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ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT (ALCOHOL INTERLOCKS AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2014 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
Clause 12: Section 64A amended — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: I will just make a brief comment about clause 12, which we were dealing with prior to the 
break. The member for Midland raised the issue of the use of interlock devices on heavy vehicles, and at that 
stage I thought it was somewhat unlikely that they would be used, at least on any widespread basis, on such 
vehicles, but I have been advised that they are quite widely used in the transportation industry in Europe. In 
Sweden in particular, alcohol interlocks are used on school transport vehicles as a routine matter. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: Whereabouts? In Sweden? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: In Sweden they are used on school buses, apparently on a routine basis. That presumably 
either follows some issues or at least is designed to give parents and children confidence that they are being 
driven by somebody who is not alcohol affected. There has also been discussion, I understand, in Sweden about 
the possibility of having the devices in all new vehicles. That debate is underway. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I appreciate that explanation. I have to say that at first blush I find it a little 
disconcerting that somebody with a history of alcohol offences would be driving a school bus. I assume, though, 
that the alcohol interlock device would give parents confidence that the driver was not under the influence of 
alcohol while they were driving a vehicle if an interlock was fitted. I do not want to dwell on the point and I will 
move on to the next clause. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: If I can just interject and say that the fact that they are in use doesn’t indicate that the driver has 
a history; they are used on a routine basis in school transportation vehicles apparently. All drivers are required to 
use them regardless of their history. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is entirely different. I thought that these were people who were required by law to 
use an interlock device because they had committed alcohol offences while driving. I was going to say that 
I found that a little disconcerting, especially when there are issues to do with poly-drug use. As we highlighted in 
earlier discussion on the Road Traffic Amendment (Alcohol Interlocks and Other Matters) Bill 2014, some 
people have multiple issues with drug abuse and alcohol abuse and so forth. Presumably, if someone is minded 
towards that kind of abuse and the alcohol interlock picks up alcohol, potentially they might use some other 
drug. But I do not see much point in dwelling on that too much further in this clause. I suppose in answering the 
question the minister has kind of answered a different one than the one I was really asking. It is interesting 
information that an alcohol interlock device could be used on school buses or other heavy vehicles routinely at 
the instigation of the transport or bus company or whatever. If that were put in place as an additional safety 
measure, it sounds like that would be a good thing. Although if I go back to the minister’s earlier answer, it 
would seem that we are leaving the decision on whether somebody is able to drive only with an alcohol interlock 
device up to the actual company or employer, rather than making a decision in law. The information provided by 
the minister prior to the dinner break was that there was nothing in this legislation to prevent a bus, taxi or heavy 
transport company allowing a driver, required by law to have an alcohol interlock device fitted to a vehicle, to 
drive. I am wondering whether that is really appropriate, and whether we should be saying that until someone 
has had the alcohol interlock device in a personal or some other vehicle, rather than one in which they are 
responsible for the carriage of other passengers or heavy loads, they should not be allowed to drive without one. 
Could the minister provide some response to that? If that is the case, is that a matter that can be given 
consideration in the regulations? Would it be possible, based on the legislation before us, to actually have 
regulations that enable the Department of Transport or the director general of Transport to be able to make that 
kind of decision across the board, rather than leaving it up to individual employers or companies? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The situation is that this legislation will enable people who meet the criteria outlined to be 
required to have an alcohol interlock device, whatever vehicle they are driving. If they happen to be a truck 
driver or bus driver or whatever, whether they are employed to do that is a decision of the particular employer. 
Clearly, if they have a record that requires them to have the interlock device, then they have to have it in 
whatever vehicle they are driving, as I said. It is an employment decision and we are not really seeking to take 
over that process through this legislation. I would imagine that if somebody has a serious drink-driving record, 
that probably most bus transportation companies would not be employing them, for example. That is really 
a separate issue. This aspect is one of the reasons for the quite extensive lead time for putting the legislation into 
effect. There needs to be an adequate education campaign so that employers and potential offenders will be 
aware of the impact of this legislation on them. The lead time will give employers an opportunity to put 
appropriate risk-management strategies in place. That is really the situation as it is. 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Minister, before the dinner break I inquired as to whether this mirrored the situation in 
other states. In other states can people required by law to have an interlock device fitted to their vehicle drive 
those categories of vehicle that I referred to, such as taxis, buses and trucks? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: My understanding, to the best of the information currently available, is that in other states they 
are able to drive those vehicles if interlock devices have been fitted; that is generally the case, I understand. I am 
advised that Tasmania had a problem because the legislation had retrospective effects that applied to previous 
