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FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 6 April. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.35 pm]: I indicate from the outset that I am the member deputed 
for the Leader of the Nationals in my contribution to the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021. This bill was introduced 
into the other place in November 2021 and it received its third reading on Wednesday, 15 March 2022. Judging by 
recent media reports, this is the first of, in what we know of at least, a series of reforms to the firearms system in 
Western Australia. Members may or may not be aware that firearms reform in Western Australia has had quite a long 
period of gestation. Members who have turned their mind to the second reading speech, will find in it a reference to 
a Law Reform Commission of Western Australia report, project 105, that was presented in October 2016. It may 
be useful for members who are following or engaging in this debate to make themselves aware of the discussion 
papers of the Law Reform Commission as well as its final report. It is obviously directly relevant to what is under 
consideration by the house, but it is also mentioned in the minister’s second reading speech. Shortly after its 
presentation in October 2016, there was a change of government and I wanted to make sure that this did not become 
a missed opportunity. I asked a question without notice of the then Minister for Police on 10 October 2017, roughly 
one year on from the Law Reform Commission report being presented. On this day I said — 

I refer to Project 105 of the Law Reform Commission which inquired into and reported on the Firearms 
Act 1973, and I ask: 
(a) is the Government actively considering the 143 recommendations of the report tabled in Parliament 

in November 2016; — 
Interestingly, the answer of the then minister representing the Minister for Police on that day, as he is today, 
Hon Stephen Dawson, was yes. My question continues — 

(b) if yes to (a), does the Government have a timeline for responding to the report’s recommendations; … 

The answer to (b) was “In due course.” The question continues — 

(c) if yes to (a), will the government’s response be tabled in Parliament? 

The answer to (c) was “There is no requirement to table a response.” I would be interested to know whether, because 
I am generally uncertain, the government has formally considered the Law Reform Commission report, project 105, 
and whether there is an ability, perhaps in the second reading reply or during clause 1 of the bill during Committee 
of the Whole, to consider the government’s position on the 143 recommendations, noting that the years are quickly 
passing since this significant piece of work was conducted by the Law Reform Commission in Western Australia.  

Members may not be familiar with the genesis of the Law Reform Commission’s report. Members who served in 
the last two Parliaments will remember a gentleman by the name of Hon Rick Mazza. He had a tendency of bringing 
disallowance motions on firearms regulations that were largely about fees. I recall dealing with one in 2013 and 
I am pretty sure again in 2014. It became obvious from those processes that in a cost-reflective environment there 
were significant inefficiencies built into our firearms licensing and registration system, some of which, it was argued, 
were a function of the Firearms Act 1973. I remember some of those briefings way back then. Western Australia 
takes a different approach from the other states because we have a cost-reflective system to firearms licensing and 
registration, whereas the other states have a cost-subsidisation system. As a result, Western Australia is probably 
one of the costliest jurisdictions for firearms registrations in Australia, if not the costliest. 

I am raising this because I have some questions, one of which is: what pressure is there on government agencies 
to become more efficient and improve their processes if they are simply administering a cost-reflective system? If 
the system costs X amount, the consumer will pay X amount. Unless the agencies have taxing powers, they cannot 
charge any more for those services. What pressure is on the government agencies that are providing these services, 
which in this case is WA Police Force providing the firearms registry system, to improve their processes? I must say 
that even today in 2022, it is one of the few government services that people literally go to the WA Police Force 
website to pay to renew a firearms licence. Most other government agencies have streamlined a lot of the payment 
processes and have more options to pay, including through BPAY and other options. That is one example in which 
not a lot of improvement has been made in this space. 

The amendment bill we are discussing does not necessarily go to the issue of fees and charges, but one point I would 
like to explore with the minister is whether this bill will have an impact on fees and charges. If a higher regulatory 
burden will be incurred as a result of the passage of this bill, who will pay that cost? Will the cost be paid for by 
government or will the cost be reflected in the cost that the consumer pays, the consumer being a person seeking to 
apply for or renew a firearms licence in Western Australia? It would be good to get an understanding of the cost and 
also the resourcing implications to ensure that the provisions of the bill will be adequately implemented and enforced. 
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I will turn back briefly to the Law Reform Commission’s report. I remember a briefing in the last Parliament, the 
fortieth Parliament, when the then Minister for Police, Hon Michelle Roberts, took a certain approach. I also 
remember having a briefing on at least one occasion with WA Police Force and its representatives on a three-staged 
process. The first stage was described as the low-hanging fruit. It was the easy wins from the Law Reform Commission’s 
report and the no-cost options. The second stage was the more complex reforms that would take more time to 
consider and perhaps more time to draft. The third stage, if I recall correctly, was the reforms that were likely to 
incur costs to government. Of course, that would be a greater consideration for government and potentially for the 
budget process when considering the implementation of those reforms. We now know, with the benefit of being 
in the forty-first Parliament, that none of those reforms were proceeded with over the course of that four years. With 
the bill before us and the commentary in the media, there seems to be a renewed interest in this matter, particularly 
in recent weeks and months, noting that this bill was introduced in the latter stages of last year. It was not a priority 
for the government in 2021 because the government had other fish to fry, including electoral reform. The second 
reading speech makes it clear that the bill is about the safety of the community, and it is now being dealt with in 2022. 
At this point I will reference the first sentence of the second reading speech, which states — 

The Firearms Amendment Bill 2021 includes significant reforms that will advance the McGowan 
government’s commitment to community safety and combating serious and organised crime in 
Western Australia. 

The first four paragraphs go to that very issue and focus in particular on outlaw motorcycle gangs, often referred 
to as OMCGs. It is clear that the primary reform in this bill for firearms prohibition orders is targeted at these types 
of characters and persons who commit quite serious crimes. It is also important to note—I think other speakers 
have mentioned this—that this reform is not the first of its kind. Five other states and territories have introduced 
FPOs in one form or another. I am certain that the second reading speech refers to that. Given that we are not 
innovating in this area, I would be interested to hear from the minister in his second reading reply or perhaps during 
the committee stage how closely our scheme is aligned to that of other jurisdictions and, perhaps more importantly, 
where ours deviates from theirs. We have the benefit of the operation of these types of provisions in the other states 
and territories. It would be interesting to note what benefit that has been in preparing the legislation before us. 
As I said, the bill makes very clear that it is focused on community safety. In fact, the second paragraph of the second 
reading speech outlines three matters quite specifically: an assassination, a carjacking at gunpoint and a drive-by 
shooting. They are three specific concerns for which this bill has been brought forward. I will reflect on this for 
a moment to say that all those things in and of themselves are very serious and significant criminal offences. This is 
an interesting situation. I think the Leader of the Opposition spoke about this yesterday. If this is the mischief that we 
are seeking to address through an FPO scheme, to what extent will an FPO be effective in situations like this? For 
example, if a person was offering their services as an assassin, would a firearms prohibition order scheme necessarily 
deter them from engaging in that line of activity more so than perhaps the existing provisions of the Criminal Code? 
The Leader of the Opposition asked quite a few pertinent questions yesterday that will help us understand the 
extent of this problem. He helpfully put a number of questions on the record yesterday—so hopefully that has given 
the government some time overnight to gather that information, if it did not have it already—about the extent of 
firearms-related crime or offences in Western Australia. There were further questions about whether those firearms, 
if known, were legal or illegal or whether they were stolen from licensed firearms holders and the like, so it would 
be interesting to get an understanding of some of those matters. That is not in and of itself a reason for somebody, 
in my view, to oppose this scheme. Quite often I hear people talk about whether we should only impose laws that 
will be enforceable. I certainly do not subscribe to that theory because we could probably shred half the statute 
book overnight if our test was whether a law—including speed restrictions on roads and a whole bunch of other 
restrictions that we place on our society—was able to be enforced. A reasonable question to ask, particularly in the 
context of the second reading speech, is: what is the extent to which we believe that these legislative measures will 
be not necessarily enforceable but effective in terms of addressing the mischief that is outlined? 
The other issue that ought to be considered, beyond the effectiveness of the legislative measures, is the unintended 
consequences that might occur as a result. Quite often, not enough time is spent considering these issues. We spend 
a lot of time focusing on the problem and addressing the problem or the mischief, as I previously described it, and 
spend less time on some of the unintended consequences. The lead speaker for the opposition, Hon Peter Collier, 
and the Leader of the Opposition addressed some of those matters that we would like to test in the committee stage 
of the bill to make sure that those unintended consequences—even if they are invalidated—are addressed so that 
people can have some comfort in proceeding with this bill. Namely, those issues are around the firearms technology 
provisions and the repair and manufacturer provisions. As I said, I will not seek to address this in any great detail 
now because I think the speakers before me have done quite a solid job of doing that and it will be a matter that 
will be much more easily addressed when we get to the relevant clauses of the bill during the committee stage. 
I now turn to the elements of the bill. Obviously, the first and primary element, in my view, is the firearms prohibition 
order scheme. As I said, this scheme is in response to the community safety concern that is outlined in the first 
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five paragraphs of the second reading speech—an issue that we will explore in time. The second limb is about the 
illegal manufacture and repair of, and dealing in, firearms and firearms technology offences. This matter was 
extensively canvassed in the Law Reform Commission’s report, and so, as I said earlier in my speech, if the 
government is not in a position to present its response to the 143 recommendations during the course of this debate, 
it would be good, at least, to understand to what extent we will address some of those recommendations through 
the passage of this bill or where we will deviate from them. There is quite a solid, quality body of work there and 
some of those issues are well canvassed, so it would be interesting if something could be tabled that could show 
the recommendations that we will be following, will deviate from, or will fulfil as a result of the passage of this 
amendment bill. The third limb is about increased penalties for the Criminal Code and section 23 offences. The fourth 
limb is about a permanent amnesty. The fifth limb is about the significant number of consequential amendments. 
I turn now to the first observation that I made of this bill late in 2021. Although this bill is not a significant reform 
in terms of the number of things that it will do—it is still quite a significant bill at 98 pages—and although some 
of the substantive reforms are found within one or two clauses, which will certainly help facilitate our consideration 
when we get to the committee stage, it is, nonetheless, quite a weighty bill in form. One of the observations 
I made having read the bill for the first time late last year was that it caused me to reflect on an experience of the 
thirty-ninth Parliament. The minister would be aware of the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful 
Activity) Bill 2015, which we considered in the thirty-ninth Parliament, because he and I were both members of the 
thirty-ninth Parliament. I am looking around the room and there were not too many other members currently present 
who were in the thirty-ninth Parliament. That bill received extensive consideration by the Council. 
A member: Hon Martin Pritchard! 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Sorry; Hon Martin Pritchard was here. I will come to Hon Martin Pritchard in a moment. 
This bill was extensively debated over hours, days, weeks. In fact, I think the bill is often referred to by Hon Peter Collier, 
who keeps quite a record of these types of bills from the thirty-ninth Parliament, in particular, as one of the top 
three classic Labor opposition filibusters. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Outrageous! 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: That’s a big list of filibusters! 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It was in the thirty-ninth Parliament—I did qualify that. 
Some parallels should be drawn between that bill and the bill that we are considering today, which I will come to 
in due course. I will read the synopsis that is found on the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful 
Activity) Bill, which is probably the easiest way to describe this bill. It states — 

The purpose of this bill is to amend The Criminal Code to create the offence of “Physical Prevention of 
Lawful Activity”. This offence will apply in cases where a person prevents a lawful activity from occurring, 
via actual or by threat of physical force, the creation or maintenance of a physical barrier or the creation 
or maintenance of a risk of injury to any person. 

