the fatal crash environment, but that did not occur.  He is now asking the state to contribute through 
post-service medical and pharmaceutical costs towards his recovery and rehabilitation from his work-related 
injuries and illness.   
I am privileged to stand here today.  I apologise for showing emotion, but that is the reality of life.  We need to 
get on with our job and support this bill, so that when it is enacted we will have fewer incidents than those that 
have been outlined today.   
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [6.02 pm]:  I do not propose to speak on the Police (Compensation for 
Injured Officers) Amendment Bill for an enormous length of time; however, I want to make a few points.  The 
member for Murray has brought to this house a topic that needed discussion and introspection.  It is something 
that I have not come to the house unaware of, like some members who have spoken this evening.   
I first became aware of this anomaly, as it was referred to in the member for Murray’s second reading speech, by 
a mate I went through school and the Army with and who became a member of the police force and a member of 
the tactical response group.  He brought this issue to my attention when I was at law school.  It has been around 
for a long time.  As you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), mentioned in your second reading speech, it is 
an area that has not been addressed by successive governments.  It is something I recognise and, from the 
speeches this evening, all members, including the minister, have recognised.   
I have taken my lead in this debate from the member for Mindarie.  I was adopting a watching brief on the 
speeches that were made, and the member for Mindarie is one of the few members who has had almost as much 
experience with the police and the legal system as perhaps the member for Yokine and you, Mr Acting Speaker.   
The issue of workers’ compensation has been around for a long time.  The member for Mindarie addressed some 
of the key points that I propose to speak to tonight.  As a former lawyer, I will focus on the working and 
technical realities of the bill and inform the house of my view.  It would be impossible for any member of 
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Parliament to disagree with the member for Murray’s second reading speech.  I read through it a number of 
times.  The second reading speech stated - 

By this bill, these champions may be able to pursue a life of dignity without an ever-present worry 
about the affordability of essential professional support services.  The state must accept responsibility 
for these consequential expenses in balance with the daily exposure to which police put themselves in 
protecting the community they serve. 

I wholeheartedly agree with that.  My only concern is that this bill does not do that, and I will tell members why.  
The member for Murray has drafted a very good bill.  To his credit, he has tried to draft a very difficult technical 
bill.  He tried to incorporate a formula to calculate workers’ compensation.  Most members of Parliament, and 
certainly those people in the public gallery, do not need my advice on the wads of case law in the courts that are 
trying to come to an understanding of a fair workers’ compensation formula to address the issues that need to be 
addressed.   

I have met with Mike Dean and Chris Cassidy not only on this point, but also on the broader pay discussions 
with the government.  I have been at some of the meetings to which the member for Mindarie referred to ensure 
that the messages I have been given by Mr Dean and Mr Cassidy are, in fact, the same messages that my 
constituents have made crystal clear to me.  I do not know whether Mr Dean is still in the gallery.  He lives on 
the same street as my mother and I dare say that he has lobbied her, because she has been lobbying me.  Of all 
things, the issue she has lobbied me on is not so much the pay issue, but this issue because it goes to the 
fundamental role of the state.  I will comment on this issue further.   

The member for Mindarie hit the nail on the head.  The police do not want to sell themselves short on this issue.  
This is a fundamental principle that the Labor government must get right.  Members have relayed stories that 
describe their interaction with members of the police force.  Any member of Parliament who does not have a 
close working relationship with a police officer is not doing his job.  I have been a member of Parliament for 
only six months and I have formed very good relationships with some of my local police officers.  I have been 
aware of the work of many police in remote communities in Western Australia.  As members know, my old man 
still hangs out at Jigalong.  I have been impressed by police officers in remote areas because not only are they 
the local police officer who is there to enforce the law, but also they take on the role of counsellor, dog culler - 
my old man has to get the police to take care of dogs on a regular basis - pool inspector and other roles.  I have 
been impressed by that and that is the reason I decided to rise tonight to make my point on this bill introduced by 
the member for Murray.   

My concern with this bill is the same as that raised by the member for Mindarie; that is, a workers’ compensation 
formula in which there is such a fundamental link to one person determining what a police officer will be paid.  I 
have grave concerns with that.  It is the main issue that alarmed me.  There is no other workers’ compensation 
arrangement like that.  The member for Hillarys bellowed across the chamber to the member for Mindarie, 
telling him to draft an amendment to the bill.  I could not sit down now and scratch out an amendment to this bill 
that would address that issue.  As you, Mr Acting Speaker, no doubt found out, this was a very difficult bill to 
draft.  It deals with one of the most complicated areas of law.  I certainly could not draft amendments to it now.   