offences, and that was quite a problem for some employees and employers in relation to continued employment. 
Tasmania has made a change to its legislation to overcome that problem. To clarify what I just said, in Tasmania 
an exemption from the use of the device is available if it is a work-related vehicle and as long as the person has 
a contract to use the device in their personal vehicle. That is the situation in Tasmania, apparently. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have expressed some concern about people with a history of drink-driving, particularly 
since retrospectivity is not proposed in this legislation. Therefore, the line will be drawn from the time this 
legislation becomes law and it will apply only to offences that happen after that point in time. The minister does 
not think that employers would employ someone to drive a bus or a taxi or a truck if that person had what was 
deemed as a serious drink-driving record. Clearly, if someone has been engaged in an offence such as driving 
causing death or something of that nature under the influence of alcohol and meets that .15 offence, as we talked 
about earlier, I concur with the minister that they would be highly unlikely to be engaged by an employer, but 
a blood alcohol content of .05 triggers the requirement to have an immobiliser regardless of whether people 
generally or an employer or a company see that as a serious drink-driving record. I see it as serious, but it is 
clearly different from someone who has a couple of .15 offences or has been involved in a crash causing 
grievous bodily harm while under the influence of a high level of alcohol. Those offences are clearly in 
a different order from someone who has an offence of over .05 but under .08. Maybe an employer—it depends 
on perspective—would not see that as a serious drink-driving record and they may wish to engage them. I want 
to put on record my concern. I would be in favour of a person in that circumstance not being permitted to drive 
a bus. I would not want them driving my children on a bus. Therefore, I would not want them driving anyone 
else’s children on a bus. The earlier question that I posed was: if we were to find a circumstance in which the 
outcome was not acceptable to the community and potentially employers or companies were engaging people in 
those circumstances, could that be changed by way of regulation or would it require amending the act? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: This bill does not change the situation regarding the circumstances to which the member for 
Midland has referred; I think she understands that. I understand her point that maybe we should have more 
stringent criteria for determining who is allowed to drive school buses, for example. This bill does not change 
that situation. I imagine that employers in transportation companies, whether they are school buses or heavy 
vehicles, would very much take into account someone’s driving record and whether they have had offences when 
deciding whether to employ them to do that sort of job. I understand the member’s point, which is essentially 
about whether we should toughen the criteria for people to be allowed to drive those sorts of vehicles. The best 
advice I can obtain, given that this is on the run, is that it would most likely require changes to acts rather than 
being able to be done through only regulations, and it would involve amending more than just the Road Traffic 
Act. For example, driving dangerous goods is covered by the Dangerous Goods Safety Act. I think the situation 
that the member for Midland is suggesting that we should consider for the future would need legislation to go 
through Parliament rather than simply regulation changes. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Taxi Industry Board sets in place regulations and some criteria about who can drive 
a taxi and in what circumstances. It is not as though Swan Taxis or Black & White Cabs or London cabs or 
whatever taxi company can simply make all the rules about what they expect of their drivers. Companies 
probably have some selection criteria when they engage their drivers, but separate from that, sitting over to one 
side, is the Taxi Industry Board, which makes some overall judgements about the qualifications a taxidriver must 
have. I am relatively confident that a whole regime is in place for taxidrivers. To the best of my knowledge, bus 
drivers are regulated through the director general of the Department of Transport. Potentially, the director 
general could set some criteria for the contracts government has with the public transport companies it engages, 
including the bus companies contracted to government. Presumably some specifications could be set in that 
regard, but no doubt other private contractors and the like are not dealt with by an equivalent of the Taxi Control 
Board. I do not expect that the director general has a great ability to control them, although, presumably, some 
form of licensing regime has been put in place. People generally expect a higher standard for those people who 
are engaged to drive other people than they do for someone who drives only themselves, family or friends. 
Someone driving as a professional driver is expected to meet higher level criteria. However, I appreciate what 
the minister has said in that this does not change the existing circumstances. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 13: Section 78A amended — 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This clause deals with the definitions of the two different impounding offences with 
a deletion and an insertion. I wonder whether the minister could explain the difference between “impounding 
offence (driver’s licence)” and “impounding offence (driving)”.  
Mr J.H.D. DAY: “Impounding offence (driving)” refers to reckless driving, I am advised—more commonly 
known as hoon driving offences. That is what that definition covers, in short. “Impounding offence (driver’s 
licence)” refers to a higher level offence in some respects. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: Would that be someone driving without a licence? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: Yes, that is correct. It is when they are driving without authorisation or when they have 
a suspended or cancelled licence, otherwise known as aggravated no authority to drive offences. That is what 
comes from the police. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: On page 14, the explanatory memorandum states — 