Members might recall that this was a period when we had quite significant protest activities happening in the 
Kimberley region; I think it was around the then James Price Point development. The similarity of the bill that we are 
dealing with today and the bill that I am reflecting on from circa 2015 is that both bills prevented the possession of 
certain things and deemed certain things to be lawful or unlawful. I want to further reflect on the debate that occurred 
on the Criminal Code amendment in this bill because some similar concepts are going to play out in the course of the 
debate on this bill, particularly on the provisions surrounding the application of an FPO to certain persons. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Before our recess for lunch I went over some of the history of reform, or perhaps 
lack of reform, of firearms regulation over the last decade. I went back over a series of disallowance motions that 
led to a Law Reform Commission report, a change of government and a whole sequence of other events. On the way 
through, I identified a number of matters that I recognise had already been quite suitably and well articulated by 
the opposition lead speaker, Hon Peter Collier, and the Leader of the Opposition in their contributions to the second 
reading debate on the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021. I will not focus on those matters beyond what has already 
been put on the record by those members. The opposition has signalled to the government where it is going to 
focus its interest in this bill during Committee of the Whole.  
Before lunch I reflected on a bill of the thirty-ninth Parliament titled the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of 
Lawful Activity) Bill 2015. I will refer to it as a “bill” because it never became an act. It is relevant to our 
consideration because its concepts were not dissimilar from those of this legislation. It relied, to varying degrees, 
on the concept of “a thing or things”. I encourage members who were not present in the thirty-ninth Parliament to 
examine the Hansard record of debate on this bill. There was extensive discussion on the concept of “a thing or 
things”, and I think this is one of several bills of which Hon Peter Collier has kept a quite accurate record. There 
was considerable debate at the time on what was a four-page, four-clause bill. 
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As I said before lunch, the Hansard record of that debate is quite extensive, but I want to quote a few small excerpts 
that directly relate to the bill before us, particularly with regard to the use of the words “a thing or things”. On 
20 October 2015 Hon Martin Pritchard—I told Hon Martin Pritchard I would get to him!—said — 

I had a quick look at how the Australian Concise Oxford Dictionary defines a “thing” and the description 
is very, very long but the most relevant part states that a “thing” is an inanimate material object or an 
unspecified object or item. We cannot get much broader than that. Indeed, I ask what object could not be 
described as a “thing”? 

I have another short excerpt from the same day, 20 October 2015, this time from Hon Dr Sally Talbot, who stated — 
Most of the things the bill refers to are not illegal—I am using the term “things” in its technical, legal sense, 
which I assume is exactly how the bill tries to use the term “things”. We are not talking about knives or 
weapons, we are not even talking about things that can be used as knives and weapons; at least, presumably 
it is not the fact that they might be used as a weapon that makes them an illegal thing under the terms of 
this bill. We just do not know what we are creating if we wave this bill through this chamber and it becomes 
law. We simply do not know what people might find on the back seat of their car or in the pocket of their 
jeans that suddenly becomes a thing for the purpose of this bill. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: An umbrella. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: An umbrella is a good example. 

Later in that debate, on the same day, Hon Stephen Dawson stated — 
I looked at the penalties in the Mental Health Act 2014; a bill that we recently passed in this place. There 
is a penalty of $6 000 if someone is kept in seclusion without proper authorisation, yet the bill before us 
creates an offence for possessing a “thing”. As a result of possessing that thing, somebody could end up 
in prison for 12 months and be fined $12 000. If they use that thing in circumstances of aggravation, the 
penalty is $24 000 and two years’ imprisonment. That is a concern. I do not think these penalties have 
been looked at properly or have been given due consideration. 

Further, he said — 

There are a number of penalties included in this bill, but I will not read them this afternoon, or just yet; 
I might read them next time. I mentioned that I was concerned that the bill creates the offence of possessing 
a thing to be used for preventing lawful activity or trespass. Other members have mentioned this previously, 
but I think it is worth labouring the point: this can apply to literally anything, and it criminalises the 
possession of ordinary, everyday items. It is so broad it could apply to the possession of a pair of shoes or 
an umbrella, and I do not think members opposite have thought about this hard enough and long enough. 

As I said, quite extensive consideration of that bill occurred in 2015; I think the debate actually ran into 2016. 
Most of the Labor Party’s opposition to it was around the concept of “a thing or things” and their lawful or unlawful 
possession. That matter is directly relevant to the bill before us because the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of 
Lawful Activity) Bill 2015 was, as I said, a four-clause, four-page bill with three references to “a thing”. The 
Firearms Amendment Bill 2021, a 98-page, 85-clause bill, has 88 references to “a thing or things”. I will be interested 
to hear from government members, particularly those who are familiar with that debate from the thirty-ninth 
Parliament, as to how they have satisfied themselves between 2015 and now on the application of this type of language 
in a bill. They strongly opposed the 2015 bill on that basis. 

This also goes to some of the concerns about unintended consequences when bills are perhaps not as specific as 
we would like them to be. In some instances they may be open-ended enough to allow for broader interpretations 
or applications. That certainly does not help legislators deal with the two things I talked about earlier: the extent 
to which we address the problem we are trying to address, and the extent to which we try to understand and, where 
appropriate, mitigate the unintended consequences that might arise from the passage of a bill.  

A number of other things are worthy of consideration in the second reading debate, and they go directly to the 
two issues we are dealing with—effectively, regulation of firearms and community safety. There is no doubt from 
the second reading speech that they are the two primary focuses of this bill. Is it a case of to what extent—we will 
examine in time—will it improve or achieve those ends for community safety concern that is outlined in the first 
four paragraphs of the bill in particular? What are the other things that would contribute to community safety? 
These things do not necessarily need to be legislative instruments either. I draw members’ attention to a report that 
is directly relevant to the substance that we are considering now—the Western Australian Auditor General’s 
report 18 from May 2019 titled Firearms control. It is a considerable report, but I would like to read some excerpts 
from it because it goes to the very issues around the integrity of our firearms registration system, the storage of 
firearms and the control of firearms in Western Australia. In the overview of this report the Auditor General states — 
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This Office has previously reported 4 times since 2000 on WA Police’s regulation and oversight of firearms. 
These reports consistently highlighted issues with Police’s firearm application and inspection policies, 
procedures and activities, and weaknesses in the information systems used to carry out its regulatory 
responsibilities. Almost 20 years since our first audit, we have had another look at this important area of 
Government regulation. 

In November 2016, the Law Reform Commission of Western Australia released a comprehensive report 
into the Firearms Act 1973 and Firearms Regulations 1974. The report included 143 recommendations 
aimed to improve the administration and enforcement of the firearms legislation. Limited progress since 
the Law Reform Commission’s report provided strong impetus for another look at this area of regulation 
through my Office’s most recent audit. 

My Office tightly focussed this audit to look at the effectiveness of Police’s regulatory approach to 
firearm licensing and monitoring, and key information systems used to support these functions. My Office 
received almost 200 public comments and submissions during the audit about Police’s firearm licence 
and approval processes. These comments provided my Office with valuable insights during the audit. 

It was disappointing to find that Police still has significant weaknesses in its regulatory controls and 
information systems, particularly given that this Office in its 2009 and 2013 audits had previously reported 
many of these weaknesses. 

While this most recent audit did not identify instances of licence approval, or firearms kept by anyone when 
not eligible, Police has a sizeable task ahead to reduce these risks being realised. By strengthening its 
systems, processes and procedures Police will address the long-term weaknesses identified in this report, 
and significantly improve the effectiveness of its regulatory functions. I also encourage other licensing 
agencies to consider how the findings and recommendations apply to their regulatory responsibilities. 

That was the view of the Auditor General in 2019. What we are doing here now is making a number of amendments 
to the Firearms Act 1973, with the government’s view of more significant reforms to come. I am not familiar with 
the progress that the Western Australia Police Force has made in the past three years to improve these significant 
weaknesses identified by the Auditor General. In fact, she went further than that and said that they were weaknesses 
that were reported as far back as 2009.  
The response from the Western Australia Police Force to this report was — 

The majority of findings relate to inconsistencies with documentation or adherence to policies and procedures 
within Licensing Services (Firearms) heightened by some inadequacies within the Firearms Licensing 
and Registry system. 
The Licensing & Registry Enhancement Project is in progress with estimated delivery in July 2019. It is 
anticipated this will address the issues relating to data integrity, systems reliability and business reporting. 
By way of an overall response to the performance audit on firearm controls we agree with the five areas 
highlighted by the audit and accordingly, believe we have sufficient risk management and related controls 
in place, or in development, to achieve compliance. 
Licensing Services (Firearms) acknowledges the audit findings and recommendations, and will focus on 
the implementation of improvements to administrative practices and procedures. 
The Western Australia Police Force will continue its endeavour to improve its capability to fulfil its 
obligations under the Firearms Act 1973. 

As I said, this fairly recent report not only reflected on the inadequacies of the application of the current legislative 
and regulatory framework for the control of firearms in Western Australia, but also criticised that agency’s response 
to earlier reports made over the past two decades in 2009 and 2013, which the Auditor General said had reported 
many of these weaknesses. The audit conclusion states — 

Police assess about 10,500 firearm licence applications each year, and approve over 99% of them. We found 
that dedicated staff with appropriate experience and knowledge carry out the work. However, weaknesses 
in Police controls raise significant risks. 
While our audit did not find any evidence that Police approved licences inappropriately, it did find that 
assessments and decision making lack demonstrated rigour and transparency. This increases the risk that 
decisions to approve and decline applications may not be appropriate or consistent. 
Further, the audit also found there is limited monitoring of compliance with licence conditions, and when 
Police does inspect, it is not informed by a documented risk assessment. Police is also slow to follow up 
when licences have expired or for deceased estate firearms. Risk-based and timely compliance activities 
are essential to effective regulation of firearms. 
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Police’s key firearm licensing information system does not effectively support the entity to carry out its 
licensing and compliance activities. Basic licence and compliance information is unreliable and hard to get. 
Police is still to address a number of findings raised in our previous audits that date back nearly 2 decades. 