This legal anomaly has gone on for too long.  Calling it a “legal anomaly” sounds somewhat cold-hearted, but 
that is what we have before us.  The reason we are debating this bill is that we need to consider and fix this legal 
anomaly.  If we sticky tape this together with a less than adequate solution, we will be doing our police a 
disservice by expecting them to limp along even further, perhaps for another 15 years, before it is fixed.  We 
need to get this right now and not make a half-hearted response.  I believe that this bill sells the police short on 
this point.  The member for Mindarie highlighted to the house that he has been through the mill with some of 
these scenarios.  I have spoken before in this place about my fondness for the current Commissioner of Police, 
but the personality is irrelevant.  The Commissioner of Police holds a position of incredible power and would be 
able to decide what workers’ compensation an injured police officer gets paid.  I cannot support that.  I make that 
crystal clear. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Who puts up the ex gratia payments now? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The government. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Through the Minister for Police. 

Mr B.S. WYATT:  Yes, but the minister would no doubt take advice.  The point I want to make is that by this 
bill, these champions may be able to pursue a life of dignity without an ever-present worry about the 
affordability of essential professional support services.  That is what we need to achieve.  I am not convinced 
that the current bill as drafted achieves that.  It does not address those fundamental points.  We all agree that our 
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police officers do a very different job from other jobs in the public service.  They put themselves in harm’s way 
every single day.  We do not expect that of any other member of our community.  That is why I believe this 
anomaly is the result of the failure of successive governments.  If we do not get it absolutely right now, we will 
not address the issues that you addressed in your speech, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), and that will 
simply do a disservice to our policemen and policewomen. 

MR R.C. KUCERA (Yokine) [6.11 pm]:  I will not have to speak for very long because most of what I wanted 
to say has already been said.  It was very difficult listening to the member for Moore talk about his brother and 
listening to other case histories put before the house and seeing some of the people with whom I worked sitting 
in the public gallery.  Every member in the house deserves an explanation of some of the history of this issue.  
None of the speakers today has touched on that aspect.  I commend the member for Murray for bringing the bill 
before the house and I will not oppose it, although I do have some great difficulties with the ad hoc way in which 
it has been framed.  That is no criticism of the member for Murray; in fact, I am quite surprised that the Western 
Australian Police Union has allowed this bill to come before the house in its current format without picking up 
on the anomalies contained in it.  I will touch on those in a moment. 

As was pointed out by the member for Murray, WA Police was originally a regimented, disciplined force of men 
and women who were subject to statute law and direction.  Not until the Police Union took cases as far as, I 
believe, the High Court of Australia was it established that, despite the fact that police officers were sworn 
officers, they were not considered to be workers and, therefore, were not entitled by law to the normal workers’ 
compensation or the issues that emerge with occupational health and safety.  The other side has said much about 
it being a disgrace that this has not been dealt with.  It has not been able to be dealt with historically.  For 
example, during my time in the police service, police force or whatever we want to call it, successive 
governments opposed occupational health and safety and issues to do with workers’ compensation.  I know of 
the extreme frustration going right back to Joe Pereira’s day and previous members and previous presidents of 
police unions, such as Mick Brennan.  Indeed, Michael Dean will recall the frustrations we had with various 
Commissioners of Police and Ministers for Police who opposed allowing police access to workers’ 
compensation.  During the time of the previous government, Minister Wiese was very keen to allow it.  Those 
people who would have been in his cabinet will recall that Minister Wiese was one of the strongest proponents of 
this kind of thing.  We were blocked at every turn by the provisions of the Police Act and regulations.  It is no 
surprise to me that it has taken this long even to bring a bill in this format before this house.   

