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ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT (HOONS) BILL 2009 
Third Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys � Minister for Police) [8.55 pm]: I move � 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [8.55 pm]: At the risk of being accused of filibustering or delaying, I wish to 
make a couple of brief remarks about this legislation. 

Firstly, I thank the minister�s advisers. The passage of the legislation through the committee stage would have 
been a lot more painful and perplexing had the advisers not been able to explain the implications of the 
legislation to the Minister for Police. However, the devil is in the detail. As the legislation is rolled out and 
implemented, I think we will find that people will not be aware of the wide reach and scope of this legislation. 
For example, during the committee stage the opposition raised extensively the fact that all reckless drivers, 
irrespective of whether the reckless driving is accompanied by so-called hoon aggravating circumstances such as 
burnouts and excessive speed and noise, will be covered by this legislation. 

Ostensibly, this legislation was directed at targeting that small pool of recidivist reckless drivers. I think that the 
opposition established quite convincingly last week that a very small number of drivers have committed two 
offences under the legislation introduced by the previous government, and an even smaller number committed 
three offences. With the new legislation, police powers will have significantly broadened, and the period for 
seizure of vehicles significantly lengthened. This is ostensibly about targeting recidivist offenders, but the truth 
of the matter is that there are not many offenders who fall into that category. 

This legislation has a real lack of proportionality and we believe that given the greater sanctions and powers of 
the police, the extended period for which vehicles can be impounded and ultimately confiscated means that there 
needs to be more checks and balances. We do not believe that they are there. Having said that, we agreed with 
the regime under the previous government and therefore did not oppose the legislation. 

One question that remains unanswered, even after extensive discussion during estimates week, subsequent to 
estimates and during the committee stage, is how this regime will be costed. We have talked at length about the 
fact that the police initially stated that they would make savings of about $8 million a year under this regime; 
that seems not to have occurred. I am prepared to say that I am not the sharpest knife in the drawer, but I still 
cannot work out how it is that the police claim that they will make savings or obtain revenue of $32 million a 
year as a result of this legislation. The opposition will be closely scrutinising the implementation of this 
legislation over the next 12 months to ascertain what the true cost is to the community. We are disappointed that 
alternatives such as clamping were not seriously considered. I think the potential cost of alternative measures 
was greatly inflated by the minister. 

Having made those brief remarks, I do not intend to seek the indulgence of this house any further, other than to 
say that the opposition will be happy, at a later stage when their necessity becomes a bit more obvious to the 
government, to revisit its amendments that were put forward this time. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys � Minister for Police) [8.59 pm] � in reply: I will make some comments in 
response. I thank the member for Girrawheen for her comments at the third reading stage. I thought every 
member and their neighbours were going to talk at the third reading, as indeed they did at the second reading and 
consideration in detail stages. However, they probably said everything they needed to say. A lot of comments 
had nothing to do with the bill, but some were very amusing. 