I will move on from this point in a moment, but it is an important question to ask as we are amending the legislation, 
as we are increasing, in my view, the burden on government agencies to apply the legislative amendments or 
legislative solutions that this house will shortly consider in greater detail. If possible, it would be a good opportunity 
for the minister to reflect on the progress that has been made by WA police following these very significant 
criticisms by the Auditor General in her 2019 report. It would also be interesting to know to what extent the resourcing 
capability of this division of the Western Australia Police Force has been strengthened to improve its regulatory 
functions, noting that we are about to increase the burden of its regulatory functions. That should not come without 
additional resourcing if it is to be of some effect. We must try to understand the extent to which this division is 
resourced and the extent to which these significant concerns around firearm controls as outlined in the 2019 report 
of the Auditor General, hopefully, almost three years on, have been completely resolved. 
I will also comment on the issue of training and competency that has arisen in the public debate around firearms 
reform. I observed a press conference fairly recently—I think in the last fortnight—at which the Minister for Police 
compared the requirements to operate a marine vessel as a recreational skipper with the requirements to obtain 
a firearms licence. That comparison was not unreasonable. I am a strong believer that education can play an important 
role in improving firearms safety and overall community safety, but we do not necessarily need a law to do that. 
Obviously, a mandate is in place for the operation of marine vessels, which has been the case for many years. I am 
sure many members hold a recreational skipper’s ticket and have been through that theoretical and practical training 
process. Nothing is stopping the WA Police Force from publishing materials such as online tutorials and guides. 
Members who have not had the opportunity or the need as yet ought to reflect on the WA Police Force website in 
this regard. Fortunately, for WA police and for us, this is not one of those agencies that has been forced onto the 
wa.gov.au platform as yet. Members will see a lot of information on the police website around compliance, largely 
for two things: firstly, applying for a firearms licence; and, secondly, meeting the conditions of that licence, mainly 
to do with storage. Members will not find much else. Members can compare the plethora of information that is 
available on, say, the Department of Transport’s website on how to operate a marine vessel safely, such as the types 
of emergencies people might encounter, with the police website and they will see how the information that could 
be proactively provided by the WA Police Force to the firearms community or somebody contemplating applying 
for a firearms licence can be significantly improved. It is not necessary for this place or a law of the land to require 
it. That may be a reform that is anticipated down the track and, according to the public comments of the Minister 
for Police, I suspect that is where we will head in some form, but I say to the government that it has an opportunity 
here to increase the visibility of information that is available. Even if it is in electronic form, there is a really 
low-cost opportunity here to try to educate and improve people’s behaviour and the control of firearms in 
Western Australia as a result. It would not cost the government a lot of money; it could come about without legislation 
and is something that could be done immediately. 

I want to talk about and perhaps even seek some information on another matter. I know the Leader of the Opposition 
put on the record yesterday a significant number of questions that he hoped the minister would be in a position to 
answer today. I have outlined some, although not all, of those and I agree that that would be very useful information 
to help us understand not only the problems, but also how the bill will address the problems. The other issue relates 
to the inspection and compliance regime, which I think is where the Auditor General was going in her report to 
some extent, and perhaps relates to the resources the police have to ensure; for example, something as simple as 
whether firearms are continuing to be stored safely. From my observation, I suspect this is an area of fairly low 
activity. Activity in this area could be increased, particularly given the WA Police Force has been and is receiving 
significant additional resourcing. This agency has had an enormous uplift over the last few years and  it will have 
an enormous uplift in capacity over the next few years. I often hear government members and ministers talking 
about the record employment of police officers that is occurring across Western Australia, and I think it has a role 
to play in improving the firearms compliance regime to ensure adherence to the laws as they apply today. That is 
why I am concerned. If this reform and future reforms increase the regulatory burden on WA police, we need to 
ensure that this agency has the resources to provide the response this house expects of it. 

I will conclude shortly, but not before making some remarks about the reform process overall. I think previous 
speakers did quite a good job of outlining the points the opposition will address when we get to the Committee of 
the Whole House. A significant amount of angst exists in the community around future reforms and the nature of 
those reforms. It is not helped when I read comments such as these in The West Australian on 22 March, which say — 

The Labor Government gained control of both houses of Parliament at last year’s election, meaning it 
won’t need to negotiate with the National–Liberal Opposition to pass the laws. 
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“This is a moment in time where the State can be made significantly safer just by virtue of the fact that 
we have the opportunity to pass the law,” Mr Papalia said. 

This is something both Hon Peter Collier and Hon Dr Steve Thomas alluded to in their contributions. This is the 
type of language that concerns people more than perhaps some of the legislative measures in the bill before us. That 
is why it is important that when we consider reform in whatever form it takes, we have to understand the problem 
before we consider the solution. That is why I hope that when we get to the committee stage of the bill this afternoon 
the government will be forthcoming in assisting members with those two issues to make sure that we are developing 
a legislative system that will respond to community safety concerns, but also that we do it with a full understanding 
of the unintended and perhaps intended consequences of those reforms; and, to the extent we can, at least understand 
or mitigate those consequences. That issue will come to the fore to a greater degree when the more significant reforms 
are introduced to the Parliament. According to the media commentary on 22 March 2022, the public consultation 
process will occur for one month from Tuesday until the end of April with the new act to be drafted over the next 
year and introduced to the WA Parliament in September 2023. It appears that at some point in the latter stages of 
next year, this house will deal with a much more significant legislative reform to the Firearms Act. 

With those few words, I hope that the minister, with some notice, is in a position to provide some of those answers 
when we get to the committee stage. I would like to thank, as did Hon Peter Collier, the departmental advisers and 
the ministerial staff, who certainly assisted the opposition in understanding some of the issues so far. 

HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [2.30 pm]: I rise to speak on the Firearms Amendment Bill 2021. 
I also indicate that I am the lead speaker for the Daylight Saving Party! This is the first time that I have spoken in 
this place about guns and firearms. It made me do some soul-searching on the issue and made me question my position 
on firearms and the role that I see them playing in Australia and here in Western Australia. I did some pondering 
on this issue and I have come to the position that I think that guns are pretty cool. To expand on that lofty statement, 
when I first moved to the United States—I was there for four years—I was quite shocked and surprised to discover 
within the first 90 days of arriving in the country that I could purchase a firearm, not as a citizen, but as someone on 
a working visa. All I had to do was to go down to my local friendly gun store, present my 100 points of identification 
or equivalent, wait for the necessary cooling-off period and I would have in my possession a firearm. I am not just 
talking about a .22 bolt-action rifle with a limited magazine; I am talking about a semiautomatic handgun, such as 
a Glock, which is something see in a Hollywood movie. At the time, I thought that was pretty cool. 