I am also concerned that at the moment we are in the middle of an enterprise bargaining agreement negotiation.  
I believe it has clouded the whole issue.  It is unfortunate that the house must consider a bill that, quite frankly, 
has some enormous flaws in it.  I would totally oppose a bill that would give the Commissioner of Police the sole 
discretion in the awarding of compensation.  I am not opposing this bill in principle by any means; in fact, I will 
not oppose this bill.  However, the bill needs an enormous amount of work done on it.  I tell members why I say 
that.  I worked under, I think, nine commissioners during my 35 years in the police force.  I will call it a police 
force because it always was a police force to me.  I saw successive commissioners form arbitrary views on 
individual officers whose cases were more deserving than many of those that were read out today.  The minister 
made an absolutely correct point about workers’ compensation being a right.  Every other worker, particularly 
those under Labor governments, now has the right to claim compensation.  Every other worker has the right to 
have properly regulated formulas for the delivery of workers’ compensation.  I should probably declare an 
interest, because I suffer from a disability as a result of my service in the police force, for which I was paid 
money a number of years ago and for which I now seek, on a constant basis, medical relief.  As with the member 
for Moore, it is a personal issue for me when I think about all my past colleagues whom I have seen suffer and I 
still see suffering.  However, I think the presentation of this bill in its present form is untimely.  To get a proper 
bill put together during negotiations between the minister and the union is extremely difficult.  Negotiations are 
going on about a pay claim. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There is no negotiation; that is the trouble. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I sat through the speech of the member for Hillarys without interrupting.  This is a very 
emotional issue for me.  I would appreciate it if, for just once, he would show some good manners.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I will teach you some manners, my friend. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order, member for Hillarys! 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I have lived and worked alongside officers who have been injured and killed in my 
presence.  That is why I absolutely support this concept.  A legislative package for police was put in place as a 
result of what Robert Peel did in 1829.  That legislation was never changed until this government recognised a 
couple of years ago the issues for workers in the police force.  Police officers were never previously considered 
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to be workers.  They were considered to be sworn officers who had to be dealt with in a very different way 
because of that legislative package that was never considered by any bloody government on any side of the 
political fence.  Two years ago the previous Minister for Police considered that and put legislation through this 
house.  For the very first time we had occupational health and safety legislation that recognised police officers as 
workers.   
The next domino that must fall needs to be pushed by this kind of package, but it needs to be done in such a way 
that it reflects what happens in every other industry.  Policing is an industry.  I am greatly concerned that this 
legislation relies on the good grace of a Commissioner of Police.  I was rather saddened by the member for 
Murray making some comment during question time about whether I voted for particular pieces of legislation.  I 
might tell the member for Murray that he was not in the house at the time, but I was one of the strongest 
supporters of the legislation that gave recognition to police officers as workers.  I should declare an interest, 
because it may be of benefit to me in the long term, but I will be a strong supporter of proper legislation that is 
placed before this house outside the current climate of mistrust and argument because of pay claims.  The one 
mistake the member for Murray has made is to bring this bill before the house in the current climate.  If he had 
discussed this issue with me, as a government member, he and I, as former colleagues and supporters of these 
people in need, could have worked out a proper formula.  Rather than taking cheap shots, as he did at question 
time today, that is the way to do things properly.  Having said that, the member for Murray has had a reasonable 
go at trying to put together a package that, as the member for Victoria Park and the minister have said, has 
brought the debate into this house.  It is very proper that this issue be debated but it is a little difficult to do so 
properly and sensibly in the current climate.   
I do not oppose this piece of legislation but, by the same token, I agree with the member for Victoria Park.  As I 
did to him the other day, he stole all my lines.  This bill is selling police officers short.  I will not name any 
officers, but the stories that members have told the house today would pale into insignificance alongside some of 
the other stories we could talk about.  I really sympathise with the member for Moore, because I have colleagues, 
both men and women, who reflect his brother’s issues.  A number of them come to my office or to my home on a 
regular basis.  I very strongly support a number of them who were my friends for many years, and I do not 
recognise them any more.  These are people I knew and worked with.  I was looking today at a quote from 
Calvin Coolidge.  It reads -  

The duties which a police officer owes to the state are of a most exacting nature.  No one is compelled 
to choose the profession of a police officer, but having chosen it, everyone is obliged to live up to the 
standard of its requirements.  To join in that high enterprise means the surrender of much individual 
freedom. 

I could not say it any better.  I know that, for 35 years, my family and I surrendered our personal freedoms and 
our individual rights.  This bill in its present form is selling short those officers who deserve the support of this 
entire house.  I do not care which side brings the legislation into this house or who wants to claim kudos for it.  It 
is commendable that it is here, but let us move the enterprise bargaining agreement along.  Let us sort out the 
EBA and get that out of the way and then come back with a decent package of legislation that does what the 
member for Murray sought to do, and recognises the absolute right of police officers to be supported in the most 
difficult role in our society. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [6.23 pm]:  I will not keep the house 
too long, but in my 18 years as a member of this house I have never heard a more disingenuous government 
trying to con the police officers of Western Australia.  Every member of this house knows that at least three 
weeks elapse between the first introduction of a bill into the Parliament and the debate on the second reading.  
The member for Victoria Park knows that, and every other member of this house should know.  I do not expect 
all the new members to know, but when the opposition drafts a bill, it does so in the same manner as the 
government - it gets expert advice.  In this case the member for Murray can say that Talbot Olivier drafted the 
bill along the lines of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act to help police officers in Western 
Australia.  The member for Murray has been a member of this place for 18 months; he recognised that there was 
an issue, and he went for it and fixed it.  He talked to the union and made sure that he knew what he was talking 
about.  
Is it not strange that when it comes to the Acts Amendment (Advance Health Care Planning) Bill 2006, the 
government puts the bill on the table and all of a sudden there is a free vote?  The Minister for Health is handling 
the bill, and he works with the opposition on every single clause.  Every single member, including the 
Independents, is having a say on the living wills legislation.  It is possible to change that legislation to make it 
better, but this government cannot do the same with this Police (Compensation for Injured Officers) Amendment 
Bill 2006.   
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I will read a letter that bears out my argument.  It was written some time ago.  The writer begins by referring to  
earlier correspondence and apologises for the delay in responding.  The letter then reads -  

