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POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 September 2010. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.51 pm]: I rise to make 
some comments on the Police Amendment Bill 2010 on behalf of the opposition. When this bill was introduced 
and read a second time in this place last year, we were all excited about it and foresaw a few issues with it. With 
the passage of a few months, it is like most things—when we come back on the first sitting day, we have a 
tendency to forget some of the things we canvassed. I have had a brief look at the issues. I understand that a 
number of my colleagues also wish to make some comments on this bill and its potential impact on both tourism 
and sporting events.  

Labor will be opposing this bill. We have a number of concerns, which I will outline later in my speech, and 
reasons why we are opposing this bill. I am sure that the minister representing the Minister for Police will listen 
diligently to what I have to say to him. The minister explained in his second reading speech that part of the 
reason for introducing this bill was the 2004 Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Corrupt or 
Criminal Conduct by Any Western Australian Police Officer. One of the deficiencies identified in the report of 
that royal commission was that the Commissioner of Police had some difficulty charging fees or being able to 
cost recover fees for the use of police at special events and some public functions. This bill seeks to facilitate a 
mechanism for the police commissioner to seek cost recovery for large-scale events of a commercial nature. It 
aims to set up a user-pays fee system in which the police commissioner can set a fee for certain events that 
require the presence of police or an additional police presence. I understand that this fee would apply to events 
attracting more than 5 000 people and it is more than likely that the event would be categorised as a sporting or 
cultural event. There has been some comment about the impact upon ticketing prices for events such as football 
at Subiaco Oval, rock concerts or other types of cultural events. I will talk about that in more detail later.  

In some ways this bill can be seen as a “cops for hire” change. Some concern has been expressed about the 
purpose and function of police at these types of events given that the event organisers employ security staff or 
other types of staff to manage traffic or movement through these events or to maintain some sort of order at these 
events. I was thinking about a cultural event that I attended in Bunbury on New Year’s Eve in about 1989–90. I 
was wondering how this type of change would affect this event. It was a Painters and Dockers–Angels concert at 
a big oval. 

Hon Alison Xamon: I was there. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Was the member there too? It was a great concert. There were about four of us. Everyone 
else was a bikie. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Were you old enough to go to that concert?  

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I was. It is amazing what you do when you follow your boyfriend around.  

I recall that that event started early in the afternoon. It was not the type of event that I would normally attend. I 
do like the Angels but am not so keen on Painters and Dockers’ music. Everyone had trekked down to Bunbury 
for it. There were about 300 bikies, about 100 or 200 farmers and four others, which were us. This concert went 
all through the night. Given the nature of the music and the types of personalities there, it was a very well 
organised and orderly event. In fact, I think the most unorderly part was the behaviour of a couple of my 
colleagues whom I was with on the night. 

Hon Giz Watson: It’s all coming out now! 

Hon KATE DOUST: It was not me; I was the skipper who had to drive back to Perth. Admittedly, there were 
not 5 000 people at that event; I do not know how many were there at the end of the day. Is that the type of event 
that this change would target? I do not know whether having the presence of police officers at that type of event 
would have enhanced it. I think the other types of people who were there calmed everybody down. I do not think 
anyone would have misbehaved with some of the characters who were wandering around at that concert.  

I am sure that other members will be able to give examples of the types of events that are held in their own 
communities that could be impacted by this “police for hire” approach that is being taken by the government. I 
understand that there would be some concern on the part of the commissioner who, from time to time, may have 
to provide some of his officers to attend functions. At the end of the day, that is why members of the community 
pay taxes. They expect police to be in certain places at certain times to ensure that there is a modicum of law and 
order and that people in certain situations exhibit particular behaviours. There is a community expectation that 
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that is part and parcel of the work of the police. If people get unruly or out of hand, the police may be called in to 
settle things down. 

If there is already a capacity for events organisers to have their own arrangements in place, what will this do for 
the police? Given that the resources of the police are already stretched with the management of their day-to-day 
work dealing with any number of issues they have to deal with—break and enters, road traffic issues, murders, 
drug issues, violence issues et cetera—and we are always hearing about how police are under stress, I do not 
know how an under-resourced police force will be able to fulfil the requirements of this legislation.  