While I was in the US, I also took the opportunity to visit an indoor shooting range. As soon as I entered through 
the front door, I was immediately presented with a wall of guns. They were the kinds of weapons that we see foreign 
soldiers carrying around during a war in images on the seven o’clock news. It was a pay-by-the-hour system, and 
it cost about $US40 for the hour. I basically pointed at the guns and said, “I’ll take that one, that one and that one”, 
and then they packaged them up and took me down to the shooting gallery. Because I was in the US, the dummy 
that I was shooting at had the face of Osama bin Laden, and, because I was in Washington, I could also shoot at 
a Donald Trump dummy if I so chose. I spent the next hour shooting. It was quite a fun and exciting afternoon. I was 
certainly very tempted, and I really considered purchasing a firearm when I was in the US, but, ultimately, I decided 
not to. I decided not to for two reasons: firstly, the accessibility of these weapons; and, secondly, the power of 
these weapons. When those two are combined—the accessibility and the power—it can lead to the very tragic and 
unfortunate circumstances that we see play out in the US in the form of mass shootings. I did not think that I would 
necessarily be embroiled in that type of situation, but I was not that comfortable with the idea of having a powerful 
firearm in the house. I thought it would burn a bit of a hole in my psyche. 
I will share with members another story from when I was in the US. I went to a national park in Montana. It was 
an open-carry area in the mountains where there were bears, so it justified the open-carry licence. I was on a trail 
and I passed a gentleman who was carrying a handgun strapped to his chest. I believe it was a Desert Eagle. For 
members who are not familiar, a Desert Eagle is a very large and powerful handgun. The gentleman was friendly 
enough, but the interaction left me a little uneasy, hesitant and, dare I say, fearful. Some of the unease and fear that 
I experienced then followed me into other situations in which I found myself in public places with lots of people 
in some American cities. The accessibility to and power of these weapons, which are prevalent in the US, can mean 
that situations can escalate very quickly and very tragically. 
I appreciate that there are different approaches to firearms in the US from those in Australia. I am sure that all 
members in this place are very familiar with the Port Arthur incident and the response by the then leader of this 
country, John Howard, which has been lauded widely for its decisiveness. The statistics on the prevention of 
gun-related violence and the relative safety that we appreciate in Australia speak for themselves. On the other hand, 
gun rights are almost a basic human right in the US. They are enshrined in the United States Constitution. Members 
of very powerful gun lobbies will stand in crowds and wave their weapons and make proclamations about prising 
them out of their cold, dead hands. It is interesting to see the two different approaches to and cultures of gun 
ownership in both Australia and the US. Having lived in both countries, if I were asked which country I thought had 
a better response and which I preferred, there would be no question in my mind. One hundred per cent of the time 
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I would agree that Australia has the better approach. Going hard and being harsher on gun laws is absolutely the 
right approach. The statistics speak for themselves. 
I agree with the gun laws in this country and certainly in Western Australia, even if it means giving up that very 
cool handgun. In saying all that, I support the bill. I support the intention of the bill and the message that the bill 
is trying to send about guns. However, I have some concerns about how this bill will work in actuality and some 
of its implications once it has achieved royal assent and is working. I fully expect that the bill will ultimately be 
challenged in the judicial system, as is the right of citizens living in this country. I expect that the same will happen 
with the recent insignia laws. Both bills unashamedly target bikies. Personally, I do not have much sympathy 
for bikies, but we need to be concerned about how this bill will work in actuality and some of the unintended 
consequences it may have for other members of the public. 
Considering that this bill may be challenged in our judicial system, this is where the upper house certainly has a role 
to play. I am a big proponent of the upper house. I believe in the upper house. We have seen a lot of rubberstamping 
of some legislation recently given the numbers, but we can earn our keep and our payday by hopefully fleshing out 
some of the legal definitions and terminology in the bill and the intention behind the bill during the committee stage. 
My first concern is around the potential short-circuiting of the existing warrant process. It is easy not to be overly 
sympathetic when we talk about who this bill is intended to affect—that is, bikies. I am certainly not overly 
sympathetic. However, we have an existing warrant system in place. There is independent oversight of warrants 
being issued, generally through a judge or a justice, to scrutinise the evidence and to ensure that the police are not 
overstepping their powers and there is merit to them executing that warrant. 
This bill will give the commissioner, soon to be our new Governor, or someone appointed by the commissioner, 
the power to issue what is called a firearms prohibition order. Then the police will be able to execute on the FPO. 
In essence, the entire FPO process will be contained within the police force without independent oversight. The FPO 
will give the police the power to enter premises, to search anyone on the premises and also any vehicle on the 
premises. It would not take much imagination to get the commissioner issuing FPOs against known bikies in the 
community, and then once a bikie enters a clubhouse, the police will be able to enter and effectively raid that 
clubhouse, search anyone in the clubhouse and then search any vehicle at the clubhouse. These powers appear to be 
quite extraordinary. I think we need to apply an extraordinary amount of scrutiny to ensure that these laws are used 
in the right way and will not have an unintended consequence, given that there will not be independent oversight 
in the FPO process. 
My other concern is around how an FPO is issued. An FPO can be issued against someone who is deemed a fit 
and proper person. “A fit and proper person” is a legal term and has been well defined. I do not believe it has been 
challenged previously. It is well established in the legal lexicon and it is used as a litmus test for someone who is 
applying for a firearms licence. This bill also introduces another term: “within the public interest”. The commissioner 
can issue an FPO if he deems it within the public interest. There are certainly better equipped minds in the legal space 
than mine in this chamber, but my understanding is that that term is left intentionally vague so it can be challenged 
and an understanding over time can be built up in our justice system of what constitutes “within the public interest”. 
Until that time, it appears to give the commissioner quite a lot of latitude in his or her interpretation of what is in 
the public interest. It is a very wide brush. The FPOs can then be issued against someone based on a commissioner’s 
interpretation, which could be very concerning. To be quite flippant about this, it could take the Commissioner of 
Police a few seconds to sign-off an FPO and then it could potentially take someone weeks or months to fight it through 
the State Administrative Tribunal appeal process. Again, we have to make sure that this bill is balanced in the right 
way and that people who will potentially have FPOs issued against them with unintended consequences have a bit 
of latitude and will not have to fight these for weeks and months through the SAT process. 
The last concern I have is about the lack of self-incrimination powers in the bill. My understanding is that in WA we 
do not have by default self-incrimination laws and that they have to be stated within the bill. As far as I can tell, 
they are not included in the bill. That means that when the police issue an FPO, as they search premises, they could 
potentially seize other evidence while they are looking for firearms and use that other evidence in a prosecution 
case against somebody. We put all these concerns into one scenario: the commissioner signs off an FPO without 
independent oversight, using a term that has not legally been tested and then issues an FPO against someone not 
for the purposes of seizing firearms, but potentially for other contraband. In this scenario, an FPO could be used 
as a Trojan Horse to get across the walls and execute a warrant in a place and look for evidence outside of how 
this bill was intended. 
We have processes in place for a reason, and we have to ensure oversight in the process. We are removing the 
person, if you will, from that process and ensuring that there is not any prejudice in the system; that is removed from 
the use of oversight, which seems to be lacking in this bill. I admit that the scenario I described is quite extreme. 
I want to say I have nothing against the Commissioner of Police or the police force. I think they do a fantastic job 
and perform an important role in our society, and I congratulate them for fulfilling that role. Again, we have oversight 
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for a reason and that is to remove prejudice in the system and ensure accountability. These powers appear to be 
quite extraordinary and we need to apply an extraordinary amount of scrutiny in this legislation before us. Those 
are all the bad bits. 
I have some good things to say about the bill. I refer to the update on spent shell casings. I was recently in Kalgoorlie 
and went to a gun club and a shooting range and met with some gun suppliers and owners. One of the concerns 
raised by gun owners was that the ammunition that is classified as live ammunition is spent. People are, basically, 
taking these spent casings or shells to the armoury to get refitted. But the current act, which is admittedly outdated, 
treats that ammunition as live ammunition. The act is hanging over these gun owners’ heads. It will be good to get 
some clarity here, and I congratulate the government for including that section in this bill. 
Also, I believe that the gun buyback scheme is part of another bill but is also encompassed by this one. It will allow 
for the police to onsell weapons that have been seized as part of an FPO, and thereby become proxy sellers. There 
will certainly be weapons that are antiques and that have value, and this bill will allow for them to be onsold and for 
the profits to go back to the original owners. That indicates a level of forethought has gone into this process, so 
I am very supportive of that. 
In closing, I support this bill. I am certainly interested in getting some clarification in the committee phase. Firearm 
legislation is important, which is what compelled me to speak today. I think when we approach firearm legislation, 
we need to be a little bit cautious about seeing through some of the fearmongering and the rhetoric that we see in 
the media when the word “bikie” is uttered. We need to make sure that this bill and firearm legislation in general 
strikes the right balance; we protect the rights of legitimate gun owners and members of the public; and there is 
appropriate oversight in the police system. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Emergency Services) [2.48 pm] — in reply: 
It is my role to respond on behalf of the government to the comments made about the Firearms Amendment 
Bill 2021. At the outset, I thank all those honourable members who have made a contribution to the debate thus far: 
the lead speaker for the opposition, Hon Peter Collier; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Dr Brian Walker; Hon Martin 
Aldridge; and Hon Wilson Tucker. Noting that we are going into the Committee of the Whole, I will give answers 
to various questions now and, obviously, members will have an opportunity to quiz me further at a later stage. 
The shadow Minister for Police wanted confirmation that the previous responses provided by the minister’s office 
and the Western Australia Police Force to questions raised in the briefing on the bill remain correct and wanted 
further clarity on concerns raised by the Shooting Industry Foundation of Australia in a letter to the minister dated 
20 March 2020. I can say that the responses Hon Peter Collier read out to each of the concerns raised during the 
briefing he received on the bill remain correct. The only update is to the point the honourable member raised about 
the fact that he was advised the bill would not be further amended and that any issues would be resolved at a later 
time, with further consultation. The honourable member is correct that an amendment was passed in the other place. 
It was a minor amendment to correct an oversight in the drafting. It was an oversight that the manufacture of 
ammunition was not included as a reason for a manufacturer to make or possess firearms technology. We know that 
ammunition manufacturers need the templates, instructions and programs that constitute firearms technology to 
manufacture ammunition, so a minor amendment was made to correct this oversight. 
In relation to the letter from the Shooting Industry Foundation of Australia, I have been advised that SIFA is an 
organisation that is based over east; it is not the local shooting association in Western Australia. In the letter referred 
to, SIFA raised two main concerns, both of which were covered in the other place as well as in correspondence 
with WA industry representatives. The first concern raised was that the bill will somehow put further restrictions 
on firearm owners so that they cannot replace certain parts of their firearms themselves. The repair and manufacturing 
of firearms, including adjustments that alter the function of a firearm, have always necessitated a licence under the 
legislation, and this will not change under the bill. These activities are restricted to ensure the safety of the firearm 
owner and anyone else who might have approval to use the firearm. Activities that do not alter the function of 
a firearm, such as stripping and assembling in accordance with manufacturer’s guidelines, cleaning, minor 
adjustments and changing like for like grips, are considered maintenance and are therefore permitted. The WA Police 
Force has provided this information to WA representatives, such as the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia, 
to reassure firearm owners about what they can do to their firearms. The Minister for Police reiterated that in the 
other place. This information will also be provided on the WA Police Force website, along with further guidance 
to support firearm owners to know what they can and cannot do. 
The second concern raised by SIFA related to innocent items, such as encyclopaedias, potentially being captured 
by the firearms technology offences introduced by the bill. As has already been outlined, the intention of the 
technology offences is to target those who access blueprints and firearm designs with the intention to build an 
unlicensed firearm. It is to also ensure that individuals are not in unauthorised possession of firearms technology. 
Possession of a manual for a firearm owned by that individual is considered part of responsible firearm ownership 
and is therefore not an offence. As with all offences, police will use common sense and discretion when applying 
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the technology-related laws and will not be targeting people for placemats and other items that are clearly not 
being used to manufacture firearms. 
I refer to the concerns raised by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. Most of the honourable member’s concerns related to 
reforms that sit outside of this bill and are therefore external to the debate before us at the moment. He also asked 
for some statistics on a number of firearm-related crimes. In response to the comments and concerns that are relevant 
to the bill before us, I can provide the following information. The firearm used in the public murder of an outlaw 
motorcycle gang member last year was a licensed firearm. The task force and police officers involved in that case 
did an exceptional job in identifying the perpetrator. I am advised that this bill would potentially have made that 
job easier. In regard to the statistics required by the honourable member, the WA Police Force has provided the 
following. For the calendar year 2021–22, a total of 298 firearms were stolen. This equates to almost six firearms 
being stolen each week. Approximately 10 per cent of the stolen firearms were handguns. WA police also provided 
the following example to illustrate these incidents generally. In early 2021, a licensed firearm owner allowed 
a number of people to attend his home, where he showed them his handguns and storage locker at the property. 
The owner subsequently left the property unattended for a number of days. A few weeks later, police attended his 
premises after one of his handguns, which had not been reported stolen, was recovered during a search warrant. 
The storage locker was located open and undamaged, and all his handguns were missing. Other handguns that were 
taken during this theft were used in a drive-by shooting involving organised criminal groups and were subsequently 
