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FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [5.08 pm]: Prior to question time, I was going through some of 
the issues raised by members of the alliance and the responses that had been provided by the minister’s office. 
A government member interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I hope you are. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Can I get a sense of what is going on, please? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: We are just having a little tete-a-tete. 
The PRESIDENT: I can see that, but I would really like to know whether that is an interjection? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No, it was just a bit of friendly banter. We are trying to catch up. 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, honourable member. You are very social, and I appreciate that, but your role is to 
make a contribution to the second reading. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is to bring the government down, and I am about to do that, President. Look and learn. 
The PRESIDENT: Okay, honourable member. I am not even going to dignify that with a response. I remind you 
that you have the call and you have 40 minutes.  
Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, President. I will not take all that time, but I will take most of it. 
The last issue I spoke about was with regard to consistency amongst the states. The next issue pretty much captures 
the issues that determine the consistency of all issues. The second reading speech stated that this bill is targeted at 
outlaw motorcycle gangs, so do licensed firearm owners have anything to worry about? The response from the 
minister’s office was that licensed firearm owners were not doing anything illegal and have nothing to worry about. 
That, in essence, captures everything but the specific issue; however, I will pursue that during the committee stage. 
Another issue that was raised quite consistently amongst the alliance was consultation. Firearm representative 
bodies wanted to know whether further consultation on some elements of the bill would take place. The response 
stated that the Western Australia Police Force, the office of the Minister for Police, the Sporting Shooters’ Association 
of Australia and the Western Australia Firearm Traders Association met in February 2022 to discuss the bill. The 
bill as it is will not be amended; however, issues with the act, which sit outside of the bill, may be resolved at 
a later time and this would involve further consultation. Since then, there was an amendment to the bill in the other 
place, and I want to know whether there has been further consultation. That has been highlighted in a letter that 
I received and I know the minister also received. In what form will that consultation take place? I think that would 
help to alleviate a lot of the concerns from the various organisations and associations. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Are you now talking about consultations on the next changes to the act? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes; I am talking about further implementation. I will go through that in a moment. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Okay. Just not the bill that is before us—not the amendment bill before us now—but the 
changes to the act that have been announced subsequently? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. It is with regard to implementation. Bear with me on this one, because I have 
received a letter and I will refer to it in a moment because it covers that a little bit further. 
Another issue of concern that was raised was that the bill will significantly increase the penalty for the repair offence, 
but the bill does not define what falls within a repair. The response from the minister was that section 19(4) of the existing 
act outlines the offence for unlawfully repairing a firearm or ammunition. This offence has a penalty of five years’ 
imprisonment. The bill will delete section 19(4) and replace it with proposed section 23AD, “Unauthorised repair 
of firearms and other things”, which has a penalty of 14 years’ imprisonment. If anything, proposed section 23AD 
provides greater clarity—that is emphasised—on what constitutes “repair” than what is in the existing provisions 
under section 19(4). Section 19(4) includes the repair of ammunition, which firearm owners have identified is 
confusing. The provisions under proposed section 23AD will remove ammunition from the offence to give firearm 
owners greater clarity. The WA Police Force recognises that licensed firearm owners may want more clarity on 
what maintenance activities they will be able to do on their own firearms without it constituting a repair under the 
legislation. The WA Police Force will be updating information on the WA Police Force website to provide guidance 
to licensed firearm owners. That is important, because that issue continues to be raised with me and other members. 
Another question was: how will firearms technology manufacture legislation be applied to firearms enthusiasts 
who own blueprint diagrams of firearms as part of their hobby interests? The response from the minister’s office was 
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that people who undertake genuine research can seek approval to possess firearms technology from the commissioner 
under proposed section 23AK. It will be an offence for a person to possess firearms technology without approval 
or a licence. Firearms technology allows for unskilled and unqualified people to create unlicensed firearms, which 
has significant safety consequences. 
Another issue that was raised—this is quite a consistent issue—was the difference between manufacture and repair. 
The response from the minister’s office was that the bill does not change the concepts of repair and manufacture 
from what they have always been under the act, with the exception of clarifying that repair of ammunition is no 
longer a component of the repair offence and the inclusion of major firearms parts and firearms technology to the 
scope of what can be added to certain licences. The WA Police Force recognises that licensed firearm owners may 
want more clarity on what maintenance activities they are able to do on their firearms without it constituting 
a repair or manufacture under the legislation. The WA Police Force will be updating information on the WA Police 
Force website to provide guidance to licensed firearm owners. This is a significant issue, minister. If there is 
anything the minister can add to this issue for us tonight or tomorrow, it would be very much appreciated. This 
continues to be an area of concern with the associations and legitimate firearm owners. 
Another issue was: how will the firearms technology manufacture offences be applied to manuals? For example, 
a firearms owner is going to have a manual that comes with the firearm. The manual may have instructions for repair 
and technical drawings et cetera that fall under the definition of “firearms technology”. The response from the 
minister’s office was that the possession of a firearm manual owned by the firearm owner is considered part of 
responsible firearm ownership and will therefore not be an offence. If a person has a series of manuals for research 
purposes, they will be able to apply for an approval from the commissioner. The technology offences target people 
who access blueprints and designs with the intention to build an unlicensed firearm. I understand that. I do not 
think we can go any further with that one, I have to say. I think it is quite clear. If the manuals refer specifically 
to that firearm, it will not be an offence because that would be a legitimate manual. Another issue was: are the 
manufacture and technology provisions in the bill aimed at unlicensed firearm owners or legitimately licensed 
firearm owners? I think I have just answered that. Those provisions are targeted at anyone producing unauthorised 
firearms. This includes any licensed firearm owner who illegally develops firearms in their back shed. 
Another question was: is reloading ammunition for a firearm an offence under the bill? This has been raised 
quite consistently. The answer from the police, through the minister’s office, was that the act is silent on reloading 
ammunition, as it always has been. However, section 16A specifies that a licence holder is entitled to possess, 
carry and lawfully use ammunition for that firearm. The WA Police Force has confirmed that this covers reloading. 
Personal firearm licence holders have always been entitled to reload ammunition for the firearms listed on their 
licence for personal use. They cannot reload ammunition for calibres that are not on their licence and cannot reload 
ammunition for supply or sale to others. This may need a little bit more clarity for some of my colleagues during 
the committee stage. I am quite comfortable with it, but I am not sure whether some of my colleagues might need 
some clarity around that. 

