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POLICE AMENDMENT (COMPENSATION SCHEME) BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 30 November. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [2.11 pm]: On behalf of the alliance, I stand to make some 
comments about the Police Amendment (Compensation Scheme) Bill 2021. I say at the outset that the alliance 
supports this bill, and does so willingly. 
In turning to the bill itself, without a doubt, as far as police throughout Western Australia are concerned it will fill 
a gap that has been a void for decades. As I said, it gives me a great deal of pleasure to support the bill. Having said 
that, I put the minister on notice that I intend to use my contribution to bring down the government. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: On this bill? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. Because there is a bit of a gap that I will fill. It is 90 per cent right, but I will make 
it 100 per cent right. Fair cop. I have had discussions with the minister’s office and the advisers. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Did you say “fair cop”? Boom, boom! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Very good. Did I say that? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Yes. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I did it intentionally! 
This bill has pretty much uniform support amongst the police force across the board. Having said that, it has isolated 
some disaffected former police officers. The minister, his office and WAPOL are aware of that, and I will identify 
some of those issues a little later. 
Even though police are eligible to be part of the current workers’ compensation scheme, they are ineligible because 
joining the general workers’ compensation scheme renders their current entitlements ineligible. This bill will fill that 
gap; it will be a standalone scheme that will provide compensation for police who have been injured, maimed or 
rendered unable to work as a direct result of something that has occurred at work. In the very complex society we 
have today, it is eminently sensible and long overdue. Successive governments—not a political statement—have not 
risen to the occasion, so I congratulate the government on filling that void. 
I meet quite regularly with the WA Police Union, and it is supportive of the legislation. However, one element 
has not been filled, which I will talk about in a moment. The police would like that gap to be filled, particularly 
regarding the mental health issue. It is not a showstopper. 
I have several questions that I have already flagged with the advisers, whom I thank for the very helpful briefing. 
Should those questions be responded to in a forthright fashion, I do not intend to go into the Committee of the 
Whole. I am not sure whether other members will want to, but I gave a commitment to the WA Police Union when 
I spoke at its conference last week that the opposition would do all it could to expedite this legislation. We do not 
intend to hold it up. Fundamentally, it is a good bill and it has the support of the police. If I am to have any credibility 
as the alternative Minister for Police, I need to do what that group, which I represent, wants, and this is exactly 
what it wants. 

Addressing the issue of police officers in financial distress as a result of being injured or maimed at work, the second 
reading speech talks to the redress scheme that was introduced and that resolved some issues. It did not resolve all of 
them, but it was a positive step forward. I take that on board and I will comment on the redress scheme and its limitations 
as a direct result of the fact that this compensation scheme will not fill all the gaps that the redress scheme left open. 
The bill seeks to reform the section 8 loss-of-confidence powers and provide a standalone scheme for medically 
retired, injured or ill officers to ensure that officers can retire without the stigma of leaving under a section 8 notice. 
Section 8 is associated with misconduct or integrity issues. We do not want police to retire under a section 8 notice 
when the implication is that it is an integrity issue, when in most compensation matters that is not the case. 

The police have been calling for this bill for a number of years. Until now, the police have not been covered by the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act because that would have impacted on their current entitlements. 
This bill will overcome that issue. It will also make amendments to the Police Act 1892 to introduce the police 
compensation scheme. Additionally, a dispute resolution process will be introduced to deal with grievances over 
certain valuations carried out for the purpose of determining entitlements, and it will amend the Industrial Relations 
Act 1979 to provide additional regulation-making powers relating to procedural matters and issues necessary to 
give effect to the provisions of this bill. 
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I will identify and go through certain parts of the bill in a clinical fashion. It is important to do that because that 
will go beyond what is contained in the second reading speech and will be a more precise account of the provisions 
in the bill. 