recovered during the execution of another search warrant in a metropolitan suburb. 
Hon Martin Aldridge asked some questions in his contribution to the debate. One of those questions was: what progress 
has been made since the Auditor General’s report? This bill is about disrupting organised crime and improving 
community safety, so any potential efficiency improvements for the WA Police Force regulator will be looked at 
in the next tranche. He also asked: what resourcing has been provided to the regulator for this bill? All resources 
for the bill will be provided through the program that will deliver the 950 extra police, who will be added to the 
police force by this government, and the reallocation of internal resources. These will predominantly be to support 
and enforce the firearms prohibition order scheme. There was a question from the honourable member about whether 
the bill will impact fees and charges for firearms registration. The answer is no; this bill will have no impact. Another 
question asked how closely aligned the WA FPO scheme will be to those of other jurisdictions and how it will 
differ. The WA scheme is largely based on the schemes in New South Wales and Victoria and also incorporates 
lessons learnt in those jurisdictions. For example, in 2019, the Victorian inquiry into its firearms prohibition order 
legislation recommended an amendment to allow for cross-jurisdictional recognition of FPOs. This bill incorporates 
that recommendation at proposed section 29O. 
Hon Martin Aldridge also asked about the extent to which this bill will address the Law Reform Commission’s 
recommendations. The bill actions 13 of the Law Reform Commission’s recommendations—recommendations 5, 
6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 24, 127, 134, 138 and 141. The priority for this bill was always to implement the FPO scheme 
and provide police with this much-needed tool to disrupt serious criminals by disrupting their access to firearms. 
The FPO scheme is recommendation 127. The remaining 12 recommendations were selected in consultation with 
the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, with the intent of allowing a fast and achievable drafting and implementation 
process. As we know, and as has been alluded to by at least Hon Martin Aldridge, an announcement was made by 
the government since this bill was introduced into the Parliament that relates to a process that will modernise 
Western Australia’s Firearms Act generally. The minister issued a press release on that issue on 22 March 2022. 
I thank Hon Wilson Tucker for his contribution. I have to say that elements of it sounded very similar to things that 
a bloke who used to sit in that area, who represented the Liberal Democrats in the last Parliament, would have said. 
Hon Wilson Tucker: Minister, it was created solely by me, without any input from anyone. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I thought it sounded a bit better. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Notwithstanding the member’s comments, obviously by having spent some time 
with him, his views might have rubbed off on him or seeped into him. 
Hon Wilson Tucker: I thought you might think that he was influencing me, but I solely sat down and did it. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I believe the honourable member. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I think it was much more reasonable. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It brought back memories from the last Parliament. 
One of Hon Wilson Tucker’s questions was around why the bill gives police powers of search and seizure without 
a warrant under the FPO scheme. With FPOs, it is integral that police can immediately go to a place and seize firearms 
without a warrant, before the prohibited person has a chance to move the firearms. Thresholds must be met. The 
search must be reasonably required for the purposes of determining whether a prohibited person has committed an 
offence. The seizure powers need to be broad to account for circumstances in which a police officer comes across 
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evidence against another part of the act, such as evidence of manufacturing illegal firearms or possession of 
a prohibited firearm accessory. Noting that a number of members want to go into committee, we will do that shortly. 
I commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Dr Brian Walker) in the chair; Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Emergency 
Services) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank the minister very much for that clarification of the issues that I raised in my 
second reading contribution. As I said, the concerns that were raised came from a broad cross-section of the gun 
lobby—that is, from various organisations, not exclusively the Shooting Industry Foundation of Australia—and from 
individual farmers and gun owners. The concerns are not specific to one particular group; they represent a broad 
cross-section. I am delighted that the minister was able to confirm that the clarification on those points that was 
provided by WA Police Force stands and that that is now in the Hansard of both the Legislative Council and the 
Legislative Assembly. 
Having said that, I want to create a scenario for the minister. Let us assume, for the sake of complete clarification, 
that I am a gun owner. If this bill were to pass the Parliament today and get royal assent tomorrow, on Saturday—
that is, in two sleep’s time—what would I not be able to do as a gun owner that I would be able to do on Friday; and 
what must I do on Saturday that I would not have to do on Friday? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The change is essentially that a person cannot access firearms technology. There is 
also the amnesty. There are other changes, such as that the penalties will be bigger, but essentially they are not 
changes to the existing act. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank the minister for that. The reason I brought that up is that, as I have said, the 
contributions to the debate on this bill were unanimously supportive of the intent of the legislation. The alliance is 
very supportive of the intent of the bill. It is the unintended consequences that we are looking at. We have no care 
at all about taking guns off bikies. The overall intent is to ensure that outlaw motorcycle clubs cannot access firearms 
illegitimately. We have no issue with that whatsoever. The minister can have that any day of the week. We are 
concerned about the unintended consequences. That is why I wanted that clarification again. I do feel that to the 
minister’s credit, and to the credit of the Minister for Police, we have more than adequately covered that. That is, 
a lot of the concerns that exist outside of this chamber are probably not as serious as perhaps has been identified. 
I get the point with regard to manuals et cetera. That is not an issue. The amnesty is not an issue either. 
I will make just a few comments on clause 1, and I will not have much else to say on this clause. I have a couple 
of minor issues, and if other members have issues with regard to the particular clauses, go for it. I want to create 
a scenario for the minister, and he can tell me whether this concern has any merit. Previously, firearm holders could 
engage in multiple activities with the same firearm by changing certain components themselves—for example, the 
stock or the grip. The proposed amendment will prevent licensed firearm holders from using their firearm for 
multiple activities, with certain time frames, because they will no longer be allowed to change the components of 
their firearm. The unintended consequence—which would appear to be a change that I will have to endure on 
Saturday but would not have to endure on Friday—is that this could encourage licensed holders to purchase additional 
firearms, because taking their firearm to a repairer to make a simple adjustment is not a viable option in many 
situations. Therefore, it will be easier for them to simply switch to a different firearm whenever they need to do so. 
Is that in fact a change? Is that something that I would have to do on Saturday as a legitimate firearm owner that 
I would not have to do on Friday? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It has always been the case that people cannot do repairs on their own firearms. It has 
been suggested by one member—I cannot think which member it was, or it might have been in some correspondence 
that I have seen—that somehow people would use their firearm to shoot a kangaroo one day and the next day would 
go and shoot at a firing range or at another different setting. I am told that that would not happen with the same 
firearm without the firearm holder going to some sort of repairer, because they have to practise and check the accuracy 
et cetera. A great deal is involved if they want to change from shooting for one purpose one day to another purpose 
the next day. Certainly, people have always had to go to a repairer if they want to change the use of their gun. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That pretty much touches on the point that has been raised in the information that has 
been provided to me. I will put this to the minister, because it seems to contradict what the minister has just said. 
I am not saying that this is right; I am just saying I want some clarification. Many licensed firearm holders engage 
in multiple forms of shooting—it might be hunting or target shooting. These different forms of shooting require 
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different firearm configurations or parts. They might require, for example, that the stock of the firearm be changed 
to comply with the rules for a specific competition or to adapt to new conditions. The same firearm can be used for 
both recreational and competitive shooting, provided that certain parts are changed. Under the new legislation, each 
time a stock needs to be changed, the firearm will need to be taken to a licensed repairer, following an administrative 
process that might take a number of days. From what the minister has just told the chamber, that is not the case at 
the moment. Is that right? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that it is currently not a practical consideration for a firearm holder to make 
a change so quickly from one use of the gun to another use. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: If we take away the practical considerations, is it legal to do it at the moment and will 
it be illegal to do on Saturday? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is illegal now and it will be. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I just want to confirm once again that that current practice about changing is illegal and 
nothing in this bill will change that. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, that is correct. People can make minor adjustments to accessories but what the 
member has outlined is currently not able to be done. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That is interesting because that has come through a few times. To finish on that; is that 
widely known? Because this is an issue that has come to me from a number of organisations and a couple of 
individuals and I want to make sure that that aspect of the law is readily known. I do not know what happens when 
a person gets a gun manual. As I said in my contribution to the second reading debate, I do not have a gun. If 
I were to have a gun, surely we have very strident regulations I would have to adhere to as a gun owner. If that is the 
case, the lack of clarity of understanding of that by a number of gun owners in Western Australia is a bit concerning. 
So, is it well known? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that in relation to the bill before us it became apparent during the last little while, 
it is probably fair to say, that there is a widespread misconception and people do not know what they should be doing 
now. As a result of that, it is the intention of the Western Australia Police Force to update the guidance on its website to 
make clear what people can do and more importantly what they will be able to do under the new legislation. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: In effect, we are saying that a lot of people have been breaking the law up to this point. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My advisers say yes. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That puts a different complexion on it, I have to say. It was not a Nigel no-friends, or 
a number of them, who came to me and gave me that information. I think we have an issue and the government needs 
to get out there and explain that situation because I promise it has been raised with me on a number of occasions 
from a number of different sources. We are now being told that obviously a number of people—a pile of gun owners 
out there—have been breaking the law. I assume there is no retrospectivity involved with this legislation. All I am 
saying is that the government probably needs to get out the message that this is nothing new and it has always existed; 
it just has not been enforced. I guarantee the minister that at the moment a lot of legitimate licensed gun owners 
do not know what he has just confirmed in this place. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The Western Australia Police Force and the minister’s office have recently met with 
peak bodies to go over this stuff. As I indicated earlier, it is the intention of the Western Australia Police Force to 
put this information on its website and make sure that licensed gun owners have the information. I will also say, 
honourable member, that it happens from time to time. I am dealing with a few issues in my own portfolio at the 
moment whereby the current law says something but the practice is something different, and it has become apparent 
that people are not doing what they should be doing under the current law. So it happens from time to time. Certainly, 
both the police and the minister’s office have raised this issue with the representative bodies and we will be changing 
the guidance provided to licensed firearms holders. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I appreciate that because, as I said, particularly the organisations and the associations 
that have been very forthcoming with their concerns about this issue say they are adamant that this is a shift. 
Particularly after hearing what the minister said in the other place and seeing the information provided by the 
Western Australia Police Force, which I provided to all the groups that contacted me, they were saying to me, 
“No, no, no. That’s not right.” There is very much a misconception that exists in the community at the moment. 
There is no point going over and over it; it may be a misconception but it is very, very widely held misconception. 
Somehow, please underline or put in bold somewhere on the website that this is the existing law so I do not have 
people coming to my office and saying, “This is rubbish”, because I promise that they will. People were watching 
yesterday and people will be watching right now and they will be phoning my office tomorrow to say, “That’s 
wrong”, because that is the way they have been dealing with things for years. 
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I do not know how else I can emphasise how important this is. I am not being difficult. I want to expedite the passage 
of this legislation but, as I said, I do not care about the bikies—I want to get this bill through to ensure they do not 
have guns—I care about the legitimate gun owners who feel disaffected by this legislation. Legitimate gun owners 
feel that this legislation is targeting them, and it does not help that the government has another piece of legislation 
coming hot on its heels, which, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas said yesterday, somehow miraculously made its way onto 
the front page of The West Australian. They feel they are being targeted when, in fact, we know that is not the case. 
Unless the government wants to eradicate all guns from the community, it can say, “We understand that there are 
some legitimate gun owners”, and give them some solace by saying, “This has always been the case and we are not 
targeting you; the intent is with bikies. There is no shift or change in the current legislation.” 
I do not know whether the minister wants to add anything to that. It was just a comment. The reason I am saying 
it is because I know I will be lambasted tomorrow. I know people will be phoning my office and emailing me 
tomorrow. I know it. I want to be able to say to them hand on heart, “Guys, I promise you this is not a shift in the 
legislation and this will not put any more onerous responsibility on you that did not already exist; it is just a situation 
whereby, for want of a better term, it has not been enforced. The current act on this aspect of gun ownership has 
not changed.” I thank the minister for that. 
I will finish my comments on this point. I mentioned the consultation on the regulations, minister. Are we right 
there? The minister is not getting any late advice. 
Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: On the issue of consultation et cetera, I mentioned the implementation. I asked whether 
there had been any amendments made since the bill was read in to the Legislative Assembly and the deliberations 
involved with that bill in the LA. There was a minor amendment, but it was more of a technical issue than anything. 
I will refer in part to the minister’s comments in the other place. He said — 