Another issue was: can a person reload ammunition for their neighbour or friend? This is not uncommon on regional 
and rural properties in WA. It is and always has been the position of the act and of the WA Police Force that people 
should not be reloading ammunition on behalf of other people. There are safety risks associated with reloading 
ammunition that people are not familiar with and they should either stick to reloading their own ammunition or go 
to a supplier if they want someone else to do it. I had a couple of emails from farmers on this issue so that is of 
concern to them. However, the minister has already answered that it has always been the case that people should 
not reload ammunition for others, so this bill does not change that action. 

Finally, what is the cost or process for a manufacturers’ or repairers’ licence? The intent of the legislation is not 
that firearm owners will go out and get a repairers’ or manufacturers’ licence in order to repair their own firearms; 
the intent of the legislation is that if repairs are needed, a person should take their firearm to a repairer or a dealer. 
People should not be repairing firearms without proper training and qualifications. Costs are approximately $309 for 
an original firearms licence and $61 for annual renewal, and $626 for an original repairer and manufacturers’ 
licence and $225 for an annual renewal. I note that the process for obtaining this licence is quite involved. With that 
said, that pretty much captures all the issues that were raised and all the responses that we received, which, as I said, 
as a novice in the area, I am quite comfortable with. But I know that some other members have some other issues.  

The Shooting Industry Foundation of Australia, SIFA, which has been in contact with me quite regularly, as have 
a number of the other associations, has written a letter to the minister and outlined these legacy issues from the 
debate in the other place. It covers the concerns I have just been through, but it feels its concerns were not clarified 
in the Legislative Assembly. This will come as no surprise to the minister’s advisers, because the minister has already 
received this letter to get some confirmation or clarity behind these issues raised. It was a letter to the minister 
written on 20 March 2022, for the benefit of the advisers. I will not read the whole lot; I will read part of it. It 
acknowledges the clarifications that the minister provided in Parliament regarding the issues it raised; however, it 
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feels there are several other issues that licensed firearm holders in Western Australia are concerned about. I will 
read in a couple of those issues. It states in part — 

The most pressing issue that needs to be addressed with the legislation is the ability for licensed firearms 
holders to be allowed to replace certain firearms parts (ie. stocks, grips) as part of everyday maintenance 
of their licensed firearm.  

Many licensed firearms holders engage in multiple forms of shooting (i.e., hunting and target). These 
different forms of shooting require different firearm configurations, which may require, for example, a stock 
to be changed to comply with the rules of a specific competition.  

Licensed firearms holders can often use the same firearm for both hunting and target shooting provided 
that certain parts can be changed. Under new legislation, each time a stock is changed, the firearm needs to 
be taken to a licensed repairer following an administrative process which could take a number of days. 

This would mean it would no longer be possible for a licensed firearms holder that wants to engage in 
recreational shooting one day and competitive shooting the next, or even on the same day. 

An unintended consequence of this legislation could be that rather than taking their firearm to a licensed 
repairer to change a stock, or grip on multiple occasions, licensed firearms holders may make the decision 
to purchase additional firearms. 

Instead of owning a single firearm with three different stocks, or interchangeable barrels, given the cost 
and inconvenience of having to take these items to a licensed firearms repairer every time they need to 
be changed, a licensed firearms holder may make the decision to purchase additional firearms for each 
stock they possess. 

This situation would not just apply to stocks, but to other firearms parts also. Essentially this legislation 
could make it more economic and practical to own multiple firearms for multiple situations, as opposed 
to a single firearm with multiple interchangeable parts (e.g. a switch barrel rifle). 

The potential for more firearms in circulation throughout WA is contrary to the intent of this legislation. 
That is why we are proposing an amendment to the legislation based on the following: 

• Basic tasks, such as the changing of certain firearm parts (i.e., stocks, switch barrels etc.), conducted 
by licensed firearms holders should be categorised as maintenance under the new legislation. 

This will allow licensed firearms holders to make simple changes to their firearms to cater for multiple 
forms of shooting and differing lawful circumstances without creating a legislative/regulatory regime which 
may make additional firearms more attractive from an economic and convenience perspective. 