The class of person prescribed will be a person who is, pursuant to regulations made under section 5A, 
an “interlock restricted offender”, that is, a person whose authorisation to drive has been granted by the 
CEO subject to the alcohol interlock restriction. 

Who is the CEO? 
Mr J.H.D. Day It is the CEO of the Department of Transport. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: So that is the director general, is it? 
Mr J.H.D. Day: Yes. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: At the top of page 15, the explanatory memorandum states — 

Under this proposal, if a person whose driver’s licence is subject to the alcohol interlock restriction 
drives a motor vehicle that is not fitted with an approved alcohol interlock device, the person will 
commit an impounding offence (driver’s licence) and, if detected, the vehicle used in the commission of 
the offence will be impounded. 

I am assuming that somebody might fit those circumstances if they have an alcohol interlock requirement, and 
they have an identified vehicle, presumably their own vehicle or one they regularly drive. That vehicle is fitted 
with the alcohol interlock device, and is effectively the only vehicle that person is entitled to drive. However, if 
they drive someone else’s vehicle, or one that they may own but has not been fitted with an alcohol interlock 
device, that vehicle can be impounded. For example, a man might have the device on his vehicle, and his wife 
might have no interlock on her vehicle. For whatever reason—he may have a flat battery on his car, or he might 
have been drinking; who knows what has happened—he jumps into the wife’s car, which does not have a device 
fitted. Does this clause mean that the vehicle without the interlock device that the person has been driving is 
therefore automatically impounded? Are there circumstances in which the person to whom the vehicle belongs, 
who is not the offender, can get that vehicle back? Can they get it back without cost to them? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: In those circumstances, the car would be impounded regardless of the ownership. The 
circumstances in which the vehicle can be released are outlined in section 79D of the Road Traffic Act. There is 
no intention to change that section. It is quite a long section, so it is a little complex. It is possible, say, if 
a spouse’s car has been impounded, that the owner of the car, not the driver subject to the interlock device, could 
apply for a substitution, so the offender can provide a car that substitutes for the impounded vehicle. That is the 
situation as it is at the moment. That would apply only if there are grounds for the vehicle to be released under 
section 79D. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: In the scenario that the member for Midland talked about, there is the issue that the police 
might not readily know that the person driving the other vehicle is subject to driving only with an interlock 
device. I mentioned in my second reading contribution that the National Road Safety Council did a review of 
interlock legislation and recommended that it be refined in all jurisdictions so that there was some notation on 
the driver’s licence. I was wondering whether, in that scenario, that would be an aid for law enforcement to 
detect the commission of an offence under this clause. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: When someone is subject to the use of one of these devices, that would be indicated in the 
police tasking and data information system—the driver licensing system that police have ready access to. Given 
the technology now in use, all police vehicles on the road have immediate access to that system, which would 
bring up the details on an individual. It would be the same situation for someone who is a suspended driver or 
has some other issue, such as an outstanding warrant for arrest. That is more practical than requiring annotation 
on the person’s driver’s licence, given the technology that is available these days. 