I am advised that police officers are not covered by the “Workers Compensation and Rehabilitation Act 
1982” which applies to other employees injured in the course of their duties.  Entitlement to the 
payment of reasonable hospital and medical expenses following a work related injury is provided under 
the Police Regulations and the Enterprise Agreement for Police Act Employees 2001.  
I am further advised that when a police officer leaves employment with the Police Service coverage 
under the Police Regulations and Enterprise Bargaining Agreement, which both govern conditions of 
employment, ceases.  Accordingly there is no longer an entitlement to the payment of medical 
expenses, a situation that was confirmed by the Supreme Court in 1998. 
Whilst I am sympathetic to your circumstances, the situation in relation to the payment of post 
retirement medical expenses has not changed.  I am keen to examine ways of providing some degree of 
post-service medical entitlement to police officers injured on the job.  However, it is not as simple as 
extending the Workers’ Compensation and Rehabilitation Act to police officers as this could result in 
some loss of benefits.  Accordingly, at this point in time I am unable to accede to your request.  

This letter, to a police officer, was signed by Michelle Roberts, the then Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services, on 4 February 2002.  The government pretends that it did not know about this issue, and then the 
member for Victoria Park and the minister say that this is something that has been around for a long time.  The 
person to whom this letter was written was in the public gallery today.  He is still suffering today.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Member for Victoria Park, this is not a time for screaming 
across the hall.  I call you to order. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I can defend myself, Mr Acting Speaker. 
If the government was serious about assisting police officers in this state, it would have sat down with the 
opposition if the bill needed amending and amended the bill to pass it through the house.  What we have seen 
today is a real farce.  This bill will not come to a vote because the minister, even though he makes utterances 
about supporting the legislation, must get a message so that this bill can be debated, because it requires an 
appropriation from the consolidated fund.  When members opposite pretend that they support this legislation, 
even though they are saying that they support this concept and the ideal, they know full well that if the minister 
does not get a message to ensure that this bill can be properly debated, it will not be worth the paper it is written 
on.  That is why this government is being disingenuous; it is being dishonest with the police service.  This 
minister knows full well, as does the member for Yokine, who has left the chamber, that if the Labor Party in 
Western Australia wanted to help police officers in the area of workers’ compensation after their retirement from 
the police service, it could have made amendments to this bill if they were needed.  However, it needs that 
message.  The minister knows that, but what is happening here today is downright bastardry by the Labor Party 
in Western Australia.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Victoria Park is a disgrace.  Instead of being such a smartarse, if he is so 
smart, why does he not sit down -  

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That last exclamation by the Leader of the Opposition is totally unparliamentary, and I 
suggest he be asked to withdraw it. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This is a serious matter.  Like other members, I have worked with police officers.  We all 
work with police officers.  I have played sport with them, and done all the things that other members in this place 
have done with police officers over the years.  Many of them are good, close personal friends of mine who have 
held high office in the police service.  The member for Murray has done a commendable thing in bringing this 
legislation into this Parliament.  The Labor Party is pretending to support this legislation, when the minister and 
all the members on that side know full well that without that message, this legislation will never get up.  Also, 
the minister knows full well that if this bill requires amendments, he could have dealt with that matter quite 
easily over the past three weeks when he was communicating with the Police Union, and with the draftspeople or 
parliamentary counsel.  However, it has never been the minister intention to do that.  The minister wants to push 
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this legislation under the carpet and pretend the Labor Party supports police officers in Western Australia.  The 
Minister for Police is a disgrace.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Can I suggest that if the minister and members on that side are genuine about what they have 
said, all they need do is adjourn this debate and go to the Governor tomorrow to get that message.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is a fair ask.  Is the minister prepared to do that?   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Did you not listen to my speech?  You obviously did not listen to my speech. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  So, will the minister get a message? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You did not listen to my speech.  I addressed these matters in my speech, but you obviously 
did not have the courtesy to listen to my speech.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Can members hear the minister say that he will agree to get a message?  The minister does 
not intend to support this legislation.  The Minister for Police and the member for Yokine, a former police 
officer, have tried to con the people in the public gallery today.  People can read this in Hansard.  I know how 
the Parliament works in Western Australia, and the minister does, too. The minister knows that it has never been 
his intention to pass this legislation. 
MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [6.31 pm]:  I thank all the members who have spoken on this bill.  I thank my 
colleagues for speaking in this debate to indicate their support for our police officers.  They have done better 
than I had expected they would do, because they have put their personal touch on issues that are obviously very 
dear to their hearts.  I also thank the member for Victoria Park, the member for Mindarie and the member for 
Yokine, and of course the minister.  When I was a young police officer, I was in awe of the arguments that the 
now member for Mindarie used to present in court cases that I attended.  He was renowned in his field.  We have 
seen a glimpse of that today.  We all know that the member has not been well for some time, but today I saw a 
spark that highlights why he was held in such high esteem.  The member for Mindarie spoke with passion and 
resolve.  He spoke about a very close friend of mine by the name of Keith Wagstaff.  I have always said that we 
are the product of our environment.  As the youngest police officer in the Kimberley in 1981, I had the 
opportunity to serve under Keith Wagstaff, who was the sergeant and officer in charge of Halls Creek Police 
Station.  One night there was a disturbance involving a large number of local people.  During that disturbance 
Keith was hit across the back of the head, not by a flagon, as the member for Mindarie has said, but by a star 
picket, and he suffered a fractured skull.  The reason I am speaking about Keith Wagstaff is that I regard him as 
the best officer in charge I have ever had.  He taught me many things.  One of the things he taught me was that 
we are not expected to know the answers to everything.  I was doing my exams for promotion at the time, and I 
went to him with some questions about police matters.  He told me he did not know but he would find out for 
me.  He always gave me the right answers.  That was a lesson in itself.  We do not need to come up with the 
answers right there and then.  We can come back after we have given the matter some consideration and give the 
right answers.  Other OICs gave me answers for the sake of giving me answers, so that I would not think they 
were dills.  A person who gives a considered response is a worthy person to go to for advice.   