The changes to the Police Act 1892 include the introduction of part 2D, “Compensation scheme for medically retired 
members”. Proposed section 33ZT will provide officers compensation even if the officer has previously received 
compensation for the incident, injury or medical condition; for example, motor vehicle injury compensation or victims 
of crime compensation. The Police (Medical and Other Expenses for Former Officers) Act prohibits that. Proposed 
section 33ZW will provide officers compensation for permanent impairment, permanent total incapacity to work, lost 
wages and vocational rehabilitation. Currently, the Police (Medical and Other Expenses for Former Officers) Act does 
not allow that; rather, it provides compensation only for medical expenses incurred. Proposed section 33ZV(3)(b) 
will limit the amount of compensation payable over any financial year to the officer’s annual salary as at the date 
of the medical retirement. I will talk about the amounts in a moment. Proposed section 33ZV(4) limits the amount of 
vocational rehabilitation to seven per cent of the amount claimable under proposed section 33ZW(3). The union was 
pretty keen to include that in the bill, so I am pleased that it has been. Proposed section 33ZW, “Compensation for 
permanent impairment”, will provide compensation for the injuries or impairments listed in schedule 2 of part 2 
of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981. Proposed section 33ZZ, “Compensation for 
permanent total incapacity for work”, will provide compensation for officers who are medically unable to work in 
any capacity. Proposed section 33ZZ will also allow claims for cumulative medical conditions and mental health 
conditions, unlike proposed section 33ZW. This is because eligibility is determined by assessment, not incident 
or accident. As part of the approval process, officers will need to be assessed by an approved medical specialist 
appointed by the Commissioner of Police. This will not prevent an officer from seeking their own medical opinions, 
treatment or choosing their preferred medical practitioner for treatment. The police commissioner’s approved 
medical specialist will simply assess the officer and oversee or approve treatment. 
Division 3 of the bill will give the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission jurisdiction over disputes, 
including eligibility, calculation methods and compensation amounts. When exercising jurisdiction under the bill, 
the WAIRC shall be known as the Police Compensation Tribunal. For obvious reasons it will deal specifically with 
police matters. They are the proposed changes to the Police Act 1892. 
Part 3 of the bill will insert the scheme into the Industrial Relations Act 1979, giving the Western Australian 
Industrial Relations Commission jurisdiction. Firstly, to report elements of compensation, a compensation payment 
will be capped at a prescribed amount, which is currently $239 179 as prescribed under section 5A(1A) of the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981. Generally, this payment will be made up of a payment 
for permanent impairment and a salary amount payment of up to a maximum of 12 months of the officer’s 
pre-retirement salary. The second element is a payment for vocational rehabilitation, which is currently $16 743. The 
potential also exists for an additional payment of up to 75 per cent of the prescribed amount, currently $179 384, 
which will take the maximum cap to $418 563, to be determined when an officer suffers permanent total incapacity, 
taking into account their social and financial circumstances. Finally, the maintenance of existing entitlements 
regarding work-related injuries will be retained. 
The compensation scheme has been well received; however, one element is not covered. I have identified this in 
both the briefing and also a number of questions I have asked. It deals fundamentally with that cohort of officers 
who may be diagnosed post-retirement. As the term suggests, post-traumatic stress disorder is more often than not 
diagnosed years after the event. Those officers are ignored by this legislation, and that has been confirmed through 
questions I have asked. A number of other areas have been identified by officers who have come to me out of concern 
that they have been ignored by the bill. To me, it is not a showstopper. I understand that. There must be a line in 
the sand somewhere. But these officers need to have some certainty that their concerns will be addressed. 
As the minister well knows, I have asked literally dozens upon dozens upon dozens of questions on mental health 
issues, in particular, and I have made numerous speeches in Parliament over the past six months about mental health 
issues that face serving and former police officers. A lot of the concerns are because Soldiers and Sirens, a service 
provider to address mental health issues for first responders and veterans, is no longer funded, but it goes beyond that. 
Soldiers and Sirens is but one service provider. The theme of the WA Police Union conference last week, at which 
I spoke, was the mental health welfare of police officers. That is how significant the issue is; it is massive. 
We live in an extraordinarily complex society. The responsibilities that are bestowed upon serving police officers 
are nothing like their predecessors experienced. It is much more complex. We have issues relating to the 
methamphetamine scourge, the rabid illicit drug world, the breakdown of the family structure and the enormous 
negative impact of social media with obscene bullying. Bullies have become much more sophisticated in the 
twenty-first century, which has led to massive social issues in our community that affect the relationships et cetera 
of juveniles and adults. We see it constantly. Police have to deal with these complex issues. 
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As I said at the conference last week, if you do not control your mind, it will control you. The mind can be such 
a battlefield. There is a misguided notion in our community that a uniform means that the person who wears it is 
in control. If we look at a police officer, we assume that that police officer is in control, and that he or she has it 
all together. If you do not control your mind, it will control you. When “Old Jake” or negative energy starts putting 
seeds of doubt in our mind and we have to deal with extraordinarily complex issues, we still have to go home and 
look in the mirror. We still have to deal with our demons. The police, like all our frontline public servants such as 
teachers and nurses et cetera, still have to go home and deal with their demons. Unfortunately, a lot of those demons 
do not just decide to arrive before someone retires so they can get compensation. They do not do that. Jake arrives 
when we least expect him. We think we are in complete control but we are not. Something will trigger something, 
and bang. We are finding this more and more. It is more and more prevalent in our society. 
What happened with the Vietnam veterans? Some of them did not get post-traumatic stress disorder until a decade 
after they returned. They were ignored. Do members remember what happened when the victorious soldiers came 
back from World War I and World War II and tickertape parades were held? That did not occur after Vietnam; the 
soldiers were ostracised and alienated. They dealt with those demons for years. What is happening with police officers 
now is very similar. This is not the gospel according to Pete. As members would know, I have probably read in 
this chamber a dozen accounts of police officers who are suffering in silence—some serving, some former. I did 
not contact them; they contacted me. We have a problem out there with our police and how they are coping. It is not 
an overall general problem. Members should not get me wrong; I am not saying that all police officers are in that 
frame of mind. It does not matter if only one police officer is suffering; that police officer is worthy of respect and 
consideration with regard to compensation. I am not talking about one police officer; I am talking about the couple 
of dozen who have contacted me. If a couple of dozen have contacted me because of questions I have asked in this 
chamber, we can bet our bottom dollar that hundreds more are suffering in silence. 
When “Old Jake” emerges in five years and sees that some of his colleagues received compensation for something 
that happened to them because it, by good fortune, arrived before they retired, but he did not, how will he feel? Do 
we think that will improve his resilience, self-esteem and worth? Of course it will not; it will make him feel worse. 
I will talk more about that in a moment. 
I will identify particular clauses of the amendment bill to show exactly why my concern is relevant. Proposed 
section 33ZS(1)(a) will limit eligibility for medical conditions the officer was diagnosed with before or at the time of 
their medical retirement. It will prevent officers from claiming for medical conditions that they are diagnosed with after 
they have retired. Review of the redress scheme for medically retired police officers and the Police (Medical and 
Other Expenses for Former Officers) Act 2008 claims identified that medical conditions that an officer was diagnosed 
with at the time of their retirement differed from their diagnosis post-retirement, particularly mental health conditions.  
Proposed section 33ZS(1)(i) provides that the police commissioner, rather than a medical practitioner, will determine 
whether the medical condition is work related. Alternatively, under the Workers’ Compensation and Injury 
Management Act 1981, a medical practitioner determines whether the medical condition is work related. This is 
particularly significant for mental illness, stress and other conditions that do not present physical symptoms. 
Proposed section 33ZW, “Compensation for permanent impairment”, does not provide compensation for mental 
health conditions. Proposed section 33ZW(3)(c) limits compensation for medical conditions caused by accidents. 
This will limit claims for conditions caused by a specific incident, thus removing eligibility for cumulative conditions. 
This is particularly significant to mental health conditions and hearing loss, but will also limit claims for cumulative 
muscle, joint and ligament injuries where it may be impossible to identify one single responsible incident. 
It is evident from the questions that I have received, just on the mental health component at the moment, that officers 
who are diagnosed post-retirement will not be eligible for compensation. I would like this confirmed, minister. 
When I put this question to the Minister for Mental Health, I was told that they can access the redress scheme. 
However, the redress scheme is very confined. They can also access other opportunities through the medically 
retired officers’ fund or something or other—I will get to that in a moment—but, again, that is limited. I am not 
complaining. I applaud the intent of the legislation. I applaud the proposed compensation. It is a long overdue 
initiative. A significant number of officers will benefit from that. But this is a massive void in the bill. 
With regard to compensation, I would like to know, if possible, what the anticipated take-up of the compensation 
from officers will be, certainly in the next year or two. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Maybe I can tell you how many officers might be in the system at the moment and might 
take advantage of it. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: How many what—sorry? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: How many officers might be in the system at the moment and might be ready to take it up. 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes—to be eligible. It does not have to be scientific; I do not care. The minister will 
probably have no idea and I imagine that his advisers will not be able to tell me, but the minister must have an 
estimation. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: By way of interjection, I can tell you what is anticipated. I cannot predict what will happen 
over the next few months. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is a movable feast. I get that. That is fine. 
I will come back to the mental health component, but I have a couple of other issues. Proposed section 33ZZ(8) 
prescribes that the amount of compensation is determined —  