One of the reasons we have concern and do not support this legislation relates to the amount charged for a police 
presence. When I had my briefing months ago, the advisers were asked how much the police would charge to be 
in attendance at these events. From memory, we were told at the briefing that there would be a fixed rate 
regardless of rank. I am pretty sure that the figure quoted was $90 an hour. No breakdown was provided to show 
how that amount was arrived at. I would be interested to hear from the minister how that figure was arrived at. 
What components make up that calculation? Is it just a flat-out cost recovery or will the police make some 
money out of this? I know that in the budgets for 2009–10, 2011–12 and 2012–13, three specific amounts are set 
out for cost recovery for police to participate in special events. I think that they range from $600 000 to about 
$682 000 in the forward estimates for 2012–13. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  

Hon KATE DOUST: Before the dinner break I was talking about the size of the functions to be taken into 
account; from memory, they were public functions of a commercial value at which 5 000 people would be 
gathered. At least 10 police officers would be provided at those functions. I think that is where I got to. One 
issue of great concern to us with this legislation is that if police are used in this way and charge a fee, that fee 
will ultimately be extracted from the public because they will be paying for the ticket. The fee will be paid by the 
event organiser to the police, so prices will go up. People will have to pay more for the privilege of going to 
certain events, be it football, cultural or other types of events.  

Over the dinner break one of my colleagues, who is a football fanatic, said that the cost of attending the football 
is going up. The cost of membership—that is, the access cost to a football game—has gone up and will probably 
go up again. With this fee, it will go up even more. For a lot of families who are already struggling to pay extra 
costs imposed on them while this government has been in office, this is just one more extra financial crunch to 
be added. It may actually deter people from attending certain functions. Families can only stretch their dollar so 
far. If people know they have to pay more simply to have a police presence at some events, not only will some 
decide not to go but also there may be some event organisers who decide it is too expensive, that it will simply 
put them out of the market, and that it makes it too complicated and too expensive to run the event. That would 
be of great concern.  

New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland have been running a system like this since about 2001. I am not too 
sure of the detail of the payment that is made to the police. Perhaps the minister might like to provide the detail. I 
want to talk about New South Wales a little later. It will lead to one of my concerns about the opportunity for 
police to rake in extra dollars. The minister can clarify this for me, but it is something I recall from the briefing: I 
understand there is already a requirement, if event organisers have a liquor licence, for security to be provided 
anyway. For a lot of the big-ticket events, including the football, that is already the case. We do not hear too 
many stories of outrageous activity occurring at Subiaco Oval after the Dockers have thrashed the Eagles! I have 
not heard of too many heads getting cracked. I do not know whether having security in place around the field, 
marshalling people out swiftly, or directing traffic will make a lot of difference.  

I thought about other large events held in Western Australia. Last year I was lucky enough to attend an event at 
Sandalford winery to watch the B-52s and The Proclaimers. It was a lovely evening. It was a highly organised 
event, as these events are. It was attended by several thousand people. Security officers were checking people’s 
bags and marshalling people in and out. I cannot recall seeing police. I wonder if that is the type of event that we 
would want to have police at. I would ask whether they are necessary at some events.  

Hon Peter Collier: What was the average age at that event?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I didn’t see you at the Love Shack!  

Hon KATE DOUST: Actually, it varied. I suppose my age and older; I am not too sure. I did not really look 
around at the ages.  

At a lot of those well-organised events people attend in groups. People pay a lot of money for tickets, but if that 
type of event is the type that will be targeted because it is an event at which I imagine the organisers would hope 
to make a dollar—I do not know if they do or not, but I imagine they would hope to—they will then have to add 
those costs onto the ticket price. People who go to these events will ultimately pay the extra dollars. In the case 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 February 2011] 

 p35b-42a 
Hon Kate Doust 

 [3] 

of football tickets, I have been told it only means an extra 60c or so, but for a family wishing to attend an event, 
if we multiply that by four or five games, it adds up. We are concerned about where the government is going 
with that. Is it needed in those situations? It places an extra burden upon the family purse when people are 
working out how they are going to spend their dollars.  