Keith Wagstaff managed to recover from his injury, and he continued to work for a number of years.  That is the 
case with many officers in the WA Police.  They try to mask the injuries they have sustained because they know 
that if they leave the police force they will not be able to continue with their lives in the same fashion.  Keith 
spends about $300 a month on medication for the seizures that he suffers almost on a daily basis as a result of 
that injury.  When he was a serving police officer, if he felt a seizure coming on he would quietly close his office 
door, pull a mouthguard out of his drawer and lay down on the ground and thrash it out.  That was the result of 
the damage that he sustained from that blow that night in front of the Kimberley Hotel in Roberta Avenue, Halls 
Creek, in 1984.  To this day he still suffers from seizures.  He now has the benefit of being able to go into his 
bedroom when he is experiencing a seizure.  Keith retired on part of his superannuation payments, as do many 
police officers.  It is their superannuation savings that are sustaining them.  The purpose of superannuation is to 
help us look after ourselves in retirement.  The purpose of superannuation is not to act as a pseudo medical fund 
to cover the cost of ongoing treatment for injuries that have been sustained in the execution of a person’s duties 
as an employee.   

The member for Yokine is right: we can sit here and swap war stories all day.  However, I must tell the minister 
about something that happened when I was officer in charge of Denmark Police Station.  This happened one day 
when I was off duty and was staying at my sister-in-law’s place at Maida Vale.  My sister-in-law was driving her 
children and my children to Maida Vale Primary School, and as she drove around the corner she observed the 
terrible scene of a police officer being run down.  She got straight onto the phone to me, and I raced out of the 
house and around the corner.  If members ever see the footage of that day, they will see a scruffy looking bloke 
in a pair of green tracksuit pants and some joggers standing there trying to resuscitate the bloke.  That name of 
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the officer who was run down was Stephen Knight.  Stephen never stood a chance.  I never knew Stephen, but 
from what I saw that day I am totally convinced that he was run down and murdered.  The person who 
committed that offence was subsequently acquitted of murder and convicted of manslaughter.  As I have said, I 
have no doubt that Stephen Knight was deliberately run down and murdered.  The fact that the person who had 
committed that offence was due to appear in the District Court on heroin charges that same day adds weight to 
what I am saying.  We should never underestimate the dangerous job that police officers do.  I joined the police 
force because a friend of mine said, “I’m going to join the police force.  How about joining me?”  I figured, what 
the heck, they are not a bad crowd, so along I went.  I did not follow my father, my brothers and my brothers-in-
law into the fire service.  I was the black sheep of the family, I guess.  During my time in the police force I have 
seen many deaths in many different places.  People in this house who have travelled on committees with me 
have probably heard my ramblings from time to time when I have seen a particular place that reminds me of a 
certain instance.  As the member for Moore has said, certain places that we see remind us of some of the horrible 
instances that we have seen.  Those memories are omnipresent; wherever we go, we are reminded of certain 
instances.  The member for Moore made an interesting point about the robustness and bravado that men must 
show.  Until recently police officers were never offered any counselling.  That meant they had to rely on each 
other for support.  Any person who has ever been a party to a discussion between police officers after a 
particularly nasty event has occurred would probably think they are all bent.  However, that is their way of 
dealing with an issue.  Not all people react in the same way.  We all have different responses to different 
situations.  I can recount many examples.  I can tell members now that there is not one single serving police 
officer in the WA Police with less than five years service who has not been affected in one way or another by his 
time in the police force.   