… having regard to the social and financial circumstances, and reasonable financial needs, of the medically 
retired member. 

Claimants under the current Police (Medical and other Expenses for Former Officers) Act 2008 constantly raise 
issues about having to provide their personal financial information when making claims. This proposed subsection 
will require the same for claimants under this bill. I guess the question is: Why will an officer’s personal financial 
standing impact the compensation payable for a work-related medical condition? I mean, is it means tested? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I was writing down the previous question. Can you ask that one again? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: If it will be means tested, why is that the case? If an officer is entitled to compensation, 
surely they are entitled to compensation. Proposed section 33ZZ(9) will limit the maximum prescribed amount 
to 75 per cent of the prescribed amount stipulated by section 5A(1A) of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury 
Management Act 1981. Why? I am asking the question: Why are medically retired officers less affected by 
work-related medical conditions than other employee types? Why will it be restricted to 75 per cent? 
Proposed section 33ZV(3)(b) will not provide for changes to the cost of living, inflation, CPI et cetera if compensation 
is limited to the annual salary of the officer. The compensation claimable is capped indefinitely at the officer’s annual 
salary at the date of medical retirement. I am not familiar with the precedent for this, but is this common? Surely, 
in terms of a finite amount, if it is restricted and it is not impacted by CPI et cetera, ultimately, of course, the older 
the claimant, the less they will receive. 
Proposed section 33ZZB will require the lodgement of disputes with the Western Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission’s Police Compensation Tribunal within 28 days of a notice being issued. This will prevent officers 
from being able to lodge disputes with the WAIRC’s Police Compensation Tribunal with jurisdictional powers if 
a dispute or concern is identified more than 28 days after the notice has been issued. The same time frame is applied 
to accepted claims, meaning that the amount of compensation payable cannot be disputed after 28 days has lapsed 
from the date the office was notified of the compensation amount by the police commissioner. Can I get some 
confirmation that it is finite after 28 days? They are some points to which I would like some responses, if the minister 
does not mind. 

I will just go back to the issue of those officers who will miss out. I have those general questions to which I would 
like responses. Overall, I am pleased with the bill, but I will go back to the issue of the deficiencies, and I will identify 
why I think we still have a way to go here. When I asked that question, I was told that those officers could go to the 
redress scheme. I asked a couple of questions and I got some responses. But again, it shows that the redress scheme 
will be very, very limited in the way forward and, if anything, it was a bit of a bandaid. It was good, with $16 million. 
The police appreciated it. The recipients appreciated it, but it is finished now. I asked on 22 June this year — 

 … how many applicants have there been to access the redress scheme? 

(2) How many applicants have been approved and how many have been rejected? 

(3) What has been the average payout? 

(4) What has been the maximum payout? 

The answer was — 

(1) There have been 366. 

(2) Two hundred and sixty-five applicants have been approved and 101 rejected. 

So 265 applicants were approved. That is it, in entirety—265. The agency was unable to provide a response on the 
average payout, and I understand that, but it ranged from $20 000 to $150 000. The maximum payout was $150 000. 
Of course, that is not anywhere near what an officer could receive through the compensation scheme. If an officer 
received a payout through the redress scheme, are they now also eligible for the compensation scheme? I think 
I had a brainwave there and I understand that they are not. I appreciate that. That is problematic, again, because it 
does not solve the problem. I asked that because I had been told that by officers and I wanted to confirm it. It has 
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been confirmed that they are not eligible. They are not eligible once they get their $20 000 or $30 000 and if they 
are diagnosed with PTSD in five years. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Or your $150 000. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Or their $150 000, but, with all due respect, minister, under this scheme someone could 
get half a million dollars. There is a big difference between $150 000 and half a million dollars. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: This is future looking. It is not past. It is not retrospective.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I get that, but unfortunately PTSD emerges just when one does not want it. 

I then asked a follow-up question to confirm that the redress scheme was finite. I asked on 11 November — 

(1) How many applicants have accessed the redress scheme from 1 June 2021 until 1 November 2021? 

(2) How many applicants have been approved and how many rejected over the period … 

(3) What has been the maximum payment … 

The answer confirmed what I already knew, but you never ask a question in these instances unless you know the 
answer. The answer was — 

(1)–(3) The $16 million police redress scheme provided payments of up to $150 000 to former police 
officers medically retired due to a work-related illness or injury. The Western Australia Police 
Force advises that the scheme closed on 29 May 2020. 