As I said, from a novice’s perspective, I can see some merit in that. The minister addressed the issue in the other 
place, but as far as SIFA is concerned, this perhaps needs either further clarification or a potential amendment. 
The second issue states — 

In addition, the industry is still seeking further clarification on section 23AG (offences relating to firearms 
technology), which appears to prohibit the possession of all plans, drawings etc, even if they are found 
within a perfectly legal publication, such as an encyclopedia. 

This kind of provision would be unenforceable and will cause a great deal of confusion for the general 
public, as drawings and plans of firearms, as previously stated, can be found in perfectly legal publications 
such as books in a public library. 

I am not as convinced by that point, I have to say. It is the bleeding obvious in a lot of instances. If someone is 
going to access a magazine or manual et cetera for general interest, I do not see that as an issue. If the minister 
could provide some sort of clarity beyond whether that is a criticism, other than what has already been provided, 
I would appreciate it. It goes on — 

We hope that you understand that there is an urgent and desperate need to address these concerns before 
the Bill becomes legislation, as at that point it will no longer be possible to do so. Regulatory adjustments 
simply won't be enough to address these fundamental issues. 

SIFA just wants to put on the record once again that it fully supports the State Government’s move to 
tighten laws to make it more difficult for firearms to end up in the hands of unlicensed individuals. 

However, we are concerned the proposed legislation—while targeted at bikies and outlaw organisations—
will have a significant impact on law abiding citizens and could have significant consequences (the potential 
for more firearms in the community) which are contrary to its intent.  
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To conclude my contribution, and I think I have said this enough times, the alliance will enthusiastically support 
the bill if these concerns are addressed. Personally, I think the minister, the office and the Western Australia Police 
Force in particular have gone a long way to doing all that they possibly can to placate the concerns of licensed 
firearm owners that they are not the target area of this legislation. The unambiguous target area of this legislation 
is outlaw motorcycle gangs so that we do not have the situations that we saw when one group of bikies decided to 
defeat their opponents by shooting them. In essence, what happens then, of course, is that members of the community 
will be in danger, and that is exactly what happened in this instance and on numerous other occasions. We have 
no problems with the intent of the legislation, but these issues have been raised comprehensively by legitimate gun 
owners. I can only assume that shooters associations and gun owners associations across the board, both domestically 
in Western Australia and across the nation, plus a host of people from the regions, from farmers, are legitimate and 
their concerns, as I said, are consistent. Although at large the issues to my mind have been addressed, there are still 
a few concerns out there, and other members who will make a contribution today may add weight to that. I implore 
the minister to provide that solace to this place, to the alliance in particular, and we will enthusiastically support 
the legislation. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [5.27 pm]: Thanks to Hon Peter Collier 
for outlining very well the position of the opposition. I will take a little time to consider the history and my history 
around firearms before we get to the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021 in its current form. 

Unlike our lead speaker, Hon Peter Collier, I have been around firearms for most of my life. Members might think 
that the current circumstances around licensing may be of concern, but let me describe to members my first exposure. 
I was not born in Queensland, but I grew up there. It might be said that Queensland was a little more gung-ho in 
terms of firearms than many other states, back when I was a lad quite a few decades ago now. I remember when, 
at about 12 years old, my brother and I bought our first rifle, which was a .22 calibre. We walked into the gun shop 
on our own and walked out with a rifle that we had saved up for. That was pretty normal many years ago. We were 
taught very early on to handle guns. We grew up on a property, so there were always guns around. My father had 
very strict rules around gun handling and gun safety. They were an integral part of life. I guess unlike Hon Dr Brian 
Walker, who gave a speech around animals yesterday, we were people who shot and ate our own animals, which 
might come as a bit of a surprise to some members. The secret is that if you give them names that sound tasty, 
it is not quite so bad. If a sheep is called Lamb Chop or a steer is called Steak, it just seems more appropriate. If 
Hon Dr Brian Walker wants to go back down that path, that is a way he might get around those circumstances. 

A member: What did you call your dog? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is my wife’s dog so it is not going to get eaten. Thank you for that little image. No, 
is it not a hot dog or sausage dog! 