I want to add that we will consult further with the Director of Public Prosecutions, the Department of Justice 
and the State Administrative Tribunal on how the bill will be enacted or will play out. However, during 
the second reading reply I pointed out that should some unforeseen complication or implication arise once 
the bill has been enacted, we will have the capacity to adjust the response with regulation. Obviously, we 
will consult with those people who are subject to the legislation. If the Sporting Shooters’ Association or 
any individual legitimate and responsible licence holder finds some unforeseen implication, we will have 
the capacity to respond by regulation. 

That brings me back to the comprehensive list of points that I raised with the minister’s office, to which I got a very 
comprehensive response. As I said yesterday, and I cannot say it enough, I am very, very grateful for the amount of 
time that went into that response. I think it was answered in a very forthright, honest and comprehensive fashion, so I am 
grateful for that. But as I said, I just want to confirm something yet again. We have actually discovered something 
today that I can use in any consultation I have with the people who communicate with me. The minister pointed out — 

Obviously, we will consult with those people who are subject to the legislation. If the Sporting Shooters’ 
Association or any individual legitimate and responsible licence holder finds some unforeseen implication, 
we will have the capacity to respond by regulation. 

For those who are a little concerned or still not convinced by that very, very transparent and honest response, there 
will be an opportunity to rectify those situations through regulation. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The government stands by the minister’s comments. I will say further that since that 
time, we have also announced an update of the consultation process for the act generally, so there is also that. But 
certainly, the government still stands by the comments that the responsible minister put on the record. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I am delighted to hear that. I will be writing to and communicating with all the people 
who have consulted with me. I will ask them to communicate with the minister’s office, my office and the offices 
of any other member who has been involved in this process, to ensure that if there are unintended consequences or 
implications with regard to this piece of legislation that will have a direct impact on them as legitimate gun owners, 
they can take comfort in the fact that the minister has stated that he is willing to make changes through regulation. 
That is the best way forward. That is the best process we could possibly ask for. If we have that flexibility and 
transparency, and the government’s commitment to go down that path, I will be satisfied with that. That is the message 
I will provide to all the individuals and groups who have consulted with me, so I thank the minister for that. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I want to follow on from where Hon Peter Collier left off on this issue. I draw the 
minister’s attention to page 183 of the Law Reform Commission’s discussion paper, which states — 

Western Australia does not require licensing or registration of firearm parts; indeed the Firearms Act does 
not contain any definition of firearm parts. 
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I think the minister suggested that there has been an interpretation change that has recently come to the government’s 
attention, or words to that effect. I understand that clause 6 of the bill before us defines “major firearm part”, which 
is not defined in the current act. Can the minister confirm whether his response to Hon Peter Collier was that there 
is a new legal interpretation of the existing act? What will arise from the passage of this legislation, and particularly 
the definition found in clause 6? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Peter Collier’s issue was around what people can and cannot repair. We have 
introduced a definition of “major firearm part”, which came out of the Law Reform Commission’s recommendations. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If I followed Hon Peter Collier correctly, he was talking about a scenario in which 
a firearm owner has two or three different types of receivers or stocks for a firearm. The changing of those receivers 
would therefore constitute a repair under the current act. I think the minister said that was a new interpretation of 
the existing law, which seems to be at odds with the Law Reform Commission — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: By way of interjection, that is the existing law, not a new interpretation. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Right. That is interesting, because there is no definition of “major firearm part” in 
the current act. I am struggling to understand how the government has arrived at that interpretation, particularly in 
light of the Law Reform Commission’s view that Western Australia does not require licensing or registration of 
firearm parts, and that indeed the Firearms Act does not contain any definition of firearm parts. I understand and 
appreciate that the government is addressing that situation in this bill. Is the minister able to offer anything further 
in terms of how that interpretation of the existing act has been arrived at? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that they are two different issues, although they are linked. Someone cannot 
currently repair a firearm part or do any repairs on their firearm unless they are a repairer. We are introducing 
a provision under which, in certain circumstances, people will be able to potentially do some repairs if it is on 
their licence. Sorry, to clarify that: people will be able to possess major firearm parts that are approved by the 
commissioner. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I now understand the distinction that the minister was trying to convey, which is 
about the possession of a part. It may currently be lawful to possess a part, because “part” is not defined under the 
current act, but if someone were to deploy that part by changing it with another firearm part, that would trigger the 
definition or interpretation of what it is to repair a firearm, if I am following it correctly. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: That’s correct. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Okay. If I had surplus firearm parts that I am currently allowed to possess but not use, 
once this new legislation is proclaimed, whenever that occurs—that is an issue we will come to under clause 2—
what will I do with the surplus firearm parts that I am no longer able to possess and that can no longer be used? 
Will that be subject to the amnesty, and will I be expected to surrender those parts to my nearest police station? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Two things: you could get an approval from the commissioner or, as the member 
indicated, you could give them back under the amnesty. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I have a slightly similar issue. This is something that is not in this bill and is not in the 
current act. It is about reloading. A response to a question from Hon Peter Collier in the briefing note said that the 
act is silent on reloading ammunition, as it always has been, and that proposed section 16A specifies that a licensed 
holder is entitled to possess, carry and lawfully use ammunition for that firearm. It then refers to what WA police 
interpret that to mean. I have read in Hansard the response in the other place to this issue, which was quite clear 
that reloading was fine for someone’s licensed weapon—not someone else’s, but their own. I ask the minister to 
humour me because I am new to this. The act is silent on reloading ammunition. Let us assume that hardworking 
police go about their business. I will give a scenario: an outlaw gang member who can legally possess a weapon—
I assume there will be some who can—is reloading their ammunition. Could police have a change of heart—it is 
silent in the act—and then prosecute that outlaw motorcycle gang member for reloading? I hope I have not made 
too much of a mess of that question. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: There is no change to the current situation. Although the act is silent on the matter, 
it says on a licence that the person can do certain things. One of those things is that under the licence conditions they 
can reload ammunition into their gun. So although the act is silent, the licence itself allows people to do certain 
things, and that is one of those things. There is no change, as the member has pointed out and as has been pointed 
out previously. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Just to clarify: I am a licensed firearm owner. On the piece of paper for my licence will 
it say that I can reload ammunition for my weapon? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It says that the licence holder can possess it and use it. WA police see that part of 
that use is that the licence holder can reload, and that is on the licence. 
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Hon STEVE MARTIN: I will not labour the point, but is that interpretation, which if not the word the minister is 
using, is the word I am using to categorise that description of that process, flexible? If it is not in the act and it is 
an interpretation of use, is there no possible way that could be reinterpreted? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer my adviser has given me is that the WA police position is that a person 
can reload their licensed gun with ammunition, and that is not going to change. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I thought I had finished with this point, but I have opened up a bit of a hornet’s nest 
here with the industry. Can the minister confirm that changing a stop on a gun is currently illegal? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is currently considered to be a repair that has to be done by a licensed repairer. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is considered a repair, so currently a farmer cannot do it—it would be illegal to do so 
in the legislation’s current form? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, by the strict letter of the law, it is currently illegal. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I will finish on this. As I said, there are people watching and I must say, we have an 
issue here. The minister definitely has an issue in terms of people’s understanding of that aspect of the law. I cannot 
say any more than that, suffice to say that what I have just been told now completely contradicts what a lot of people 
feel. The minister cannot respond to that. All I am saying is that if that is the case, the government really needs to 
conduct a broad education program once this bill is passed to ensure that people understand that this is nothing 
new and is something that existed previously. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: As I said, there is widespread misconception on this issue. 
Hon Peter Collier: There is. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: A normal licensed gun owner probably has not read the act. Regardless, there is 
a widespread misconception and it is the government’s intention to make sure that we educate. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I just want to make sure that I spoke correctly in my contribution to the second reading 
debate when I described the scenario of a commissioner signing off on a firearms prohibition order and the police 
executing the FPO and as part of their duties when they execute the FPO, searching a premise, other items are 
potentially taken during that search process and used in a separate prosecution against that person. Is that an accurate 
scenario? Can it happen? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Honourable member, do you mind repeating yourself, please? 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: Sure; I was just talking about the scenario of the commissioner signing off on an 
FPO and then the police searching premises and finding other illegal items and using that as part of a separate 
prosecution case. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: If items are found relating to an offence under this bill, then yes. However, I am also 
told that under the Criminal Investigation Act 2006, police can already do a limited search. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: By a limited search, they can then take other items and prosecute them? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The Criminal Investigation Act states in section 68, “Searching people for things 
relevant to offences”— 

(1) If an officer reasonably suspects that a person has in his or her possession or under his or her control 
any thing relevant to an offence, the officer — 

(a) may do a basic search or a strip search of the person; and 
(b) may, subject to section 146, seize any thing relevant to an offence that the officer finds, 

whether or not it is a thing that the officer suspected was in the possession or under the control 
of the person; and 

(c) whether or not the officer seizes the thing, may do a forensic examination on it. 
That currently exists in the Criminal Investigation Act. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I thank the minister for the explanation. Given that, is there any oversight or assurance 
from the commissioner, or included in this bill, that an FPO will not be issued against a gun owner for a different 
purpose, other than seizing a firearm? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Again, I will have to ask the honourable member to ask that question again—not 
because I did not hear him this time, but because my advisers did not understand the question. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: The question is: is there any oversight or assurance from the commissioner included 
in this bill that the FPO will not be issued against a gun owner for a different purpose, other than seizing a firearm? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: An FPO can be issued in only three circumstances: if they are not a fit and proper 
person; if they are a danger to another person or property; and if it is not in the public interest. An FPO cannot be 
issued in the example the member gave. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I mentioned during the second reading debate that “in the public interest” is a vague 
term. I believe it has been left intentionally vague and is open to interpretation. Given there is some fuzziness in 
that interpretation, is it possible the commissioner could create an FPO using the circumstance of “in the public 
interest” for a purpose other than seizing a firearm from a Western Australian? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Firstly, I am told it is a recommendation of the Law Reform Commission. Secondly, 
the commissioner can delegate the power only to a commander or above in the WA Police Force, which is a very 
senior position and is not an ordinary police officer. There are only about 15 of those positions in the WA Police 
Force. I am further told this is about targeting, essentially, serious criminals, so there are multiple levels and layers 
to this. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I appreciate the insight; however, I do not believe the minister answered the question. 
Is there any assurance or oversight in this bill that an FPO can only be issued for the sole purpose of seizing firearms? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told FPOs will not be used to seize firearms and people can have their FPO 
reviewed by the State Administrative Tribunal and the Supreme Court. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The Law Reform Commission’s report, Project 105 discussion paper, at page 183 
states — 

Relevantly, it should be noted that the Firearms Act provides that it is an offence to alter a firearm ‘from the 
design or characteristics of its original manufacture’ or ‘so that its calibre, character or kind differs from 
what it was when any current licence or permit relating to it was issued’, or to be in possession of a firearm 
that has been altered in this way. This offence appears broad enough to include the addition of any firearm 
parts which substantially change the nature of a firearm. The Act contains no definitions of ‘character’ or 
‘kind’, so Western Australia Police has advised that it would refer to the dictionary definitions of these 
words in applying this section of the Act. 