That confirmed what I already knew—that the redress scheme had finished. That is fine. It served its purpose. I have 
to be honest: for the very first time, I was disappointed in a response I got from the Minister for Police. His office 
is normally very forthright; the responses I receive from the Western Australia Police Force and the minister’s office 
are usually straight down the line and do not engage in too much politicking and all that nonsense. They are not 
the rubbish responses that go through various points that we get from some ministers. That was up until this point, 
but perhaps someone had a bad day when they gave this response. My question was — 

I refer the minister to his response to question without notice 963 asked on Thursday, 11 November 2021 
and to the Police Amendment (Compensation Scheme) Bill 2021. 

(1) Will the minister confirm that police officers who are diagnosed with post-traumatic stress 
disorder or other mental health issues after their retirement will not be eligible for compensation 
under the bill? 

His response was — 
(1) Yes, noting that following separation from the service, officers are provided access to the 

post-service medical benefits scheme. 
I will come back to that in a moment. But this is the one. I asked — 

(2) Will the minister confirm that from 29 May 2020, no other police officers are eligible to access 
the redress scheme? 

The response I got was — 
(2) On 13 October 2018, the Minister for Police announced the $16.1 million scheme to recognise 

and support former police officers medically retired due to a work-related illness or injury, the 
WA medically retired police redress scheme. The purpose of the scheme was to recognise and 
support former Western Australia Police Force officers who were medically retired as a result 
of a work-related illness or injury under section 8 of the Police Act 1892. 

I know that! The response completely ignored the question, which was really disappointing. I was trying to be helpful; 
I had already told the minister and his office that I would support the bill. I came back two days later—I was always 
going to come back—and asked — 

(1) Will the minister confirm that no officer has received a payment from the redress scheme from 
29 May 2020? 

(2) Will the minister confirm that no officer will be eligible to access a payment from the redress 
scheme into the future? 

It was a simple question. It should not be anything for the minister or his office to be embarrassed about, which 
they obviously were with the previous question, to which I did not get a response. However, I did get a response 
in this instance. The answer was yes. I already knew that, but I wanted it to be confirmed. It just helps to reinforce 
the point I am making about a lack of access for officers post-diagnosis. The answer reads — 
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(1)–(2) Yes, the police redress scheme for former medically retired police officers who were injured or 
became ill at work and were subsequently medically retired under section 8, was a once-off, 
unique $16 million initiative open for applications between 13 December 2018 and 8 April 2019. 
Subsequent to the police redress scheme, the Police Amendment (Medical Retirement) Act 2019 
separated medical retirement from section 8 to ensure that injured or ill officers’ service could 
end with dignity and not under section 8. 
The Western Australia Police Force advises that there have been no work-related medical retirements 
since the police redress scheme was finalised to ensure that officers who needed to be medically 
retired due to work-related injury or illness can access compensation under the police compensation 
scheme following the passage of the Police Amendment (Compensation Scheme) Bill 2021. 

The redress scheme has finished and there will now be a compensation scheme. 
I will go back to part (1) of the question I asked on 30 November about whether police officers who are diagnosed 
with post-traumatic stress disorder or other mental health issues after retirement will be eligible for compensation. 
The answer was — 

(1) Yes, noting that following separation from the service, officers are provided access to the 
post-service medical benefits scheme. 

I then asked on 2 December — 
(1) What services are provided to officers via the post-service medical benefits scheme referred to 

in answer to question (1)? 
(2) Is there a limit to the time or cost of services provided for in (1)? 
(3) If yes to (2), what are these limits? 

The answer provided was “The services that can be claimed are on a list of about 25 services”, so the minister 
sought leave to incorporate the list into Hansard. That is fine. I get the point. For example, it lists anaesthetists, 
consultant psychiatrists, dermatologists, diagnostic imaging, general practitioners, medical procedures, physicians, 
surgeons—basically any health practitioner or service on the face of the earth. That is fine. They are restricted by the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act, so it is pretty much the same access as any other worker at 
this stage. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: They can access clinical psychologists and allied health professionals as well. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Clinical psychologists and counselling psychologists are on here; I just read out some 
of them. 
I am not going to use this to bag the government, but the plethora of questions I have asked on services that are 
provided for members of the Western Australia Police Force, both within the service and through external providers, 
show there are some serious deficiencies. For example, at one stage I asked about psychologists. One answer I got 
said that there were 10 psychologists, including a number of vacancies. When I asked for more specifics, I found 
that, in fact, there were four full-time psychologists, two part-time psychologists and four positions vacant. Two of 
those positions have now been filled, but the government was being a bit too cute by half. I also asked about the 
four chaplains. They are all in the metropolitan area. The reason I did that was to identify the deficiencies, but I also 
did it because WAPOL cannot do this alone. That is not a criticism. I mean that I do not expect WAPOL to provide 
all the services. That is why we have external, experienced providers in the field for those specialist services. That 
is why I was and remain so supportive of Soldiers and Sirens. 
Soldiers and Sirens was an extraordinary and unique organisation. It comprised qualified clinical psychologists 
who also happened to have previously been serving police officers, nurses or frontline service officers. The horse 
has probably bolted on that now, which is a shame. I went to its final conference about a month ago and it was 
heart-wrenching. We have to have other service providers for officers who are suffering in silence. As I said, at the 
moment, WAPOL is trying to do all it possibly can. I know that. I have great respect for WAPOL, the Commissioner 
of Police, the executive and all the 7 000 serving officers. I really do. They do an extraordinary job in very challenging 
circumstances. However, we cannot ignore the fact that hundreds of officers today are struggling—hundreds. We 
have to do all that we possibly can. With that, “Old Jake” will get up and start having a crack again. He will continue 
when they retire. We do not want them leaving the force because they felt they did not have the services that were 
required. The compensation scheme is a really good system, but we have to look after those officers who are suffering 
in silence. 
As I said, given the magnitude of officers who have spoken to me, either personally or via email, it is a real issue. 
When I left the conference the other day, for example, I had three or four officers come up and ask to talk to me. I had 
no problem with that. They were not doing it to undermine the force, undermine the system or undermine anyone; 
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it was just a cry for help. But I am limited in what I can provide and wherever possible, as the minister well knows, 
if there is an issue at a personal level, I will go to the minister. I will not go to the media. I promise members that 
I will not. We get very few opportunities in life. We can treat them as a series of events or a series of opportunities, 
and this is an opportunity for me. I am on the way out, but I know that in this term of government I am going to 
do all that I possibly can to assist the mental health support mechanisms for police officers. That is what I will do. If 
there is any way that we as a Parliament can collectively look at this deficiency in this piece of legislation, I would 
like it to be done. It will not happen today, but what would it take in the year, two years or three years ahead for us 
to collectively get to a point where we say that we can include officers who are diagnosed post-retirement and who 
are worthy of compensation, because at the moment they are feeling abandoned. 
To conclude on this issue, and I will be bringing my contribution to a close very shortly, minister—well, we will 
see how we go; I can talk underwater! 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I wouldn’t like you to put yourself at risk. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: By talking underwater? Thanks, mate. 
On 2 December, I asked a question of the Minister for Police with regard to what officers can access. The response 
was that they can claim the post-service medical benefits service, which I have mentioned. I said, “Well, this is 
interesting. I’d be interested to see what you can get for the post-service medical benefits service”, so on 7 December 
I asked exactly that question — 