I have been around firearms for a very long time. My foray into gun ownership in Western Australia was in the 
early 1990s. As a practising veterinarian, it is probably reasonable to say that I have euthanised a heck of a lot of 
animals over the years. In most circumstances chemical euthanasia is a reasonable prospect, perhaps a little exciting 
and not as easy as people think, but it is at least deliverable. However, in some circumstances it is downright 
dangerous. I have described in a previous speech, Acting President, being chased by a bull with a broken leg and 
barely escaping with my life. Those are the sorts of circumstances in which being able to euthanise at a distance 
is pretty useful. 
It was astounding that in Queensland, where I graduated, veterinarians were running around with large pistols. 
They did that because they thought they were safer to travel with, particularly in transport. Certainly in the early 
days there were plenty of pistols around in what we called the gulf country, as there would have been up north 
here, where the cattle were that much wilder and it was more dangerous, and if they were mustering on motorbikes, 
carrying a long rifle was quite difficult and quite dangerous. These things were relatively common in the early years. 
Veterinarians in Queensland could apply to get a pistol licence. I put out there that although I am a fair-to-average 
shot with a rifle, with a pistol, I might as well throw the gun as fire it, because I am dreadful, so I never entirely 
went down that path. Having been exposed to that history of gun law in Queensland, my first firearms licence in 
Western Australia was to euthanise fit and well animals. The licensing section informed me that euthanising sick 
and dying animals was not a valid reason to have a firearm in Western Australia. I had to get letters from two 
property owners to say that I would go and shoot perfectly healthy kangaroos and rabbits on their property, because 
that was a valid reason to have a firearm. I thought that was a bit incongruous, to be honest. I think that perhaps it 
was fitting a proposal into a box. In the end, I went and got two letters. I did not go around shooting perfectly live 
animals on people’s farms; I used it as method of euthanasia. 
There was an incident that drove me to gun ownership in this state. I was called to a property to euthanise a number 
of sheep. I think they were quite mistreated. There were cancers and all sorts of things amongst the flock, which 
had not been looked after appropriately. The property owner had a .22 calibre rifle but could not bring himself to 
euthanise what was, I think from memory, in the order of 10 to 20 animals that were really bad, and asked me to 
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do so. I loaded up his gun with his bullets. About every third or fourth bullet would fire. Two out of three or three out 
of four bullets were misfires. I decided that I was in an incredibly dangerous situation. At that point, I had a choice. 
I could use what would be some rather unsavoury methods of euthanasia or keep going and run the risk, hoping 
nothing would blow up in my face. I decided at that point that if I was going to be in that role, in that game, I would 
need to have equipment appropriate for the job, and that is why I put in an application for a firearms licence. 
Interestingly, the secret to euthanising cattle and horses in particular is that you want large calibre, low power, so 
I ended up with a .44 Magnum, which had a really good effective range from where I am standing to the end of the 
chamber. Further than that and you might as well throw the rifle, but it was designed for the specific purpose of 
euthanising large animals. I am talking about a thousand-kilogram animal that is unrestrained and angry. That is 
what it was designed for and it was very, very good. 
I give this introduction, Acting President, to say that I do not come to this debate and this argument not knowing 
about firearms. I have been a licensed firearm owner for quite a long period. I take the view, as does Hon Peter 
Collier, that the intent of the bill before the house today as it reads is very good. The intent of the bill is explained 
in four pillars. I take this from the second reading speech the minister delivered. There are four key reforms. The 
first is a firearms prohibition order scheme. I would have thought that would make sense to everybody. There is 
a group of people who should not hold firearms, and as long as the order is sensibly applied, it is an eminently sensible 
position to take.  
The second pillar, if you will, relates to unlawful activities and firearm technology offences. Again, I think 
Hon Peter Collier and I are in furious agreement with the government that the capacity to manufacture particularly 
3D plastic firearms is a horrendous thought. I know it is remarkably common in America. I do not know how common 
it is here but obviously the technology is here so we have to assume it is happening. I will come back to some of 
the fringe elements around the technology because the key to this will be to make sure that it is appropriately used 
and targeted so that we are not capturing people who we have no intention of capturing. We will rely on the common 
sense of those enforcing the laws to make sure the people targeted are genuine threats to society rather than the 
others. I get that sometimes there is some confusion and that a threat to society sometimes does not look like a threat 
to society until they take an opportunity to act on it. We will have to rely on that. 
The third pillar, if you will, is the increased penalties. I think everybody agrees with that. The fourth and final 
pillar is to legislate for a permanent firearms amnesty. Again, I do not think anybody could possibly disagree with 
a voluntary amnesty. It just makes sense that people have the capacity to hand in firearms they want to rid themselves 
of because they no longer want, need or should be keeping them. I have to say that a lot of firearms are probably 
inherited firearms. There are still a lot of those out there. The firearms that we grew up with were often, and in our 
case were specifically, ex-World War II .303 calibre rifles. 
A member interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: World War I! There you go; the member is going back even further. There were 
plenty of those rifles floating around, as people had brought them back. It is kind of astounding to think that returning 
soldiers would carry their rifles with them and walk out with them at the end, but, I tell you what, in my youth almost 
every farm had a .303 of some form and they were pretty much all ex-military. The .303 is a fairly powerful rifle 
and it has a fair bit of kick. It was not a gun that young people used a lot but they were certainly the most common 
on farms. The other one obviously is the shotgun, which is a different kettle of fish. I will come back to more specifics 
around calibres later. 

The first and most important question for us to talk about today is less related to the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021 
and more related to the intent of the government partly in this bill and partly in what appears to be a publicised agenda 
going forward, and that is the bit that concerns me. The publicity that the Minister for Police has sought over this 
legislation, and potential further legislation, is going down a path that is kind of designed to alienate a group of 
people. That may be unintended, and I am prepared to accept that because the minister who will provide a second 
reading response is a very sensible fellow and he may well tell us that the intent of the government is an incredibly 
sensible outcome. But the publicity sought by the Minister for Police does not engender confidence that that is 
where the government is going, so it would be useful if the government could tell us a bit more about its genuine 
intent. The critical question that needs to be asked—partly as it relates to this bill but probably this is a much longer 
discussion about legislation that the government is flagging going forward—is this: is there a place for licensed 
recreational shooting, by which I mean shooting as a hobby and for recreation? From my reading of the bill, it 
does not exclude recreational firearms or recreational shooting. 