The member for Yokine was right: who is to know that this proposal would not at some stage benefit him?  Who 
is to say that my service of 27 years will not come back to haunt me?  I was doing some work with the graduated 
driver’s licence scheme at the Pinjarra Senior High School in my electorate, when a young girl asked me how 
many fatal traffic accidents I had attended.  I could not remember.  When I was driving home I thought about the 
first fatal accident I had attended.  The victim was a fellow by the name of Duck, and the crash occurred on 
Scarborough Beach Road, just short of King George Street.  At the time, I was a police cadet aged 17.  I thought 
about my career and tried to recall the other crashes.  When I reached 113 I stopped to think, because I was not 
sure whether some of the victims had lived, because we did not hear whether they had survived treatment.  I 
thought that they might well come back to haunt me one day.   

Another fatal traffic accident I attended at Walpole involved a car that had skidded off the road.  The car had 
nominally hit the back of a karri tree and had done only a small amount of damage to the car compared with 
what had happened in most crashes I had attended.  Unfortunately, a young girl had been travelling in the booster 
seat strapped to the back seat of the car.  I will never forget the little pair of red shoes she had been wearing and 
the bomber jacket that had been placed over her head.  She sustained an impact to the top of her head when the 
car had hit the tree.  I performed the standard police procedure of certification, identification, notification - P99s, 
P98s and P180s.  In that situation, police do the job without any consideration for the gravity of the situation, 
because they are relied on to provide a service, which they do with great gusto.  About three years later an old 
friend of mine from Kununurra, who is a refrigeration mechanic and runs a business at Ocean Reef, phoned me 
and invited me and my wife to come up for a New Year’s Eve party at his place in Ocean Reef.  It sounded great, 
so I trundled all the way from Australind through to Mandurah, where I picked up my wife, and on to his place.  
There were some great people at the party, although, apart from my friends, I did not know many people.  
During the evening I was asked what I did for a job.  The standard answer to that question by many of my 
colleagues is that they work for government, and leave it at that.  Later in the evening I was asked what I actually 
did for a job and I volunteered that I was a police officer.  During the conversation an Indian couple said that 
they had lost their child in a car crash at Walpole some years back.  That was the same family I had dealt with 
many years before.  It is amazing how things can come back to haunt us.  Who is to say that I have introduced 
this bill for only my colleagues?  I might be doing it for me.  One day my lacky might break.  An emotional 
breakdown is described by the police as a broken lacky.  An emotional breakdown by a police officer is often 
seen as a weakness, but it is not.  

The member for Victoria Park was right: in my second reading speech I said that a succession of governments - 
not just this one, the one before or the one before that - had all done the same thing.  They are all culpable.  We 
have heard in this chamber today how we all agree on this.  What are we going to do about it?  The only thing 
that has been done about this issue in the history of this place is my introduction of this bill, which I have 
acknowledged requires some tidying up.  I take exception to the member for Yokine’s claim that the bill is ill-
conceived.  That is rubbish.  I sat down with the union, lawyers the Commissioner of Police and various other 
people.  I accept that it is complex legislation, and I have learnt a lot from being involved with it.  I left my 
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second reading speech thin to leave the door open for the minister, on behalf of the government, to amend the 
bill.  The opportunity was there for the government to do that.  In essence, I was trying to engage government 
members to see how dinkum they were about this issue.  When I go to meet my old colleagues at the 
remembrance day ceremony this coming week, and receive my 25-year clasp, I will be able to look them in the 
eye and tell them that I have fulfilled what I undertook to do.  I have been a member of this place for 18 months. 