What criteria exist for an officer to claim the post-service medical benefits services that are listed in the 
first part of that answer? 

The reason I asked that question was that I did not want to be shunted off here and told, “They’ve got this system”, 
and then find that it does not provide anything. That is what happened when I asked, “What mental health support 
mechanisms are provided for police officers?” I received this great big long list and then I received all these emails 
et cetera from serving police officers because we did not know that they had all these services that were provided 
for them. Therefore, we just had to get the word out to them. 
The response was — 

The Western Australia Police Force advises that former police officers and Aboriginal Police liaison officers 
who have suffered a work-related illness or injury are eligible to claim the post-service medical benefits 
provided for in the former police officers’ medical benefits scheme after they depart the Western Australia 
Police Force. All reasonable medical expenses incurred since 1 July 2007 for a work-related injury or illness 
may be claimed. If the work-related injury or illness was not formally reported at the time, as long as the 
former officer can provide sufficient evidence for the WA Police Force to verify the claim, the claim should 
be accepted. Evidence may include witness details, detailed description of the incident and medical reports. 

That is the sort of response I am used to from the Minister for Police. It is straight to the point. It gives me an answer 
so I can go off to whomever has contacted me and give them an answer. That is great; everyone feels happy. I do 
not have to ask another three questions to get a response. Well done! I say that with all sincerity, minister, to the 
Minister for Police, and I do not mind if you pass this on. I am usually very, very happy with his responses. He and 
his office are very forthcoming. 

Having said that, there is one officer whom I will mention, and I am mentioning this with his imprimatur, but he does 
not want his name mentioned. The minister’s office is aware of this officer. I have spoken to him. He is a very, very 
credible individual, and he was very glowing of his praise of the force, his time in the force and of the Commissioner 
of Police, but not of his situation, and the situation is very similar. It is a physical injury that we are talking about 
here, which has had a traumatic impact on his life post-service, and he feels abandoned by this legislation. The 
minister’s office will know about this individual because he has written to the minister’s office a couple of times. Can 
I say to the minister’s office that when I relay this information through the chamber: please get in touch with him. 
Treat him with some respect. He is a good man and I think his case is well worthy of consideration of the post-service 
medical benefit scheme, and possibly something else. As I said, as members of Parliament, we can work out the 
legitimacy or otherwise of complaints we receive. This is a very genuine complaint from this individual. 

I will read part of an email he sent to me; I will not read the whole lot. As I said, I am reading this into Hansard 
with his imprimatur, on the understanding that I will not identify him. His email reads — 

Just to recap, I am a former 27 year veteran of the WA Police Force, I served in GD Uniform, Traffic Branch, 
the CIB and also the State Protection Group. 

I was badly injured during my service on a number of occasions but most significantly in 1997. It has been 
23 years since that unfortunate incident and I am still confronted with life threatening medical situations 
as result of the original injury. 
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Just to be clear, I did not retire as medically discharged nor have I engaged the redress scheme as that was 
only prescribed for certain individuals who had exited on that particular pathway. 

In my situation I was nearly killed at the time of the incident, I suffered grievous bodily harm and sustained 
lifelong injuries and endured a massive haemorrhage after surgery. The situation was so serious that before 
they put me under general anaesthetic again to try and stop the bleeding they brought both my parents and 
my wife into the operating theatre to see me due to the high likelihood I would not survive the operation. 
As luck would have it, I did pull through & I am obviously very much still here. That was in 1997 and I still 
experience these massive haemorrhages from my original injuries which simply put, just terrorise my 
wife & children on each and every occasion. This issue is something that I refuse to give in to but has caused 
many serious problems recurrently over the years and could ultimately take my life prematurely if advanced 
medical care is not available when it happens. Frustratingly, I have seen several unsworn staff that worked 
for my areas in the Force receive payments for injuries such as ligament strain from typing and the like 
and these payments can exceed the possible cap for what Police Officers can receive. Please note that 
I do not begrudge these people one cent of what they have been paid, nor do I begrudge those who opted 
for medically unfit retirement, however those of us who served quietly & faithfully and also refuse to make 
protests at the government or our very fine Police Commissioner probably now owe it to our families to 
seek fair compensation, should it become available. 