Australia has a long history of recreational shooting. It is not just about the Michael Diamonds of the world, 
because there have been some great competitive shooters. Often they came out of World War I and World War II. 
For example, Donnybrook had a rather famous gentleman by the name of Glen Mitchell, who won Australian 
championships in long-range and large-bore shooting year in, year out. He died in his mid-90s; he might have been 
in World War I even, but he would have been young at that point. He nearly reached 100 years of age in the year 
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2000. Would you believe that? Unfortunately, he died in a tractor accident when he was 96 years of age. He was 
out on the tractor on his farm. He was immensely robust. That is a dangerous occupation on occasions. He was an 
outstanding rifle shooter, and he is not the only one. Western Australia has a long history of competitive rifle 
shooting. The question the government should answer for us is: do those people who engage in recreational shooting 
have a right to do so, and will they be supported by the government to continue their hobby, be it rifle shooting or 
pistol shooting? Such people do not represent a huge proportion of the population. Is it the intent of the government 
that recreational shooting will no longer be accepted as a part of society in the twenty-first century? This is a genuine 
question that I would like us to address as part of this process, because it was indicated to me during the briefing 
that this legislation before us today is obviously not aimed at taking working firearms off licensed firearm holders. 
Nothing in the bill suggests that farmers who use firearms for the purposes of farming are about to be stripped of 
their weapons.  

I am not suggesting that there is anything along those lines in this bill. This bill is the very sensible promulgation of 
some good ideas. But when the police minister releases to the media—obviously from police sources—a photograph 
or a map of where licensed firearms are being held, that would tend to suggest that the fact that licensed firearms 
exist in the community at all is a bad thing. This was an action specifically by the Minister for Police. I understand 
that he released it to a range of media outlets, so it was obviously part of the government’s campaign in this area, 
if you will. It was obviously designed to shock and outrage by describing how many legal firearms there are in the 
community. Surely, this refers to legal firearms. I am not suggesting that the police minister had or released a map 
of illegal firearms in the community because that would be a nonsense. We have to assume that the map that the 
police minister released to the media—it looked like a metropolitan map to me—was a map of legitimate, presumably, 
recreational shooters. It was obviously meant to garner support for gun laws. The fact that there are quite a number 
of recreational shooters in the community was being used by the police minister, Hon Paul Papalia—a good Burekup 
boy—to suggest there is something terribly wrong with the situation that exists with legal firearms ownership, which 
is a very different position from the one in the bill that is before the house today. What concerns me is whether we 
are moving from a sensible step to one that takes a much more, let us say, moral position on firearm ownership, 
particularly recreational firearm ownership. That is the question that I would particularly like the government to 
address. Is recreational firearm ownership a legitimate pastime that, if it is not supported, will at least not be attacked, 
or is this part of a program to effectively end recreational shooting? That is an absolutely critical question. 