Clause put and passed.  
Clause 14: Act amended — 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Division 2 amends the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008. I touched upon this 
issue when we debated an earlier clause last week. We were advised then that these four acts were supposed to 
be seen as some kind of suite of legislation that had to come into effect together—that is, the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008, the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008, the Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 
2012 and the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Act 2012. The explanatory memorandum states that the acts 
were drafted to operate simultaneously. It really begs the question, which I find a bit surprising: when the 
Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008 and the Road Traffic (Administration) Act 2008 were being 
drafted, had the two 2012 acts that I have just referred to already been drafted or were they drafted at the same 
time? I wonder whether those two 2012 acts were even contemplated when the two 2008 acts that I have referred 
to were being drafted or whether the fact of the matter is that those two acts were drafted and could have come 
into operation at an earlier stage and those two 2012 acts were drafted to fit in with the 2008 acts, which the 
government has not got around to proclaiming. I wonder whether the acting minister can provide some 
clarification on that. 

I might just continue while the acting minister contemplates his answer. I suppose the alternative scenario is that, 
at an earlier time, be it 2006 or 2007, all this legislation was contemplated as a suite and the government just 
delayed for six years before it brought to Parliament in 2012 all the legislation that was subsequently passed. 
Either way, it seems to me to be a pretty puzzling explanation, and I think part of the answer may lie in the fact 
that the government has not presented a concerted drink-driving package in a uniform or timely way. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: As the member will recall, four bills were introduced as a package in 2007 or thereabouts. 
I am advised that two of those bills passed without amendment through both houses in around 2007 or 2008. The 
other two bills were amended in the Legislative Council but were not further dealt with prior to the election in 
2008; therefore, they were not agreed to by Parliament and, after the change of government, there was a need to 
reintroduce them. In the meantime, there was a request by industry for some amendments to be made to the 
provisions relating to vehicles, and there was another amendment bill in 2012, which I think the member has 
referred to. I agree that it appears to have taken longer than ideal, but these issues are quite complex. Now that 
this interlock legislation has been drafted, we can obviously move forward with the whole package of legislation 
essentially. As I explained last week, this has been quite a complex bill to draft to determine exactly how the 
system will work in Western Australia. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The explanatory memorandum states on this clause that it is expected that the suite of 
legislation will commence operation during the second half of 2014. I presume that the government will want to 
revise that date. I also make the point that, given the acting minister’s previous answer about the reliance on 
computers by police, there will need to be the inevitable upgrade of computers, which seems to take a very long 
time after legislation has been passed. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: As the member has pointed out, the explanatory memorandum states that the commencement 
of operation of the suite of legislation, apart from the interlock devices legislation, will be in the second half of 
2014. That was correct when it was written, but, as I explained last week, it is now expected that those acts will 
come into effect in April next year. 

In relation to any changes needed within the police tasking and data information system for drivers’ licences and 
conditions, I am advised that it will be a fairly straightforward process to make the modification to incorporate 
this as another condition; it is not particularly complicated, apparently. 