I ask the Minister for Mental Health to relay his case to the Minister for Police, and I would appreciate it if someone 
from his office would contact that former officer. I do not mind providing his contact details behind the chair, but 
I am sure those in the minister’s office will know whom I am referring to because they will have received information 
from him. 

With that, I bring my comments to a close. I will not rehash the whole thing again, but just to conclude, I will say 
that this is a good piece of legislation. It is long overdue. Successive governments have promised to do this, but 
have not delivered. I congratulate the government on getting us this far. The bill has the overwhelming support of 
the WA Police Force. It is needed, but there is a gap, and that gap, even though it may appear minuscule, is massive. 
If we fill that gap—I do not want this to sound corny—I genuinely think we can save lives. I genuinely think that 
we can prevent a similar situation occurring in five to 10 years’ time of officers who cannot access this compensation 
scheme, sitting at home, alone and in a dim, dark place, both physically and mentally. If we fill that gap, those 
officers will think that we care about them, and that we do understand that when they saw that child who was run 
over or that wife who was beaten to within an inch of her life that that is having an impact on them and that someone 
cares about them. We can show that we have understood them by providing a compensation scheme. 

As I said at the conference last week and in this chamber a couple of weeks ago, we all relished the glow that came 
from finding Cleo Smith six or eight weeks ago. It was a wonderful, wonderful story of that beautiful little girl who 
was saved by those heroic police officers. Quite legitimately, the police glowed in the glory that came their way. It 
was very well deserved. Probably, those officers who were directly involved will never again experience professional 
hype such as they did at that time. But on the very same day that Cleo was found, a three-year-old boy was run down 
by an out-of-control car driven by an 18-year old without a licence—a hit-and-run driver. A number of officers would 
have had to go to that scene and witness the death of a three-year-old boy and the trauma of his family. Unfortunately, 
the latter occurs every day in some shape or form. Every single day, officers across the length and breadth of 
Western Australia have to deal with trauma. Whether it be a car accident, house fire, domestic incident or child or 
sexual abuse—you name it—they have to deal with it in our increasingly complex society. Inevitably, the uniform is 
not going to ensure that they have control. Inevitably, “Old Jake” will start playing games with the minds of some of 
those officers. It might sit there in a very latent and subtle fashion and not re-emerge until years later, but something 
will prompt it. At the moment, there is nothing to support those officers if they need financial support. 
This is something that I like to think we as a Parliament and a community can resolve. Having said that, I am not 
diminishing it at all, but I do not see it as a circuit-breaker. I do not want to impede the passage of this legislation. 
For that reason, the opposition will enthusiastically support the bill. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [3.01 pm]: I rise to support the Police Amendment 
(Compensation Scheme) Bill 2021 on behalf of the Legalise Cannabis WA Party. We know that this bill has caused 
headaches for many years. There have been negotiations on both sides of the government, and, as Hon Peter Collier 
has pointed out, this government has succeeded in bringing out a bill that meets the needs of the Western Australia 
Police Force itself, so I am very happy that we can support something that the police actively want and support. 
We also consulted Mick Kelly and his team at WA Police Union in the run-up to this debate. In our short careers 
here, we have not really ever seen such enthusiasm for the passage of a bill, so I think it would be very foolish of 
us to do anything to interfere with that. In fact, I also support the words of Hon Peter Collier in that I would be happy 
to forgo the Committee of the Whole stage, because the questions at the briefing—I have to thank members for this—
were very, very full. 
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With that being said, I echo the words members just heard regarding the mental health of members of the police force 
and the gaps that have been exposed. I anticipate that further questions will be raised in the future and solutions 
will be sought, but I want to point out a couple of my concerns. 
One word in particular was used quite frequently in the speech we just heard—and that was “reasonable”. It was 
a reasonable assessment, a reasonable understanding, a reasonable conclusion et cetera. What does “reasonable” 
actually mean? Generally, we find that the reason is being applied by someone who has not been affected by the 
problem. It has been my experience as a frontline doctor that I might see something in the community that is 
devastating, but a specialist who has no skin in the game might look and see something that a reasonable person might 
find other ways of dealing with. If we take two very different people, we might find very different understandings, 
capacities, capabilities and lifestyles—so the same problem may affect them very differently. I can think of one particular 
case of a woman who has enormous pain. She has splints on both her hands and legs. We are trying to find a cause 
for the pain. We cannot find a cause for the pain, but she is in pain. Her life is miserable. One could say that it is all 
in her head and she will get nothing for this. I think that would be a reasonable assumption by a reasonable examiner, 
but it does not actually meet the needs of someone who is experiencing pain. 
How, then, do we assess the reasonable outcome for someone with mental health issues? If I have a patient who 
witnessed—was not involved in—a robbery at a servo and as a result was diagnosed with post-traumatic stress 
disorder and has the classical symptoms of flashbacks and nightmares and is unable to go out during the day because 
something might happen to them, I would find that unreasonable, because I have witnessed worse things and it has 
not affected me. From my point of view, that reasonable approach is actually wrong, because it does not depend 
upon what we think; it is what the patient in front of me feels and experiences. Someone is judging how someone 
else should respond to, say, seeing someone shot. Thinking back to a recent event, there was in the front seat of a car 
a young man whose life was ebbing way, and I was asked, “Do we want to call out the rescue helicopter?” The rescue 
helicopter, of course, will require a significant input of time and money for fuel to come out. The question really 
being asked was: “Doctor, is it going to be worth the time, effort and expense of sending out a helicopter to fix 
someone who is not fixable? You, doctor, make the decision.” I made the decision. I said, “Basically, this man has 
no chance of survival. We will not call out the helicopter.” 
I could reasonably be expected to have nightmares about having taken the choice to not do the utmost to save 
someone’s life, could I not? But being trained for this situation—interestingly, a month before, I had been in the very 
same training scenario—I found it relatively easy, so PTSD does not come into the picture for me. Is it reasonable to 
apply that to someone else? Possibly. We have a situation whereby other people might decide whether it is reasonable 
for a person to be treated and to have his condition accepted as valid. 