This is relevant to what we discussed before about the definition of “repair” of a firearm. I assume from what the minister 
said today that the current view of WA police was formed sometime since this 2015 Law Reform Commission report, 
because it seems to be at odds with that view. I can understand that, but if that is the case, what section of the current act 
is the minister referring to in the interpretation of “repair” the minister referred to this afternoon? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: In relation to the definition of “repair” and the difference between a minor repair 
and a major repair, the bill does not change the concept of repair or manufacture from what it has always been in 
the act, with the exception of including major firearm parts and firearms technology to the scope of what can be 
added to certain licences. In cases like the activity of welding items to a firearm such as replacement of stocks, the 
firearm should be dealt with by a licensed, suitably qualified professional. This ensures the safety of the firearm 
owner and anyone else who may have approval to use the firearm. The WA Police Force recognises that licensed 
firearm owners may want more clarity on what maintenance activities they are able to do on their own firearms 
without constituting a repair or manufacture under the legislation, so WA police will update information on its 
website to provide guidance to licensed firearm owners. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Although “repair” is not a defined term, it has been recently interpreted to include 
these types of activities that Hon Peter Collier outlined, for example, changing the stock of a rifle. I assume that 
will be captured under current section 19(4), which states — 

A person who — 
 … 
 (b) repairs on behalf of another; 
 (c) manufactures, 
or is concerned in repairing or manufacturing, any firearm or ammunition otherwise than in accordance 
with a licence under this Act authorising him to do so, commits a crime and is liable, on conviction … 

Would that be the relevant offence somebody would commit by changing a stock on a firearm without a repairer’s licence? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Section 19(4) is the correct part. The stock has been added under the bill as a major 
firearm part. That did not exist before. Hopefully, that will provide clarity to that grey area we spoke about previously. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We are making some good progress on this issue. To round this off, the minister 
said there was a recent re-examination of this issue. Is the minister able to give me some perspective on when it 
was determined that the definition of “repair” would extend to these types of activities? Clearly, it was not the case 
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in 2015 when the Law Reform Commission was examining this issue and a different view has been taken sometime 
between then and now. I know it is unlikely, but has anyone been prosecuted for an offence of this nature? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer to the second part of the member’s question is no. I go back to the first 
part of the question; it was not a recent definition or consideration but the issue has come to light only recently as 
a result, essentially, of the bill coming before the Parliament and consultation with stakeholders.  
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I will just jump back to my previous line of questioning; I just needed a second to process 
it. The minister mentioned a State Administrative Tribunal process. Will the SAT process that the minister mentioned 
encompass any other illegal items that were inadvertently seized during the execution of a firearms prohibition order? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The SAT can review any decision under the act. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I will use the example of a marijuana plant that is found at someone’s house when an 
FPO is executed and it is used as evidence in a different prosecution case. Would the SAT appeal encompass the 
prosecution case involving the marijuana plant that was seized during the execution of the FPO? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: Given that answer, I am going to go back to my original question, and I am just looking 
for a simple yes or no answer. Is there any oversight or assurance provided by the bill that an FPO will not be 
issued against a gun owner for a different purpose other than seizing firearms? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer is yes. I have answered that previously. I have set out the three thresholds 
that need to be met. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: Other than those three steps, is there any other assurance or oversight that it will not 
be used for any other purpose? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It cannot be issued for any other purpose, honourable member. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I knew this would happen; I have now had four emails come through from people who are 
watching. I have the permission of this person to read this in, and it goes to the heart of the issues that were raised about 
the lack of understanding of the current legislation. I would not mind the minister’s response to this, please. He says — 

I am a licensed firearm owner, I have been since 1983. 
I am watching the LC live today 7th and the information being provided to you by the opposition minister 
is incorrect. We are not repairing when changing stocks, grips or barrels. We also do “maintenance”. 
It does happen when people change from recreational hunting activities to target shooting. There is 
a discipline called hunter class that is held at the same range, WARA Pinjar range that the police/government 
used for the media two weeks ago. And other WARA leased ranges. 
We shoot thousands of rounds in competition around the WA state and Australia and sometimes we need 
to remove barrels to clean, make safe minor repairs. 
We need to reload to make “precision” ammunition for our target shooting, you can’t buy factory made 
ammunition to this standard. 
The act simply needs to refer lawful excuse to the approved license holder and subsequent firearms. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that some of the things that the member read out are lawful and some are not 
lawful. People can still reload, but they cannot fix loaders and barrels without a licence. I am happy to put this on the 
record today, because this information has already been provided to the Sporting Shooters’ Association of Australia, 
to reassure firearms owners of what they can do to their firearms. They can strip and assemble. This is considered 
part of the normal cleaning and maintenance of a firearm when done in accordance with the manufacturer’s guidelines. 
They can make minor adjustments. Changing the alignment of sights, accessory rails and similar attachments to 
a firearm does not require a repairer’s licence. The like-for-like replacement of grips on a firearm does not require 
a licence; however, any changing of grips that will alter the function of a firearm from when it was originally licensed 
should be checked with the regulator to determine whether an approval or licence is required. 
People cannot adjust a factory-adjustable trigger assembly. Changing or adjusting the operation of a trigger assembly 
is an action that requires a repairer’s licence. People cannot make repairs involving fixing or rectification of broken 
functions of the firearm that require more than simple field stripping and cleaning. Repairs to firearms have always 
necessitated a licence to undertake them. This will not change with this bill. If licence holders are unsure of the 
extent to which they can go in maintaining their firearm, they should refer to the user’s manual that relates to that 
firearm as provided by the original manufacturer, refer to a licensed repairer for advice or contact the regulator. 
The WA Police Force recognises that licensed firearms owners may want more clarity on what maintenance 
activities they are able to do on their own firearms without it constituting a repair or manufacturing under the 
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legislation. As I have previously indicated, the Western Australia Police Force will be updating information on its 
website to provide guidance to licensed firearms owners. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank the minister for that; I appreciate it very much. I will definitely leave it at this, 
because I have had another email come in. It is not the way to handle debate—on the run. I will conclude on this 
whole issue. There is sufficient disquiet out there to show that there is a lot of uncertainty about and, dare I say it, 
lack of understanding, for want of a better term, of the existing legislation. That is something that the government 
will have to do—try to get through to the industry the structure of the current legislation and the fact that this bill 
will in no way, shape or form alter what already exists. 

Having said that, I take the comments of the Minister for Police in the other place and this minister’s clarification 
of the minister’s words that in the process from assent to implementation, if there are any issues with unintended 
consequences, they can be ideally ironed out, rectified or assisted during the process of consultation in the lead-up 
to making the regulations. If anyone contacts me or any of our colleagues on this issue, we will most definitely 
provide information to the minister’s office to assist with that process. I thank the minister for that information. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The minister provided some helpful data during his second reading reply. I think it 
was in response to Hon Dr Steve Thomas. There are some confusing numbers in media reports about the number 
of firearms licences and the number of licensed firearms currently in Western Australia. Is the minister in a position 
to provide the accurate number, just because a few different numbers have been reported in the media and I wonder 
which is the correct one? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The most up-to-date information I have on hand is from January 2022. The information 
provided says that as at that date there were 89 247 firearms licences and 349 492 licensed firearms. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the minister for that clarification. In the minister’s second reading reply, he 
said that 298 licensed firearms were stolen in the 2021 calendar year, which averages six a week, and 10 per cent 
of those were handguns. If the minister has it available, I am interested in whether the minister has data on crimes 
that are related to firearms. I think Hon Dr Steve Thomas asked: what proportion of offences were committed with 
licensed firearms versus unlicensed firearms? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We do not have that information. We have not been able to get it. I have asked whether 
it exists and I am told that the WA police computer systems do not spit that out. It would take manual work to find 
out what the member has asked for. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the minister. I think we have had this difficulty before, to be honest, which 
goes to the police systems more generally. It is unfortunate because I was hoping to understand the extent to which 
gun-related crimes are committed with licensed firearms versus unlicensed firearms. I assume that quite a significant 
proportion of them would be stolen or unlicensed firearms. The second reading speech identified three instances. 
One was an assassination that occurred at the Kwinana Beach motorplex. I think in the minister’s reply, he confirmed 
that the offence was committed with a licensed firearm. The other offences were a drive-by shooting and a carjacking 
at gunpoint. Is the minister in a position to confirm whether those offences were committed with a licensed firearm 
or otherwise; and, if so, was the licensed firearm stolen? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, the member is correct. In my second reading reply speech I referred to the 
Kwinana incident, and I indicated that it was committed with a licensed firearm. The gun used in the drive-by was 
licensed and recently stolen and the one used in the carjacking was also licensed and recently stolen. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: All three of those offences that were identified were with licensed firearms, and at 
least the last two were with stolen firearms. In the first offence, the assassination, was it a stolen firearm even though 
it was a licensed firearm? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, that was a licensed firearm being used by the licensed owner. I also put on the 
record, as I indicated, the WA Police Force does not readily have those statistics. I want to say that the perception 
that licensed firearm owners do not commit crimes is incorrect. I did not say the member has that perception but 
the perception exists. As mentioned by the Minister for Police in his second reading reply, the worst mass shooting 
since Port Arthur happened in WA at Osmington near Margaret River and the perpetrator who murdered his wife, 
daughter and grandchildren, before turning the gun on himself, was a licensed gun holder. 