Thirdly, I have been advised that the physical licences that these drivers will be issued with after they have 
served their period of disqualification will include the letter “I” to indicate that they are required to use an 
interlock device. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So the acting minister’s previous answer was not correct in the sense that they will have some 
form of licence that will have an annotation. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I have certainly given fuller information, based on what I have just been advised, than I was 
able to give earlier. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 15: Section 36 amended — 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Clause 15 deals with people who are disqualified from obtaining a driver’s licence 
applying for a licence. The explanatory memorandum refers to creating an offence for obtaining a driver’s 
licence or a vehicle licence while being disqualified from holding or obtaining such a licence. I thought that that 
was already an offence, so perhaps the acting minister can clarify whether that is an existing offence; I did not 
think it was a new offence. There is also a reference in the explanatory memorandum that previously, when the 
computer systems were not so good, somebody who had been disqualified could have applied for a licence and 
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might have made their way through the system. I would like to think that that would not be the case now and that 
computer systems are so sophisticated that someone who had been disqualified or had lost their licence would 
not be able to do that. Finally, what penalty is proposed for that offence? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I am advised that this is an offence under section 97 of the Road Traffic Act. That is where it 
is currently located, and the effect of this clause is to move the offence to section 36 of the Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008. It is therefore essentially the same offence but it will be located in a different act. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: On that same section, it is noted in the explanatory memorandum — 

As part of the application process, an applicant may be required to undergo a theory test or a practical 
driving assessment or to submit to a medical assessment, or to do all of the above. 

It then makes specific reference to the test being likely to involve a liver function test. My medical knowledge in 
this context is not great; therefore, can the minister confirm for me that a liver function test is usually done by 
way of a blood test? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Yes. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 16: Act amended — 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This clause reiterates some of the issues I already raised at clause 14, which is that 
a suite of legislation is coming into effect. It has been made very clear this evening that all these bills were 
contemplated back in 2006–07 as part of a complementary suite to deal with these matters. Although I appreciate 
that only two of them passed the Parliament prior to the 2008 election, the government has had a full term in 
office—in fact a four-and-a-half-year term in office—prior to commencing this term and it never got its act 
together to actually contemplate this suite. Of course, all governments are entitled to make changes and the upper 
house is entitled to make changes, but this has taken an extraordinarily long time. I make the point that the 
impetus for this package back in 2006–07 was to save lives and prevent serious injury on our roads. When 
government does not prioritise a suite of bills such as this, it means that lives are unnecessarily lost and people 
are unnecessarily injured who may not have been injured. If that were not the case, there would be no point in 
creating this legislation. I have made that point today, but I do feel very strongly about it and I do know that 
other members of the house have not been impressed with the length of time it has taken, no matter how 
complicated these bills are, to get this before the house. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 17: Section 5A inserted — 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This clause to insert a new section 5A into the Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 
deals with the alcohol interlock scheme. There is a definition of “alcohol interlock” in the proposed new section. 
We are told that it is — 

… a device which, when installed in a motor vehicle, prevents the vehicle from being operated unless 
a breath sample analysed by the device contains either no measurable concentration of alcohol or not 
more than a particular concentration of alcohol. 

By way of clarification, I understand that effectively there will be a further regulation so that the only alcohol 
interlocks permitted to be used will be approved alcohol interlocks. I also understand that the concentration 
required is .00. Perhaps the minister could clarify those couple of points with respect to alcohol interlocks. 
There is also a definition of “alcohol offence”, which states that it — 

… means an offence under the Road Traffic Act … 
(a) being under the influence of alcohol; or 
(b) having a blood alcohol content of or above a stated level; or 
(c) failing to provide a sample of blood, breath or urine or to allow such a sample to be taken. 