I will move on to the quality of people who make the decisions. I cannot assess the abilities of the Western Australia 
Police Force commanders and senior officers, but I can cite my opinion about some of the doctors who will be making 
these decisions. To be frank, although there are some excellent colleagues, there are others whom I would not give 
the time of day. Arrogant, ignorant specialists who do not care a whit for their patients will be in a position to make 
decisions about how much their condition is compensatable. I think that needs to be taken into account when we 
are assessing this bill. It is a matter for a future administration to deal with. 
The real point I want to make is about PTSD. The current treatments for PTSD are a uniform failure and I think 
we can back that up with experience, can we not? We accept that patients with PTSD are prescribed medication that 
at times turns them into zombies and can cause them to have diabetes or suffer from premature cardiovascular death 
due to the metabolic consequences. The psychological therapies and approaches are, in my experience, having treated 
many people with PTSD, basically hand-holding and time wasting. They hold things at bay. Yes, they successfully 
hold suicide at bay, but do they give people life? If there are 100 patients distributed to the various services that 
Hon Peter Collier cited, the next year there will be another 100 patients, and in 10 years there will be 1 000 patients. 
Do we have services available for that ever-increasing flood of people whose conditions are simply not treatable 
by current methods? We are, in fact, pre-programming a failure of a system, unless we employ more psychologists 
and psychiatrists to deal with a problem that has not been treated. We are holding things at bay while a tidal wave 
of patients is coming. The system will creak, groan and break. 
We have the option, however, to effect a cure. I mentioned last night during members’ statements a trial that is 
using MDMA, which is having wonderful potential success with an 80 per cent immediate cure rate. If we were to 
apply that to the 1 000 patients who have now accumulated, there would be only 200 remaining out of the 1 000 who 
would be very much improved but still have post-traumatic stress disorder. Would the system not be more tolerant 
of the numbers that are coming in? Would we not see an improvement in the outcomes? We certainly would. We 
deny that at the moment because people think that MDMA is a dangerous drug. I have pointed out before that Panadol 
can kill you; it is a dangerous drug. Alcohol can kill you; it is a dangerous drug. Street MDMA, with illicit substances 
added to it, could well kill you, but its clinical use under supervision can be safe. We should allow that; in fact, there 
is a program underway right now that assesses this in Perth and elsewhere in Australia and throughout the world. 
I recommend that the government consider this very strongly in supporting the treatment of those who are putting 
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their lives and minds at risk by serving our community. I refer to not just the police force, but also the armed forces 
and to all people who suffer violence or threats of violence in our society today. We live in a very complex society. 
It is a stressful society; a society in which people’s mental health is impacted and impinged on every single day. We 
ought to open up our minds to approaches that will help society without limiting ourselves. I counsel the government 
to take this excellent bill, which we support, a step further in the near future to allow for adequate treatment of those 
who have sacrificed for our benefit. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.11 pm]: Briefly, I rise to add my support for the Police Amendment 
(Compensation Scheme) Bill 2021. I have already given the minister representing the Minister for Police notice 
of a few questions that I have. In essence, it is beneficial that members and the government, but particularly police 
members or members of this scheme, are confident that there will be no gaps in this new compensation scheme. In 
other words, we need to compare and contrast the workers’ compensation entitlements that are available to an ordinary 
worker—that is, a person who is not a member of the Western Australia Police Force—with the entitlements of 
a member of the police force once this scheme is put in place. That is, in essence, the nature of my queries. 
I have given notice to the minister of six questions. They are as follows. The first is: once this bill passes, will an 
ordinary worker be entitled to any compensation that a police officer will still not be eligible for? In other words, 
is a worker in Western Australia—not a police member—entitled to one category of compensation for which 
a police member will not be eligible? I note that the second reading speech sets out the four elements of the police 
compensation scheme. The second question is: once the bill passes, will police officers be eligible for any compensation 
that ordinary workers are ineligible for—that is, will they have an element of the compensation that an ordinary 
Western Australian is not entitled to? There may be very good reason for that, including the unique duties being 
performed by police officers, but if there is such a category, it should be articulated. My third question is: why was 
the Industrial Relations Commission chosen as the arbiter for police compensation under this scheme and any 
disputes, instead of WorkCover, which handles disputes for every other Western Australian workers’ compensation 
case? The fourth question is: what compensation is currently available to the dependants of a deceased police officer? 
If a police officer dies and compensation is available to a dependant, what does that look like at the moment in 
Western Australia? The fifth question is: what compensation will then be available to such dependants once this 
new scheme passes once the Police Amendment (Compensation Scheme) Bill 2021 becomes law? Lastly, will those 
dependants be eligible to the same entitlements as though their loved one was an ordinary worker—that is, will 
the compensation that flows to a dependant person of a person who dies in a workplace accident, and they are 
not a member of the police, be the same for dependants of police members? I note that “member” is defined in 
clause 4 at page 5 of the bill. 
They are the six questions that I gave the minister notice of. He kindly indicated that he may be in a position to 
provide a response to them during his second reading reply, which would, thereby, facilitate the passage of the bill 
without the need to go into Committee of the Whole House. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [3.14 pm] — in reply: 
I thank honourable members who made a contribution this afternoon, particularly Hon Peter Collier, shadow 
Minister for Police, who today indicated the alliance’s support for the Police Amendment (Compensation Scheme) 
Bill 2021. I thank Hon Dr Brian Walker for his comments. I will bring them to the attention of the Minister for 
Police, which is probably all I can say in relation to his request. I also thank Hon Nick Goiran for talking to me 
behind the chair and providing notice to me of the questions he wanted answers to. It is certainly my intention to 
provide answers to those questions now and put them on the record. 
Hon Peter Collier, in announcing his support for the bill, asked a number of questions, so I will start off with those. 
They may not be in the order he asked them, but in the order on the paper before me! Hon Peter Collier asked 
whether police are covered under the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 for death. Police 
are covered under that act if they die, and that also relates to a question Hon Nick Goiran asked. 