The member for Bunbury spoke briefly about Graham Randal, whom I tried to help.  I have with me some of the 
press clippings collected about Graham Randal.  He was a dog handler.  I recall some of the folly police 
sometimes engaged in.  We all knew that we should get out of the way of the dog handler to avoid being bitten 
by the dog.  However, we used to say, “Get out of the way of the dog handler or you’ll get bitten - and then you 
have to watch out for the dog”!  Graham Randall was a robust, solid, no-nonsense police officer, although he 
probably lacked some interpersonal skills.  He was the bloke whom we wanted to rescue us when a mob was 
coming towards us, although his dog, Bruiser, did not differentiate between people wearing police uniforms and 
yobbos.  He cleaned up everyone in the way, so we would clear out as quickly as we could.  Graham Randall is 
on the scrapheap.  My friend the member for Bunbury called and asked me to see whether we could help sort out 
some of Graham’s issues.  Graham used to help my officers in Australind in similar situations.  When I arrived, I 
found that he was hurting very badly.  We tried to arrange some supports for him but he became very abusive 
towards his fellow police officers, including the local superintendent, Mick Sullivan; the commissioner; and 
various other people.  However, that behaviour was a barometer of his frame of mind at the time.  He even 
abused the hell out of me.  He subsequently rang the Leader of the Opposition’s office and said that I had 
undertaken to introduce a bill that would fix his problem, and accused me of doing nothing.  That was only two 
months later.  As members can appreciate, it takes more than two months to draft legislation.  I started the 
process in November last year and I sat down with the union in January this year and have been working on the 
bill ever since.  This is not a Johnny-come-lately exercise for political expediency; it is something I have a 
genuine interest in doing.  Graham Randall’s wife tells me she has left him and now works at the Bunbury City 
Council and Graham has left Bunbury.  Both she and I are concerned that he will commit suicide.  I hope he does 
not.  He is not being looked after.  I would like to lay these press clippings on the table so that members can read 
them.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  The papers can lay on the table for the rest of the day’s sitting.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  They cover the period 1986 to the current day.  It is a disgrace that Graham Randall has 
not been looked after.  He is probably blowing his $300 000 superannuation.  He has already sought medical 
treatment, which he needs badly because he is suffering from an acute breakdown.  I am a bit ashamed to say 
that even police officers have left him to go his own way.  I think the member for Yokine knows of an officer 
from his era who was a highly regarded detective sergeant but who is now living in a caravan in Wanneroo.  It is 
a dreadful situation.  

As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, this is not a new subject.  I have a copy of a letter sent to Hon 
Michelle Roberts, who was the then Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and some other 
correspondence from the member for Kenwick, the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, for Tourism, and for Culture 
and the Arts.  She has written to the minister.  There is much other correspondence from not only this 
government but also Liberal Minister Kevin Prince in 1998 showing the same attitude.  While I am talking about 
Kevin Prince, I refer to the act of grace situation the minister raised.  Conditions surrounding an act of grace 
payment were changed in 1998 by Hon Kevin Prince.  I acknowledge that the compensation amount was 
doubled.  However, at the same time, it was made much more difficult for police to qualify for a payment.  I 
suspect a bit of manoeuvring took place.  I do not know how it will benefit police officers.  The Minister for 
Police might like to claim credit for his government introducing occupational safety and health legislation for the 
police.  However, in 1996, Commissioner Bob Falconer stated that the provisions of the occupational safety and 
health legislation would apply to the police, albeit they were not mandatory until the Labor government’s 
legislation was passed.  This issue also should have been on the cards for many years and should have been 
sorted out well before now.  It is all very simplistic for the member for Yokine to say to me that it is a bit of a 
veiled attempt by me at having a crack at drafting a bill like this; however, neither he nor any other member of 
this chamber has tackled something so difficult.  The suggestion that it was done for some political reason is 
appalling. 

I will tell the house about officers who are masking their injuries.  There are officers in the police service now 
who pay their own expenses rather than take their pretty generous medical entitlements.  They have sustained not 
only injuries of a work-related nature, but also naturally occurring illnesses such as cancers and other serious 
conditions.  They know that they will not be looked after if they leave the service and do not have a job.  That is 
a pretty appalling situation for people who should not be working.  There is now a push - for which I commend 
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the current commissioner - under the Frontline First policy to employ capable, able bodies on the front line rather 
than people who are suffering the effects of an injury or illness.  There are officers currently in service today 
who are masking their injuries deliberately so that they do not get caught up in that dreadful situation.  I find the 
notion that the minister was speaking about before a little bit hollow, but the fact remains that he said that the 
wording for this legislation was taken out of the enterprise bargaining agreement.  It was not taken out of the 
EBA; it was taken out of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said some of the wording. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  It was taken straight out of the workers’ compensation act by the solicitors who drafted it 
for us.  Let us not try to split hairs.  This legislation is a separate issue from the wage claim.  It is unfortunate that 
it is being debated at this time.  The bill is not about officers who are currently serving.  Serving officers, by their 
own admission, say that they have generous medical and health provisions.  The bill is about looking after 
officers once they leave the service.  They are not broken machines and should not be put onto the scrap heap.  
That is what happened in the disgraceful situation of Graham Randall and many other officers who are present in 
the public gallery today.  There are between 200 and 300 officers in varying degrees of illness in the community 
and I am hoping to throw them a lifeline with this legislation. 