I am sure that over the years many people under the influence of alcohol have taken the step of refusing a breath 
test and have then attempted to refuse a blood test as well. Indeed, a case was publicised about a Liberal 
member. The former member for Swan at that point and now member for Canning, Don Randall, famously 
refused to provide police with a breath test and preferred to pay the applicable fine for refusing the breath test. 
Rather than being potentially found guilty of a drink-driving offence, he accepted a charge of not supplying 
a breath test. The clarification I am seeking here, therefore, is about the alcohol offence in paragraph (c), which 
is failing to provide a sample of blood, breath or urine or to allow such a sample to be taken. That is deemed to 
be an alcohol offence, which is the heading it comes under. I am seeking clarification from the minister on how 
that will operate. Would a person in those circumstances effectively fall foul of this alcohol interlock legislation 
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and, whether or not having provided a breath test, potentially find themselves in the circumstances of not just 
receiving a fine but also having an alcohol interlock fitted before they can regain their driver’s licence? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The answer to the first question about whether the device would need to be approved is yes. 
The second question essentially is whether there is a threshold before the device would inactivate a motor 
vehicle. The intention is that the device will be calibrated to prevent driving until .02 per cent blood alcohol 
content level is reached. Drivers are meant to have no blood alcohol content, of course, but unless there was 
some threshold above zero, there could be false positives registered as a result of causes other than alcohol; for 
example, medications and the possible content of food. The intention, therefore, is to have that quite low 
threshold. As I said, it is still a threshold of .02 per cent. 

The other point raised about the offences of failing to comply with the requirement for a breath test and failing to 
provide a blood sample are covered under section 67 of the Road Traffic Act. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: But that is now deemed to be an alcohol interlock offence, so that has changed. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is correct, yes. I am also advised that the offence of failing to comply is punished at the 
same level as the offence of driving under the influence of alcohol, which is covered by section 63 of the 
Road Traffic Act. An alleged offender is also subject to immediate disqualification, so there is quite a strong 
disincentive there for people not to comply.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I just want to clarify this: under this legislation, we know that if on two occasions 
somebody was over .05 and fell foul of this legislation, before regaining their driver’s licence they would have to 
have an approved alcohol interlock device fitted. If someone were to commit a couple of offences, including 
failing to provide a breath test or a blood test, even though they were not technically proven to be under the 
influence of alcohol but it was demonstrated that they had failed to provide a breath or blood test on two 
occasions, would it be prescribed that they would have to have an alcohol interlock device fitted to their vehicle 
prior to being able to regain an unrestricted licence? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Yes. The intention is that in fact only one offence of that nature will be sufficient to require 
interlock devices to be fitted. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: One refusal? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Yes; that is correct. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 18 to 25 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Acting Minister for Police) [9.21 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [9.21 pm]: I am pleased that at long last we are able to put this legislation 
through the house. I understand that the Road Traffic Amendment (Alcohol Interlocks and Other Matters) Bill 
2014 is complex and that it has taken a very long time. I would have liked to have seen this legislation go 
through years ago, not just last year or this year. The government has really been dragged and pushed along with 
this legislation. I asked the Minister for Police last year when we would see this much-promised legislation. The 
answer was that it would definitely appear before the end of last year. As the record has it, it did not appear 
before the end of last year. It did not even appear in the first or second sitting week of this year. It was not until 
May that this legislation was introduced. I note that on 3 April in this house I gave notice of a motion, which 
I was required to renew six months later, on 18 September. This notice of motion is still on the notice paper and 
states — 

That this house calls on the Barnett government to outline its full repeat drink-driver strategy and 
condemns the lack of urgency in addressing this serious issue. 