Government policy has been to limit medical conditions that contribute to a decision to medically retire police. 
Western Australia Police Force expenditure on external psychological services to police officers has tripled in recent 
years, and work has also been done to reduce the stigma of mental health issues in police officers. More is being done 
to support officers to stay in the job, when they can. If they retire they have the post-service medical benefits scheme 
available to them, as the honourable member read out in the answer I gave to one of his previous questions. I make 
the point that Western Australia Police Force also recently appointed its inaugural chief psychologist. 
The honourable member asked why the scheme covers what it covers. A commitment was made following a 2017 
pre-election budget submission from the WA Police Union in which it sought bipartisan support for a workers’ 
compensation–style scheme for medically retired police officers, in addition to existing entitlements, including that 
the state government establish an ongoing compensation scheme that adequately and appropriately financially 
compensates medically retired police officers. The Labor government agreed that access to workers’ compensation 
for medically retired police officers was needed, and we committed to addressing that concern. That is what was 
requested at the time, and this is what we are delivering. The member has raised issues about the realm of this bill, 
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but nonetheless, these are very important issues, and I will certainly bring them to the attention of the minister. That 
does not preclude other things happening in future, but the bill before us relates to the request that was made of the 
government and the commitment the government gave at that time to the police union. The member asked how many 
officers might be affected. I am told that the take-up may be in the region of 20 per year. It has been indicated to me 
that there are approximately 10 people in the system now who are ready to be considered for compensation as soon 
as the legislation takes effect. There are 10 at the moment, but over a year, about 20 is the estimate. 
There was a question about total, permanent incapacity and the determination of 75 per cent. That reflects the 
maximum provided under the workers’ compensation scheme. Compensation amounts under this legislation are 
indexed every year, in line with the workers’ compensation scheme. In relation to the question about the 28-day 
period, that reflects the ability to lodge an appeal against a decision to medically retire an officer. The bill applies 
only to officers who are medically retired post-commencement. With regard to the question about the compensation 
being means tested, the test for total permanent incapacity is based on the personal financial circumstances and 
reasonable financial needs of the person. This, again, reflects the worker’s compensation legislation. The provisions 
of section 217 of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act have been in place, I believe, since 
2004. Section 217 of the workers’ compensation legislation is about determining the final liability of a workers’ 
compensation claim. However, the process and the maximum cap under these provisions have been adopted under 
the police compensation scheme. 
Why does the bill exclude those officers who are diagnosed with a condition after their retirement? The scheme is 
designed for officers who can no longer perform the duties of a serving officer and are compelled to medically 
retire. Will police officers who are diagnosed with post-traumatic stress disorder or other mental health issues after 
retirement be eligible for compensation? No, they will not be entitled to compensation under the bill, but, as 
I indicated previously, officers are provided access to the post-service medical benefit scheme. 
There might be some more matters for Hon Peter Collier, but I have Hon Nick Goiran’s questions here. Will an 
ordinary public servant be entitled to any compensation that a police officer will not? Hon Nick Goiran, the answer 
is no. Public servants are entitled to receive a compensation payment for injury in accordance with the standard 
workers’ compensation scheme. During this time, they remain employed and return to work once able. Police officers 
will receive compensation under the scheme once they have been medically retired. Will a police officer be eligible 
for any compensation that an ordinary public servant will not? Police officers have an entitlement to the post-service 
medical benefit scheme. The police compensation scheme provides for a lump sum payment. There is a salary 
component and a lump sum vocational rehabilitation payment. Other public servants do not have access to the medical 
benefit scheme or the lump sum payments. 
In relation to the question about dependants—will any compensation be available to dependants under the bill?—
the police compensation scheme does not extend to dependants, noting that in the event of a death, an officer’s 
dependants are entitled to compensation under the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981, 
which is the case with other public servants. 
Why was the Industrial Relations Commission chosen instead of WorkCover for disputes? I am advised that the 
WA Industrial Relations Commission is the body most familiar to police and with which they have most experience as 
they deal with appeals against removal or medical retirement. A separate bespoke tribunal is being established that will 
reinforce the specific nature of the scheme. That course was chosen because police are used to dealing with that. 
I am just checking whether there was another question from Hon Nick Goiran. The last question was whether those 
dependants will be eligible to the same entitlements as though their loved one were an ordinary worker, and I think 
the answer to that was yes; I provided that answer earlier in a different way. 
I am going back over Hon Peter Collier’s questions to make sure I have answered everything that he asked me. He 
read out an email from an officer who had been in contact with him. I give a commitment to request of the Minister 
for Police’s office that they read the Hansard of this debate, and I will bring the member’s request that they make 
contact with that officer to their attention. 
Hon Peter Collier: I’m waiting for a response; that’s all. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: A member of the minister’s staff is with me today, but the chief of staff is also 
watching this, so I take it that they are now aware of that request. I will also follow up to make sure that I say that 
to them formally. 
I again thank honourable members who made a contribution. I think members have all indicated that this is 
a much-needed scheme and it is certainly supported by the WA Police Union. This legislation was promised and is 
something that we are keen to deliver. Hon Peter Collier raised some important issues that are not covered in this bill. 
Hon Peter Collier: They are relevant to the bill. 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: They are certainly relevant, but they are not dealt with in the current bill. What I mean 
to say is that I will certainly have that conversation with the minister and make sure that he is aware of the member’s 
comments and contribution to the debate today. 
I think that probably answers all questions asked. I again thank honourable members for their support of the bill, 
and I commend the bill to the house.  
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
[Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Mental Health), and passed. 
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