In June 2021, the Western Australia Police Force executed a search warrant in Helena Valley where an illegal 
firearms manufacturing facility was located. Police discovered multiple 3D-printing machines, a computer-controlled 
printing machine, a commercial lathe and multiple tools that are used in the manufacturing process. Digital diagrams 
and printing files related to firearms manufacture, including semiautomatic rifles, were located along with 3D-print 
components, rifled and chambered barrels and other components. These items were found alongside homemade 
sound suppressers, so silencers, and thousands of rounds of ammunition. A 31-year-old man was charged with 
multiple offences and he was a licensed firearm holder. 
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In September last year, the WA Police Force executed a search warrant in Warnbro where five illegally manufactured 
firearms were located, including a pen gun. I am told in that case a 48-year-old man was charged with multiple 
offences. He was a licensed firearm owner. 
In addition, I am told that police are revoking the licence of at least one licensed firearm holder each week because 
of a violence restraining order coming into existence. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thanks, minister. That is helpful information. My preference is not to delve too 
much into the FPO side of the bill until we get to those clauses because I have a few questions about the application 
of that when we get to it; I think it is almost at the end of the bill. 
In the second reading debate, I asked some questions about the Law Reform Commission report. The minister 
mentioned that this bill will implement a number of recommendations of the Law Reform Commission report. 
I want to make sure that I transcribed those correctly. I do not know whether the advisers have them easily to hand, 
but they were recommendations 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 24, 127, 134, 138 and 141. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: That is correct. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is almost like checking the lottery numbers on a Saturday! 
Obviously, there may be varying degrees of implementing those recommendations because some of those 
recommendations are quite detailed and have sub-recommendations within them. Is the minister in a position to 
perhaps table something? I can obviously look up those recommendations; that is no problem. But it would be helpful 
to understand which clauses of the bill link directly to those named Law Reform Commission recommendations. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We will name them when we get to the clauses. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The only downside of that is that I do not expect to ask a question on every clause, so 
we may miss some on the way through. Has the government formalised a response to the Law Reform Commission’s 
recommendations or is that an active matter that is still under consideration? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is an active matter as we consider the recently announced changes to the act. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I think that will be a key matter that is part of the consultation process. I think the 
expectation is that we will have a bill in Parliament in September 2023, and when we get to that point, there will 
be some more clarity around the government’s position on the LRC’s recommendations. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My advice is that the answer is yes.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I refer to the findings in the 2019 report by the Office of the Auditor General on 
firearms controls. The minister touched on that in his reply to the second reading debate, or perhaps he did not, 
because I did not write down any notes in that regard. Is there any update that the minister could provide on how 
the WA Police Force is addressing the concerns raised in the Auditor General’s 2019 report? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: There is not. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The next issue I want to ask about is the resourcing of the WA firearms licensing branch, 
if that is what it is even called. The minister mentioned that the regulatory burden or cost of these reforms will not be 
borne through firearms licence fees. That is good to hear. The minister also mentioned the 950 extra police officers who 
are being recruited or have been recruited, and he also talked about the reallocation of the internal workforce, mainly for 
the operation of the FPO provisions. Is the minister in a position to provide us with some understanding of the current 
resourcing of the firearms branch and what might be anticipated with respect to the requirements of this bill? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, I am not; I do not have that information. I am further told that this bill will not 
impact that branch; a separate group of people will deal with the FPOs. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the minister. Could that be something that the minister takes with some 
notice, with respect to us getting an understanding of the resourcing of the branch? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: By interjection, it is not relevant to the bill before us. I am very happy to get an answer 
for you if you ask that question during question time, but I am not going to take it as part of this bill because it is 
tangential to this bill. It will not be that unit or that branch that will deal with what is in the bill. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Just to confirm, there will be no additional burden on any officer or person in the 
firearms branch arising from the application of this bill? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that it will not be significant enough to warrant more resources. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The operation of the FPO will not be a function of the firearms branch. What section 
or division of WA police will be responsible for the application of these new powers? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It will be dealt with by the state crime portfolio. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Is there an understanding of the resources that the state crime portfolio will require 
to effectively operate the FPO provisions? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told it is being scoped currently. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I said a short time ago that I wanted to leave any detailed assessment of the review 
provisions and the FPO provisions until we get to those clauses, but the minister mentioned in his reply to the 
second reading debate that five jurisdictions in Australia have an FPO scheme or a similar scheme and that our 
model is based on the New South Wales and Victorian models, with some improvements. The minister mentioned 
the cross-jurisdictional application of FPOs, which I think was identified as a deficiency of the New South Wales 
version of the scheme. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Victorian. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Sorry, Victorian; I thank the minister for that correction. Does the minister have 
something that could be presented to the Council as a comparison of those five schemes, and particularly where 
our scheme mirrors or deviates from the New South Wales and Victorian schemes? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that we do not have such a document, honourable member. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is unfortunate, because I think that would have expedited the debate when 
we get to that clause. We may just have to do it the hard way. Other than the cross-jurisdictional issue that was 
identified in a review of the Victorian scheme, could any material differences be identified between particularly 
the New South Wales and Victorian schemes and ours? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I have information here on the New South Wales Firearms and Weapons Legislation 
Amendment (Criminal Use) Bill 2020, which was introduced to that Parliament in February 2020. The New South 
Wales bill includes some provisions that are similar to those in our Firearms Amendment Bill 2021, such as offences 
for taking part in the unauthorised manufacture of firearms. I am told that the NSW bill was referred to a committee 
and has not progressed since the committee released its final report and recommendations in April 2021. The 
Firearms Amendment Bill 2021 already incorporates many of the recommendations made by the NSW committee, 
such as having exemptions to manufacture and repair offences if the person has a valid licence or approval to 
partake in those activities; proportionate offences, including either-way offences, which this bill introduces within 
the firearms technology offences; and a standard of reasonable suspicion to be met prior to searching persons in 
the company of a prohibited person. A prohibited person is a person who has been served with a firearms prohibition 
order. That is all I have got. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will have a quick scan to see whether there are any other questions. I have only 
a limited number of clauses that I want to consider, but it would certainly be helpful in expediting the passage of 
this bill if when we resume, we could be given some understanding of which clauses, perhaps in the first part of 
the bill, relate to which Law Reform Committee recommendations. The only other way around that is literally to 
ask the question on every clause of the bill. Having said that, are the Law Reform Commission recommendations 
that the minister identified—I cannot remember how many there were—being fully implemented or implemented 
in part? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I listed 13 Law Reform Commission recommendations. They are mostly being fully 
implemented. Some of them are being implemented in part, and that is because they refer to the regulations. 
Obviously, the regulations have not yet been made. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That makes sense. Subject to regulations, those that will be partly implemented by 
this bill will be fully implemented when regulation-making powers are exercised. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is generally correct, with the exception of recommendations 127 and 134—that 
is what I know of at this stage. We are just checking whether there are others. I can give a further example. Part of 
recommendation 138, for example, relates to the WA police website promoting the amnesty et cetera. It is mostly 
in terms of the legislation, and partly in terms of the regulations. There are others like that one that relate to things 
like websites and stuff that will be done down the track. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The minister mentioned recommendation 137, and was it 24? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It was 134. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: What was the second number? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It was 127. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Sorry. That makes sense now. They will be the partly implemented recommendations. 

I have one more question, minister; sorry to finish on this question. Does the Labor government have any concern 
about the persistent use of the word “thing” in this bill? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 7 April 2022] 

 p1729b-1749a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Wilson Tucker; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Steve Martin 

 [21] 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Having sat through the debates in 2000 in whatever it was—the thirty-ninth Parliament—
the member’s side was very convincing on the need for the use of the word “thing” in the legislation before us, so 
the member can see what has occurred in the bill before us. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do not think I need to ask the minister whether clause 2 implements a recommendation 
of the Law Reform Commission, because I am pretty sure that it does not. Clause 2 is the commencement clause. 
Clause 2(b) refers to the new Firearms Act and Criminal Code offence penalties. As I understand it, those higher 
penalties that the minister talked about will come into force on the twenty-eighth day after assent day. I have 
two questions at clause 2. Is 28 days a kind of standard when penalties are increased, in order to give people 28-days’ 
notice so that they can avail themselves of the revised act? Clause 2(c) states that the rest of the act—which is 
most of the act—will come into operation on a day fixed by proclamation. I assume the reason for that is to allow 
the government and WA Police Force to do certain things. Is the minister able to provide me with some information 
about what those things are and how long they might take? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told in relation to clause 2(b) that 28 days after assent is the standard. In relation 
to clause 2(c), it refers mostly to regulations that will need to be made over the next few months. As we have spoken 
about in this place previously, Parliamentary Counsel’s Office will draft regulations only once a bill has passed 
the Parliament, except in extraordinary circumstances. It also relates to IT upgrades that will need to be done as 
a result of the passage of the bill. The intention, if everything goes right, is to proclaim the bill in the second half 
of the year, but closer to Christmas. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is all right. The minister is in a representative capacity so I will not hold him 
to it, especially if it will be reliant upon WA Police Force and IT systems. I understand that in the last Parliament, 
it was often the case that uncertainty was associated with bills and amendments, and that was for good reason, 
namely the construct of that Parliament. The construct of this Parliament is quite different, and amendments are 
almost never tolerated, which is why they are often not suggested. I would have thought that the government could 
get on with the regulation-making functions with a greater deal of certainty than perhaps it could have done in the 
last Parliament. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: By way of interjection, it is up to PCO, regardless of the make-up of the Legislative Council. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes, PCO is respecting the supremacy of Parliament and waiting until Parliament 
has its way and then it can start the drafting process. I have no further questions on clause 2. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 3 to 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Section 4 amended — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Clause 6 seeks to amend section 4 of the act, which relates to definitions. I would like 
to get some clarity about a couple of those definitions. Does clause 6 give effect to any of the 13 recommendations 
of the Law Reform Commission? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told yes; most of them are definition-based. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I refer to the definition — 

thing relevant to an offence has the meaning given in the Criminal Investigation Act 2006 section 5; 
Is this a new definition that is proposed to be inserted or will it replace an existing definition, and what clauses of 
the bill relate to this new definition? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We believe it has been in the Criminal Investigation Act since 2006 and, obviously, 
we are putting it into this act. I am told it can be relied upon if the police seize something. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If something is seized, would that be in the context of the execution of a firearm 
prohibition order or warrant? A “thing” is largely undefined, so I assume it would allow an officer executing 
a warrant to determine whether a thing is relevant? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I think the minister said it would allow them to seize something. I assume he is 
relating that to the FPO provisions—if someone was subject to an FPO, or someone was executing an FPO search, 
it would allow an officer to make a determination around what is a relevant thing? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I draw the member’s attention to page 9 of the explanatory memorandum, which states — 
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“thing relevant to an offence” refers to the definition given in section 5 of the CIA. The concept is intended 
to include things in any way connected to any offence or which may provide evidence relevant to any 
offence or alibi. The term is relevant in this Bill to what police may seize when searching places, vehicles 
and persons in relation to FPOs. 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1761.] 
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