I will reply to a couple of specific comments that the member for Girrawheen made. She kept on about the 
money that has been noted as possible savings on impounded cars. Firstly, those savings are for costs that the 
previous government failed to fund, and relate basically to the number of unclaimed vehicles that have been 
impounded from people driving with a suspended licence. That is where the bulk of the cost savings will be. The 
owners of $500 or $900 bombs who are told they have run up a bill of $900 for towage and storage costs have 
been phoning the police and telling them where they can poke their vehicles; it is somewhere that the sun does 
not shine! That is what they have been saying to some of our officers. Those people refuse to claim their vehicles 
because they are obviously of no benefit to them. Perhaps some of them cannot raise the roughly $900 that it 
costs to retrieve their $900 bombs. I am therefore considering some amendments to the legislation and, 
hopefully, they may be introduced in the upper house. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: But, minister, are you saying that the $8 million saved each year is by virtue of the fact that 
police no longer have to store these vehicles indefinitely and they can in fact sell them? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I am not saying that at all. 
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Ms M.M. Quirk: I am still confused. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Girrawheen is often confused, and I will try to �unconfuse� her and give 
her a bit of history. The reason there was to be a huge cost to police was the unfunded element for the storage of 
vehicles taken from unlicensed drivers under the previous government�s legislation. The police said to members 
opposite when they were in government that this was going to cost the police a lot of money. I think they 
estimated something like $8 million.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, member for Mindarie! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The police estimated that it would cost them something like $8 million. They knew, from 
the experience in New Zealand and elsewhere, that there would be a large number of unclaimed vehicles. They 
would be unclaimed because people would decide that it was not worth paying money to get a $500, an $800 or 
even a $1 000 car released because they did not have the money for a start. Others simply questioned the point of 
giving the police $900 for the release of a $700 or $800 bomb and thought they would be better off forgoing the 
vehicle. A lot of people will not pay towage and storage costs anyway. That is where the police have a problem. 
Currently, the police have to pay money to the tow company and to the storage company and then try to get that 
money back from the offenders.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Is the member for Girrawheen with me so far? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. So you are saying that is an expense that will be forgone in the future. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will tell the member why. I just want to make sure she follows me so far. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It is just that I can�t work out where the $8 million has come from. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That was the figure the police estimated it would cost them. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: How can that be a saving if it was never allocated in the first place? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That was the problem; it was not allocated because the previous government would not 
allocate any funds. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: But it is counted as a saving in the budget, minister. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will explain that bit. I am coming to that bit. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: There are quite a few members having a conversation. If the member for Mindarie 
wants to have a chat�he is talking to a member who is not in his chair�he should go outside, as I am sure 
everyone wants to hear what the Minister for Police has to say. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What I am saying to the member for Girrawheen is that the police estimated that it would 
cost $8 million once the legislation came into effect on 1 July. Okay? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The police knew that a lot of vehicles would not be retrieved by their owners because they 
did not have the money or the vehicles were not worth it. Those claimable vehicles that have not been claimed 
are running at about 45 to 50 per cent. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: There is, therefore, a cost. The previous government never put any money in the forward 
estimates to cover it. It knew there was going to be a cost but it did not put in the money. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: How come it�s a saving if it was never there? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Girrawheen�s colleague never took the legislation to cabinet on the basis 
that there needed to be some funding in place. He should have done it, but he did not want there to be a funding 
element there because it did not look too good. The police knew there would be a cost. I will tell the member for 
Girrawheen where the saving will come from: it will come from the police contracting out the towage and 
storage elements of impounding cars, and it will be incumbent on the companies that tow and store them to 
retrieve the money from the owners. Is the member for Girrawheen with me so far? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Up to a point, minister. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: By contracting out those services, there will be no cost to the police. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Exactly; it is revenue neutral. So if it is revenue neutral, how do you save $8 million? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We will save the $8 million because we are saving � 
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Ms M.M. Quirk: Money that was never allocated in the first place? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. That is the trouble: it was never allocated. We are saving the money that the police 
knew they would have to pay to the towage and storage companies. They had to allocate that. They were prudent 
because they knew that they were going to have to meet a cost. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: All right; that�s fine for this year. What about the period of forward estimates, the next four 
years? Surely, if what you are saying is correct, there will not be any savings gained in year two, year three and 
year four. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The savings, I think, were identified at about $8 million. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: No, it�s $8 million each year over four years; it is $32 million. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I think the member has that slightly wrong. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: All right. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The savings were $8 million or $9 million; I cannot remember the exact figure, but that 
was the saving. That is the situation as it is now. I want the towing and storage contracted out. It should not fall 
within the police purview to fund that. The people committing the offences should pay to get their vehicles back 
because they were driving unlicensed. That is the bulk of the savings. The hoon side of it is comparatively small 
because most of the hoon vehicles are worth about $8 000, $10 000 or $15 000, and some even more. They are 
souped-up, really lovely looking, shiny vehicles. They are the main cars of the hoons, so it pays the people who 
own them to pay the money to get their vehicles back. It is the cars of unlicensed drivers that have caused the 
problem. That was the problem that the member for Girrawheen�s government gave us, because it did not fund 
those costs in the forward estimates. I am therefore, through the police, trying to rectify that so that it does not 
cost taxpayers that $8 million. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Minister, I am sorry, but I should have asked this question during the consideration in detail 
stage: once this bill is passed in the upper house, how long after have the police asked for the legislation to be 
proclaimed and implemented? Is there any lead time or are they ready to proceed virtually straightaway? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: As soon as this has passed through the upper house, it is my intention to proclaim it as 
soon as possible. I want the vehicles of those first-time hoon offenders impounded for 28 days rather than seven 
days. I want to make it consistent with the penalty for unlicensed drivers. I want to make the drink-driver 
legislation consistent too. I will speculate that any three of those offences will result in impoundment. Perhaps 
one hoon offence, one unlicensed driving offence and one drink-driving offence will constitute three offences for 
which an offender will lose the vehicle. At the end of the day, I know that the member for Girrawheen has a 
commitment to road safety and law and order, as I think do most members of this house.  