Another issue that I did not raise during the second reading debate was the day this legislation would take effect.  
I deliberately left that out of the bill after a considerable amount of consideration, and I believe I have given the 
government an opportunity to take the lead here.  I do not care who gets the kudos for this bill.  Whether the 
government adopts the bill, takes it away, lets it sit on the table, lets it slide off or whatever, I want a genuine 
commitment from the minister - not the Geoff Boycott bat and pad commitment that he gave firefighters and 
police officers - that this is a genuine issue and that we all agree that it must be sorted out.  I want the minister to 
come forward.  If he wants to make the legislation better, add bits to it or throw it totally in the bin, I am big 
enough and hairy enough to not let that worry me.  All I want is the end objective.  My end objective is to get 
police officers looked after - end of story.  I do not care how we arrive at that place, but it must be done. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I accept that you are totally genuine and that what you are seeking to do needs to be done. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I have just made some notes that I am going through and I am sorry that I am taking a bit 
of time.  I want to talk quickly about another bloke who is a close personal friend of mine.  His name is Christian 
Raymond Burgess.  I know that because I typed his name on complaints when I was charging people.  When I 
first met him, he was a sergeant in the Kimberley.  He has been a great friend and a great source of support to me 
for many years, as has his wife, Chris.  Believe it or not, his wife’s name is Chris - Chris and Chris.  He was the 
officer in charge of the Newman Police Station a few years ago when five of my colleagues were killed in a 
plane crash.  He is medically unfit to serve in the police service today.  I am trying to track him down but I 
cannot find him.  I suspect I will probably bump into him at a racetrack.  He used to run a few horses when he 
was in Broome and has won the Broome Cup a few times, or pretty close to it.  I dare say that I will run into him 
shortly.  However, he is hurting and is not the same bloke I knew.  Another friend of mine, Tony Francis, was 
the officer in charge of Harvey Police Station.  He rang me yesterday.  He has pulled the pin.  He cannot cope 
any more.  He is an officer with 30-plus years’ experience.  They are the ones I am talking about, and they are 
only the ones I know about.  If I were to engage the member for Yokine in drawing up a list, members would not 
be able to jump over it. 

It was interesting to hear what the member for Victoria Park had to say about workers’ compensation.  He is 
right: Labor Party members claim to be the champions of the working class.  The minister should demonstrate it.  
I am saying they are not.  He should prove to me that I am wrong and that Labor Party members are the 
champions of the working class.  He has not demonstrated it so far.  I have spoken to the Commissioner of Police 
about this situation.  He does not know the answer.  However, he does welcome blowing open the issue and 
bringing it to a head so that he can be in a position - because he does not like the position he is in - to look after 
these blokes.  He calls upon officers to stand in the front line and do what is asked of them, but ultimately he has 
no capacity to support them if anything goes wrong.  The minister is right: the commissioner is a good man.  
However, he must be able to act appropriately when he is convinced of an officer’s injury or illness.  The 
commissioner would not make that decision lightly by himself.  I am sure that he would employ a board of 
members, as the member for Mindarie has suggested, who would have some very wise heads and obviously with 
some medical opinions on the degree of injuries that these people have sustained. 

When the police had a rally at Parliament House over their pay issue, I must say that I was surprised to see Bill 
Shorten there.  I had only ever seen him on telly at the mine disaster in Birmingham - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Beaconsfield. 
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Mr M.J. COWPER:  At Beaconsfield, Tasmania.  I thought, “Hello, what’s this about then?  Mickey Dean’s 
pulled a bit of a swifty here.”  However, when Bill Shorten spoke, he was right.  If he was garnishing support for 
his own cause, who cares?  What he said was right, and for that I give him credit.  I stood at that rally in the rain 
with my former police colleagues, as I still think of myself in that way.  The process in this place is the same.  It 
was therefore interesting to note that various people on the government side claimed to be supporters of the 
police, but not one of them turned up at that rally.  I found that a curious thing. 

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  With one exception.  What I am saying is that if we are going to say that we support the 
police, let us demonstrate it tangibly, not just hide behind a veil.  I ask the minister whether he is dinkum.  I 
would love the government to ask the Governor to send a message to Parliament that appropriation for this bill 
has been approved.  That could be done with amendment to the bill.  If the minister thinks he can fix the bill, I 
guarantee that this side of the house will help.  It is something that needs to be sorted out.  I thank members and I 
thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Acting Speaker’s Ruling 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Members, the question before the house is that the bill be read a 
second time.  However, at this stage the question cannot be put, according to clause 46(8) of the Constitution 
Acts Amendment Act 1899, which reads - 

A vote, resolution, or Bill for the appropriation of revenue or moneys shall not be passed unless the 
purpose of the appropriation has in the same session been recommended by message of the Governor to 
the Legislative Assembly. 

That message not having been received, the bill will be moved to the bottom of the notice paper until such 
message has been received.   

House adjourned at 6.59 pm 
__________ 

 