I thank the government for providing the briefing, which was organised by Hon Peter Collier. It was a good briefing 
and it addressed many of the issues that I will raise in a minute about the technicalities of the bill. I will refer to 
some of them anyway to make sure that we have them on the record and that we are dealing with them in the right 
place. At the end of the briefing, I made a comment that was poorly received. I want to explain this because it 
relates to the point that I am making. I suggested to those who were briefing us that, in my view, Western Australia 
police want to see as many firearms out of the community as possible, whether or not they are legitimately licensed. 
Obviously, they want every unlicensed, unregistered gun gone, and nobody opposes that. I do not know, but criminals 
probably do, although they do not get to speak in the Legislative Council—I do not think. I put it to the police that 
they want to minimise the number of guns in the community. That suggestion was met with a little outrage, I have 
to say, by the police officer representing, who suggested that that was absolutely not the case. I think he said 
something like, “Let me guarantee you that’s not the case.” I said, “Okay; that’s good to hear”, because I would 
then assume that that would mean it is not just a matter of getting rid of guns for the sake of getting rid of guns 
necessarily. At the time I said that I do not think that is necessarily a bad policy, and I suspect that in many states and 
at different times in this state, the unofficial police policy has been to minimise the number of guns in the community 
to try to minimise the risk. I get that and I am not necessarily completely opposed to the principle. I think it needs 
to be applied judiciously and fairly, but the basic concept is that if there are X number of firearms in the community, 
having fewer is probably not a bad idea, unless the owner has a very valid reason for the firearm’s existence. I will 
come to valid reasons a little bit later as well. I am trying not to make this contribution too long, but it is a very 
important issue. I was assured by presumably a serving police officer—he was in uniform—that it is not the police’s 
intent or unofficial policy. But then I look at the statements, comments and media of the Minister for Police. They 
would seem to give us a completely different, contradictory and pretty much opposite view. That is the bit that 
concerns me. 
The Minister for Police, apart from releasing a map presumably of legitimate licensed firearm owners—I think he 
may have been trying to scare people—also released details of the number of licensees and the number of firearms. 
He released material that said that the number of guns has increased from 218 765 in 2009 to 349 492 in January 
this year, so it has apparently gone up by 60 per cent. At the same time, the number of registered gun owners has 
remained relatively static at a bit over 89 000. Assuming the police minister’s numbers are accurate, he is concerned 
that individual licensed firearm owners now have more guns. If the concern is about the number of guns in the 
community and whether people have a legitimate reason for using them, simply throwing those numbers out there, 
I guess in an effort to scare people, needs to be considered carefully. I would have thought that we should focus 
more on the number of people than on the number of guns. A lot of sporting shooters have a large number of firearms. 
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I have to say, I swear that some of the sporting shooters in particular have more firearms than cricketers have 
cricket bats. Again, this comes back to the question of the legitimacy of recreational shooting, because, again, the 
intent of this bill looks remarkably sensible, as long as it is applied well, which is why the opposition is happily 
up there supporting what the government is doing. But the intent of the police minister, and we have to assume by 
extension the government, appears to be very different, because that is the message that they are giving. 
In lending support to the bill before the house today, I would really like to know the government’s position on 
recreational shooting. Can recreational shooters expect it to become harder and harder to pursue that sport? 
Ultimately, the government has a massive majority in both houses. If it wants to outlaw recreational shooting, that 
is exactly what will happen, and firearms will be left to those who can demonstrate a genuine need, such as farmers 
and no doubt security personnel et cetera. If that is the case, we should at least let people know well in advance 
and have an honest debate about it, because I think that is the important part. I want an honest answer to the 
question of where the government is going and what direction it is going to take on this, because the police minister—
not the legislation; I am sure not the minister who has carriage of the bill—is obviously vilifying or demonising 
gun ownership. If that is the case, and if that is directed at recreational firearm owners, we just need to know. 
Personally, I am not a recreational shooter, so it is not going to worry me, but there is a group of people who are 
worried. I think an honest answer on precisely what is the intent of the government going forward would ease our 
nerves and might just ease the nerves of a lot of the members of public who are recreational shooters. I think that 
point is critically important. 
Having said that, I have been around long enough to see lots of pretty fake reasons for people to have firearms. 
Like I said, I had to apply for a letter from two farmers to become licensed when I had no real intent of going onto 
their properties. If I had to prove it for the licensing branch, I could have gone out there and shot things, but the 
reality was that I was using my firearm purely for euthanasia and the removal of pain. But we could have done it, 
and there are plenty of reasons out there. I remember debates that everybody should be allowed to have automatic 
weapons and everybody needed to have semiautomatic weapons, and I have heard lots of specious reasons over 
the years why these things are required. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: You only need a semiautomatic if you’re not a good shot. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I tend to agree. It was put to me, and I guess that is probably right. There are two reasons 
that are generally given for using semiautomatics. The first is if someone is shooting foxes because they are taking 
lambs, chickens or whatever and the fox is on the run, they can follow them with their shots as they go, and that is 
their argument, so I think it is probably a valid argument that they are not a good enough shot. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, it means that they missed them with their first shot; I think that is probably 
right. If they are in a spotlight and they are stuck, that is different, but those are not always the circumstances. Another 
argument—I do not think that this is valid either, but it is the argument that was given to me the most—was someone 
who has an orchard and a huge flock of twenty-eight parrots, for example, or vermin. 
A member interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are not talking black cockatoos here; we are talking species that people are 
permitted to remove if they are damaging their crop. That applies across the board. If someone is running a commercial 
business, for example, there is no protection for feral animals, but there are valid reasons why someone might need 
to cull even some native species. Members might remember the days of getting tags for kangaroos, for example. 
That was certainly the case, and it was managed; obviously, in the old days, the Department of Agriculture would 
say, “Yes, we recognise you’ve got a feral problem you can’t control, and you are allowed to go out and cull; we 
will give you 50 tags to cull the numbers back.” In the south west it was mostly western grey kangaroos, but around 
Australia the numbers vary. I would suspect the poor old kangaroo is probably the most common recipient, unluckily 
for them. We should probably make it camels, but that is a whole other argument. 

People could get permission to go out there and shoot. Of course, the argument was that when there were big flocks 
and so many birds, semiautomatic shotguns were the most effective tool. They may well have been the most effective 
tool; however, in my experience, the problem was that someone would only ever get a couple of shots away anyway 
and the whole flock would disappear. 
A member interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, that is right. 

We can go back to the arguments about the most appropriate weapon. I tend to agree. A lot of people want a certain 
type of firearm, particularly extra large firearms. The truth is that if someone is going to shoot a camel, they would 
probably want a fair bit of stopping power. The .44 Magnum that I had was probably appropriate, except the camels 
can get reasonably close before the gun is accurate. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes. Some property owners do have to deal with camels. I always found them to be 
grumpy, toxic beasts for the most part. I worked on a few as a vet, which was an interesting experience. A cranky 
camel, particularly the males in mating season, are formidable opponents. We digressed a little. 
The firearms that can be licensed today are adequate for all the things that we might do in Australia. The only 
thing I am not experienced in is crocodile hunting. I do not know whether a specific firearm is needed for that, but 
we do not get too many in the south west, so I think I am okay. The firearms that can be licensed are probably 
appropriate at the moment. It sort of comes back to the question of whether the firearm is used in a genuine sporting 
event. If someone’s sporting prowess is large bore long distance, is that a legitimate recreation in the future? That 
is the type of question that the government needs to address during this process. I will add a few other bits and 
pieces that specifically relate to the bill, but I will leave the minister with this question: what is the future for 
recreational shooting, not given the bill before the house today but given the actions of the Minister for Police, which 
are presumably endorsed by the entire government? That is the question that I think the government should answer. 
I return to the bill before the house today. I want to raise a couple of technical issues. Obviously, most parts of the 
bill are quite simple and make a lot of sense. The prohibition orders are fine. The people who should not have firearms 
are probably hard to identify sometimes. The police have the power to do that, but they cannot be held to account 
because they cannot pick people in advance sometimes. I have a great deal of sympathy for the police in that sense. 