Since the legislation has been brought before the house, the government has not been quick to put it on the 
agenda; it has had other legislative priorities. The opposition was very pleased to see it put on the agenda last 
week. We have been very pleased to cooperate in putting the legislation through the Legislative Assembly 
relatively quickly whilst making points on a number of issues and raising quite a few questions. 
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I am critical of the government’s tardiness in putting this legislation through. As I said during an earlier stage of 
the debate, this legislation is about saving lives. Similar legislation has saved lives and prevented serious injury 
in other states. Last week, the Labor Party moved a matter of public interest on the issue of road safety. As an 
opposition, we are very concerned about this state’s rising road toll. It has risen again in recent days in some 
very sad circumstances, with the death of a woman and her three children in Kambalda. When I look at the crash 
statistics between this year and last year, I note that 149 people have been killed on the roads so far this year. 
These figures were up to date on the WA Police website as of 11.59 pm on 20 October—that is last night, not 
tonight. One hundred and forty-nine people are dead as a result of road crashes. Compared with the same time in 
2013, 126 people have died as a result of road crashes. That is 23 more than at the same time last year. The most 
disturbing figures are those for country road crashes. As at midnight on 20 October, 77 people had lost their lives 
on country roads. That compares with last year’s figure of 59, which is a much lower figure. This year, the road 
toll in country Western Australia is up by 18 people compared with the same time last year. Year on year, the 
result is worse. 

It is also very important, when looking at road crash statistics, to look at critical injuries. Looking at critical 
injuries for this year to date, there is that same marked increase. The number of critically injured people year to 
date in Western Australia is 198. That compares with 161 for the same time last year. Twenty-three more people 
have died already this year compared with last year. There had been 37 more people critically injured by 
midnight on 20 October this year than in the same period last year. To my way of thinking, that is disturbing. 

I know that in earlier debates the government has pointed to the fact that, over a period, road deaths have 
decreased in Western Australia, but they have not decreased by anywhere near the same rate as they have in 
other states. The rate of fatalities and people being critically injured is diminishing in Australia and around the 
world for a range of reasons, including much safer vehicles, such as vehicles fitted with airbags and with much 
better star ratings. Ten years ago there was unlikely to be a four-cylinder car with a four or five-star rating. Now 
most four-cylinder cars have five-star ratings. Lots of them are regarded as very safe. Those star ratings relate to 
the likelihood of surviving a crash. Safer cars are one part of the equation; improvements in medical science are 
the other part. People who might have lost their lives previously are now being saved. The RAC rescue 
helicopter can get someone from a road crash in a country location and fly them to hospital. That really increases 
survivability, and no doubt people who are alive today may have been deceased if that had not been available. 

The other critical factor is legislation such as that with which we are dealing. States such as Victoria have had 
a much greater rate of change because they passed legislation of this nature years ago. It has had alcohol 
interlock legislation for some time. It also has point-to-point cameras and a range of other measures. Legislation 
does make a difference. This legislation will make a difference and that is why I have been pressing for it for so 
long. Alcohol and drugs are becoming a bigger and bigger factor in our community and they are certainly a very 
big factor in road crashes. I note that the evidence would suggest that the involvement of alcohol in road crashes 
today is not as big a factor as it was 20 or 30 years ago, and I think community attitudes to drinking and driving 
have certainly changed. Most people these days appreciate that it is wrong to drink and drive and that if they 
choose to drink and drive, they are putting not only their own lives at risk, but also the lives of their family, 
friends and innocent road users. This alcohol interlock legislation tries to break the nexus between drinking and 
driving and is designed to ensure that people do not drink and then drive so that after having a few drinks or too 
much to drink, they cannot pick up their car keys and drive their vehicle. That is because if they do, they will try 
to start the car and be advised that they have to give a breath sample and if they are under the influence of 
alcohol, they will not be able to start their vehicle, which is a very good thing. 

I do not want to go into the science of it, but there are considerable checks and balances in the legislation. I know 
that the other states that introduced similar legislation earlier found a few little pitfalls and either have needed to 
make some amendments to the legislation or are contemplating introducing some. This legislation is very 
important and I sincerely hope that the government gives it priority in the Legislative Council so that the bill can 
pass before the end of the year and the government can get on with putting the regime in place to start saving 
lives. I point out that although people may not have empathy or sympathy for those people who choose to drink 
and drive, the danger with drinking and driving is that other innocent parties’ lives are put at risk. There have 
been many examples of that over the years. I remember one very sad case in which a young couple in the 
Rockingham area were crashed into by a repeat drink-driver and both of them were killed. What really affects 
people the most is when they see innocent road users such as that couple have their lives snuffed out and the 
ripple effect that has on their families and friends. The lives of their parents, brothers and sisters are never the 
same again because of the tragic choice of one individual. 