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am being very kind. We do not want those people on our roads because they are a danger 
to everyone else. If the only way we can get them off the road is by taking their vehicles, that is what we will do. 
In answer to the member�s question, yes, certainly; I want to see it in place as soon as possible. Not only will the 
first offence bring impoundment for up to 28 days, but the second offence will bring impoundment for three 
months, which is quite severe. Once again, the three months is for a hooning offence. If the car is impounded for 
three months, that will not mean that the cost will be three times, say, $900. It will include the towage fee, which 
is a fairly hefty figure these days, and the storage costs. I estimate that if a car is impounded for three months for 
a second hoon offence, the retrieval amount would probably be $2 000. Most of the vehicles used for hooning 
offences are worth a lot more than $2 000, so it will pay the owners to get them out of impoundment.  

The other part of this legislation contains provisions that the Labor government was not prepared to put in place, 
but we are definitely prepared to do so�that is, on a third offence, make confiscation compulsory. We believe 
that everyone is entitled to make one mistake in life�even two, although it must be a little more costly so that 
the person knows he has done wrong. But there is no excuse for being caught three times putting other people�s 
lives at risk on our roads.  

I am very pleased that this legislation will be passed in this place tonight and sent to the other place. I hope the 
Labor Party will support it in the upper house as the member for Girrawheen has supported it in this house. At 
the end of the day, it is the strongest possible message we can send to those people who offend in this manner on 
our roads. As every single one of the members opposite who spoke in the second reading stage said, hooning is 
probably the number one issue that people phone their electorate offices about.  

Mr A.J. Waddell: I said the local council was the number one issue for me. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Is the member�s local council the number one issue?  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 August 2009] 

 p6102b-6106a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Ms Margaret Quirk 

 [4] 

Mr A.J. Waddell: That�s right.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Mine is closure of the Ellenbrook Police Station.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Is it really?  

An opposition member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: All right; what did the Romans ever do for us? Okay. The member for West Swan and I 
know that the number one issue is the hoons.  

Ms R. Saffioti: I think it is the closure of the Ellenbrook Police Station.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I do not think so. I think constituents are fed up with people hooning, which is followed 
by graffiti, because they are antisocial offences that are committed every single day of the week.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: They have had a gutful, haven�t they?  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): I hope that is parliamentary, after some of the comments made 
earlier  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Who�me? No, the member for Mandurah is the one who said he has had a gutful. I 
understand his feelings. He expressed them time and again when he was talking about this issue. I think most of 
the public feels the same way as he does. That is why I am delighted that he is supporting this legislation. He is 
quite a decent bloke�most of the time.  

I appreciate the support that members have given this legislation. It has been a hard row to hoe and I am 
staggered that it was not completely dealt with last week, as it should have been.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sorry; what was the member for West Swan mumbling about? 

Ms R. Saffioti: Hurry up; I want to go home.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: She is telling me to hurry up because she wants to go home. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: We did not debate it on Wednesday; that is why it was not completed. You wanted to pull the 
pin on it on Wednesday, didn�t you? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I was happy to stay here until 10 o�clock. I thought some members opposite other than the 
member for Girrawheen were going to talk at the third reading stage. I thought they were going to filibuster on it 
as they did during the second reading debate.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I think you are filibustering now.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No; I am responding to comments here. The member for Victoria Park should not be 
nasty. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: If we had dealt with it on Wednesday, we could have dealt with some other bills today.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I want to do this bill justice. I wanted to respond to the member for Girrawheen, who 
raised some good points and wanted some questions answered, and I hope I have done that. I hope this bill has a 
speedy passage through the upper house. The sooner it passes through both houses of Parliament �  

Ms M.M. Quirk: I am almost certain it will be referred to a committee.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Are you? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: I would say so. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I hope it is not, because I think people in the electorates of Labor members may be 
unhappy if it were to be delayed by being referred to a committee.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: The existing legislation is fine. They are concerned with the broadening of the legislation.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Who is?  

Ms M.M. Quirk: I think members of the upper house are, and want it examined by a committee�at length I 
would think.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We will have to wait and see. It is far beyond me to dictate what happens to the house of 
lords and ladies up there; they have minds of their own. I hope they pass this legislation as a priority because that 
is what the people want, not just in Perth but throughout Western Australia. They are sick to death of hoon and 
antisocial behaviour and the risk the offenders pose to other road users.  
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I thank members for their contributions to the second reading and the member for Girrawheen for her 
contribution to this third reading. I thank other members for not saying anything.  

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  
 