The part of the bill relating to illegal manufacturing and technology probably needs a bit of debate. The increased 
penalties are fine and the amnesty is fine, as is the intent of the government in the long term. There are a few parts 
of the bill relating to technology that those who shoot are a little concerned about. Most of those things have been 
addressed, but perhaps the minister should look at them and address them. The first is the reloading component. 
For recreational and farm shooters, whom I class as recreational because their firearms are part of an occupation, 
it is not worth considering reloading lots of common calibres, because they can probably be bought at a cheaper 
price than it would cost someone to reload. A few people love the thought of reloading. Again, it is almost a recreation 
for them. For the most part, the .22 calibre would be too hard to reload. There are arguments around the .308, which 
is also a very common calibre. There are some unusual calibres that are more difficult to get. Again, there is capacity 
for those people who reload to be registered—sorry; I forget the exact term—for that. That is fine. If a group of 
farmers get together and one is a very keen reloader and reloads for the other people around him, that will become 
an illegal act. They can reload for themselves but they cannot reload for somebody else unless they are a registered 
seller of ammunition. Some people may get caught up in that, unfortunately. I ask the minister to address that 
reloading component and perhaps give us some examples of how recreational reloaders will fare under the system 
and how they will be expected to respond. Some limitations will be placed upon them under the bill before the 
house, but I ask the minister to explain what may occur in that case. 
The second part of the technology that concerns people relates to the manuals. This came up during the briefing. 
I know that I have raised it and I am sure others have. Obviously, we assume the target is people who are getting 
technical information and technical manuals with the intent of altering, building, constructing or manufacturing 
firearms. That is very different from the World War II tragic who just loves collecting magazines that have drawings 
of Sten guns and Bren guns and a lot of that historical material. I assume that the application of the bill would come 
with a degree of commonsense, and we would be looking at some of it being applied. The old guy who just happens 
to have some old magazines because he loves to read World War II paraphernalia is a very different prospect from 
someone who has plans, drawings and a 3D printer. A view on the application of the penalties around that sort of 
information would be useful. It certainly would help reassure that group of people. Again, it is not a very big group 
of people, but there are people who like to collect that sort of information. If we had some information on that, it 
would be very useful to debate. 
The minister will be pleased to know that I am coming to the end of that process. I think I have addressed the 
critical components of the bill. As was well said by Hon Peter Collier, it would be helpful to get some reassurance 
on some of those issues. It would be most helpful if the Minister for Police stopped demonising gun ownership 
across the board. There is a very big difference between a licensed gun owner, whether they are a recreational gun 
owner or somebody who is using a gun as part of an occupation, like a farmer, and a gun owner who probably should 
not have guns. That is a very big step from a non-licensed gun owner. That is obviously the group of people we 
want to target. During his second reading response, the minister may be in a position to give us a few statistics on 
this issue, apart from simply providing us with the number of guns out there. The salacious details that the police 
minister seems to be focused on are not of much value in the debate. Can the minister give us some information? 
The sorts of things that would be useful include the number of firearms that are stolen from licensed firearms holders 
each year. I am not sure what that number is; it might be a very big number. Also, how many licensed firearms are 
stolen and subsequently used in crimes that we are aware of? I would also be interested in some gun crime statistics. 
How many gun crimes are committed in an average year? Maybe the minister could give us the statistics for a few 
years so that we can compare them. In how many of those cases were the guns illegal versus licensed?  
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This is why I kind of understand the push to get all the guns out of the community, which is impossible. Plenty of 
crimes are committed by licensed gun owners with their licensed guns. The crime is usually horrible and is more 
commonly turned inwards on the family than anything else. They are horrendous crimes, but, to be honest, whether 
the gun owner had one gun or four guns probably did not make much difference because I suspect that they would 
have used only one of them. The outrage over whether there are twice as many guns as there used to be, or 40 per cent 
more guns than there used to be, but the same number of gun owners probably is not the biggest target here. That 
is why the legislation of itself is good. It will give the police the capacity to remove firearms from people, however 
many they have—whether it is one, four or 12. Some sporting shooters probably have 12 firearms. This legislation 
will give the police the capacity to remove all their guns, and that is a highly appropriate move. The numbers would 
be interesting. The number of guns being used in crimes would be a useful statistic. If the minister could throw 
some of that stuff in, I would appreciate it. 
I read that one of the great impetuses driving the Minister for Police was the assassination of a bikie at a motoring event. 
Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes. I am interested to know whether it was a licensed firearm or an unlicensed firearm. 
Would that person have potentially had their guns removed? I understand that they were an ex-veteran. There are 
a lot of former serving soldiers who undertake recreational firearms activities. If that is going to be the case that 
we use, would the legislation that the government is proposing to introduce—not so much this legislation—have 
had a significant impact? That is the information I would be keen to get. I do not know how much the minister can 
get in the time frame available, but we will not finish today. Assuming that Hon Peter Collier does not bring down 
the government tomorrow, as he has suggested, although there is plenty of time yet, the minister might be in a position 
to give us some of the information about those things. 
A member interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I was just saying that we can come back tomorrow, as long as Hon Peter Collier does 
not bring down the government before we get answers! Some of that information would be very useful, minister. 
I will finish there. I have probably taken a little longer than I intended to, but I think they are really important issues 
for the minister to provide information on. As Hon Peter Collier has said, the bill before the house is a reasonable 
step. Let us sort out a couple of these issues. The bill before the house is probably not the issue that is frightening 
lawful gun owners; it is the further intent and the sensationalism and demonisation that appears to be coming from 
the police minister. It might be unintended; and, if it is unintended, he might be able to correct the record. It would 
be good to see him explain exactly how he expects to treat recreational gun owners, sporting shooters and those 
groups of people. The bill before the house is a sensible bill. The intent of the government in the longer term, particularly 
the intent of the police minister, is the question. If we could address some of that, I think that would really help. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [6.13 pm]: I have to say at the very outset that, having listened 
to what honourable members have been speaking about, I am completely in accord with what has been said so far. 
There have been very many good points. Among those very good points, the point that was repeated was that we 
can inherently support the intent of the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021. I do not see anything wrong with the idea 
of keeping the community safe and reducing access to weapons that can be used for mass destruction. But we 
could also reinforce the point that maybe we have some elements that are wrong. It also has to be said that when 
the fundamental underlying legislation, the Firearms Act, is mentioned to a police officer, it always brings a wry 
smile, because it is a mess of legislation that is difficult to fix and it would require a mountain of effort to rewrite. 
It should be rewritten, but perhaps not now. 
I am one of a few members in this house who is a gun owner. There are several of us here. In referring to Hon 
Steve Martin—sorry; Hon Dr Steve Thomas. I keep getting these names mixed up; it is very confusing! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: They are indeed. 