As I said in the second reading debate, no system is a fail-safe. Someone who is drunk and determined to get into 
a vehicle, perhaps not the vehicle with the interlock, will do so in any event. However, I think time will show 
that this legislation will have a very positive effect. It will save lives and prevent serious injury, and hopefully it 
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will drive down our road toll. In and of itself it is not enough; the government should contemplate bringing into 
this house more than legislative changes. Another thing the government needs to focus on a lot more is a police 
presence on our roads, because one of the key factors in whether people choose to drink and drive or speed is 
whether they believe they will get away with it. The fear of apprehension is certainly a factor for people. Sadly, 
I think there is a lesser police presence on country roads and that people therefore think that they can get away 
with driving home and are highly unlikely to be stopped by police. Some figures on this are available, but I think 
people’s apprehension at getting stopped for a breath test in the metropolitan area is much, much higher. I will 
cut my comments short at this point. I commend the acting minister for progressing this legislation as quickly as 
he has been able to since he has been in the role of acting minister. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [9.35 pm]: I want to make a couple of points on the third reading of the 
Road Traffic Amendment (Alcohol Interlocks and Other Matters) Bill 2014 and to reiterate what I said in the 
second reading debate. Firstly, as the member for Midland has said, the time it has taken to get this legislation 
into the house is unacceptable. In fact, technology has almost caught up with the interlock so that we are 
effectively enacting legislation that is pretty much obsolete. Certainly within the next few years there will be 
motor vehicles that will automatically be able to detect the presence of alcohol and refuse to start. 

Secondly, this legislation was supposed to be part of a package to address repeat drink-driving but I am not quite 
sure what else is in the package. It seems as though we are putting all our eggs into one basket. We are dealing 
with a small number of very, very hardcore people who put at risk not only their own lives, but also, more 
significantly, the lives of other road users. It seems to me that if other measures have been recommended to 
government, we need to see them as well. 

Thirdly, earlier in the debate we raised the point that this scheme will not be able to operate throughout all of 
Western Australia. Effectively, the cost may be a deterrent for some people being able to participate in the 
scheme. For example, those who are the poorest and most need to earn a living may not have the wherewithal to 
get the means to participate in the scheme and therefore retain their licences. 

There are two final things I want to say. The first is that we need to properly evaluate all our road safety laws 
and not just go by the vibe, “We think this will help.” I have heard the Minister for Police assert that the number 
of drink-driving incidents is down when in fact it could equally be interpreted that the number of drink-driving 
incidents is not down, but the times and location of testing were less likely to disclose the fact that people had 
been drinking and driving. In this context we really need to think seriously. We have seen a lot in the media 
lately about methamphetamine and we have to be able to take similar action for drug-driving. Not been enough 
evaluation or research has been done on that and not enough data has been collected for us to distinguish whether 
dangerous driving on the road is caused by alcohol or other drugs. 

In this regard I will finish by saying that a very senior trauma surgeon at Royal Perth Hospital has been lobbying 
for some time to make blood tests compulsory for people involved in car crashes. Under the current situation that 
is not the case. A lot of doctors will refuse to take blood if it is not for clinical purposes. If we did that, we could 
get good data to refine our laws to ensure they protect the community. I think this opportunity is being wasted. 

This interlock scheme is not available to people in remote communities and a disproportionate number of 
Aboriginal offenders will continue to face a prison sentence because they do not have the opportunity to have 
temptation removed from them. However, like the member for Midland, I certainly commend the bill to the 
house and I look forward to seeing the rest of the repeat drink-driving strategy promised by government. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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