I made comments in my speech yesterday about not killing animals. It is something I have done, of course. For 
example, there is evidently a need to remove foxes from land. That is absolutely not a problem. Do people like doing 
it? I think if someone likes killing or hurting animals, there is something wrong with them, but doing something 
that is needed is an entirely different matter. 

Members have to bear in mind my background. I was born in Malaya during the Malayan emergency. Some of my 
earliest memories are of going into the house and seeing weapons stacked against the table way above my head, 
because the soldiers and planters had come in for their tea or their lunch as they were basically defending us—and 
rightly so, because my father was one of the victims of that emergency. His side was ripped out by a shotgun blast. 
He survived, but his manager did not. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 6 April 2022] 

 p1639c-1648a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Dr Brian Walker 

 [10] 

Seeing weapons of all kinds being used in a terrorist campaign is part of my genetic make-up. I have been there and 
seen how guns can be used to cause destruction, but I also know how to save lives. I am not nearly as experienced 
as others; I had a very inglorious career in the Territorial Army in the United Kingdom, but I did learn how to kill 
humans very effectively using the 7.62 millimetre self-loading rifle and the general-purpose machine gun. I was 
occasionally involved in having to cart that heavy machine gun around and I knew how to use it. The targets were 
not living targets but were simulated human targets. We have this point of view that people who serve are trained 
to end human life. 

The third part of my experience is as a recreational shooter on farming land. Clay pigeon shooting is a lot of fun, but 
clearing the land of, say, wild dogs or foxes is certainly very useful. Also, if someone happens to run into a kangaroo 
and they have not killed it, it is a lot nicer to shoot it rather than run over it again with the car. These are practical 
reasons why people would want to have access to weapons. 

Although I will absolutely support this bill, there are a few points that we need to look at. First, we looked at the 
Criminal Law (Unlawful Consorting and Prohibited Insignia) Bill, the aim of which was bikies and outlaw motorbike 
gangs. I think it is fair to say that under our current legislation, the police have quite enough power at their disposal 
to deal with these events rather than needing us to further amend the Firearms Act. These are very specific laws 
and I expect that the police would use very sensible laws to keep us safe in the community. The minister said that 
outlaw motorcycle gangs and firearms are synonymous, but recreational shooters are not an outlaw motorcycle gang. 
The bill will certainly target criminals, but the impact on legally authorised firearms owners, manufacturers and 
repairers is present. This may be an unintended consequence that needs to be addressed. It might be possible to have 
a closer look at the ramifications of the law that is being amended. 

I was also brought up in a household in which I was told that if I cannot say anything good about something, do 
not say anything at all. So I will point out that there are aspects of this bill that I thoroughly approve of. I think the 
amnesty is an eminently admirable part of the bill. There are three other key reforms that we ought to approach with 
more caution. I am not going to take up much time. Firstly, time is short and, secondly, there are more erudite speakers 
to come, so I simply point out that I will cut my speech short and defer to others by saying that I will support the 
bill once I am happy that the points that have been raised by the speakers before me and will be raised by the speakers 
yet to come have been addressed. I will be happy to support the bill, which has an admirable intent and ought to be 
carried forward, once we have assured ourselves that the problems that we foresee in the future will be addressed. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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