The level of engagement with industry was another concern raised when this bill was being drafted. I have a 
couple of documents to share with members. The first document is a note from Mr Wayne Bradshaw from the 
West Australian Football Commission in relation to this bill. He sets out a series of dot points about the 
commission’s view of this legislation and the level of discussion that occurred with that major organisation about 
the implications of this legislation upon it. I am sure members would be interested to know what level of 
engagement occurred with that organisation. The first significant point of this note is — 

There has been no consultation with the WAFC on this matter. According to the forecasts provided over 
60% of the funds derived are from events at Subiaco Oval. The primary source of income from this 
legislation appears to be targeted at AFL events. The AFL is not the beneficiary of events at Subiaco 
Oval. The community focus of the not for profit WAFC will be eroded.  

He goes on to talk about concerns if the WAFC has to pay additional funds to have a police presence on site. 
Mr Bradshaw indicates that police are already on site. He also says the commission expends about $1 200 
feeding police whilst they are at a game. They are not doing too badly for themselves; they are looking after the 
police. If the WAFC has to find extra dollars through their members, or other people who come along to games, 
that will reduce their pool in terms of how the money is spent; that is junior football development and work they 
do out in the bush with some of the country teams. There is a concern there. I hope that since this bill was 
introduced into the Legislative Assembly last year, and since this document was provided in September of last 
year, the government has made some effort to sit down with Mr Bradshaw and his colleagues at the West 
Australian Football Commission to discuss the implications of this legislation.  

Mr Bradshaw’s note says also — 

There is a lack of clarity around the types of events to be charged. The events listed in the schedule 
appear to be incomplete which creates some uncertainty. There is scope for the Minister to make 
exemptions if he is satisfied that the event …  

He then lists the criteria that are provided for in the legislation.  

Another issue that he raises is the Red Bull Air Race. That is a significant event that has been held in this city for 
the past couple of years. I am not sure how many people attend that event. I have not been to one of those events 
myself, but I have heard the noise and have seen the planes from my home. I imagine that tens of thousands of 
people would observe the Red Bull Air Race. I am not sure how that will be managed. He says — 

For example will the Red Bull Air Race be charged? This event meets the above criteria and is 
subsidized by the government through EventsCorp. International rugby has exactly the same status but 
has been listed for charging.  

The Royal Show has not been listed? The WAFC is a Not For Profit Sports Association, the Royal 
Agricultural Society is also not for profit. 

What he is saying is: why has one event been listed to be charged, but not others?  

He goes on to say — 

The revenue forecasts are overstated. Subiaco Oval uses approximately 10 police, not 44 for AFL 
games. Revenue derived will be the $85,000 pa not $376,000 pa.  

I think there has been some discussion about how $400 000 out of the $600 000 that has been proposed in the 
police budget will be recouped from the football commission. He says also — 

If other venues experience similar discrepancies there is likely to be a significant shortfall in the 
projected revenue derived. Will the fee be put up to meet the revenue forecasts? 

What he is saying is: if the Commissioner of Police finds that he is not meeting his targets, on the basis that this 
is meant to be cost recovery, could he make an adjustment to the hourly rate that will be charged per police 
officer at these events? He goes on to say — 

What control is there over the fees to be applied? Have the fees applied been determined to meet an 
efficiency target or to represent the real costs?  

Before the dinner break, I asked the minister whether he would provide information about how that charge of 
$90 an hour has been calculated. I also asked about whether this is just about cost recovery, or is the 
commissioner seeking to turn a dollar. 
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Mr Bradshaw then goes on to make a very interesting point. He says that there has been the odd occasion when 
there were up to 44 police in attendance at Subiaco stadium—sorry, not stadium; we are not having a stadium at 
Subiaco, are we? He says — 

However this has been because an arrangement was made with the Police Training Academy for their 
cadets to attend. Are we still to be charged $90 per hour for cadets who are in training?  

That is an interesting point. He goes on to say — 

In good faith we have already been providing food for Police at a cost of approximately $1,200 per 
game.  

So the police are obviously doing quite well! 

The final point that he makes—this is very relevant—is that WAFC has always had an excellent relationship 
with the police, and that is something it wants to maintain. He then says — 

However in the event of Police performance at the event not being to the standard required is there a 
process for accountability under a fee for service arrangement?  

That is an interesting question. I do not think it is canvassed in the legislation. This question has also been 
mooted by the Events Industry Association. Event organisers will be required to pay for police to be on site if the 
event will be attended by more than 5 000 people. However, if there is an incident at the event that the police 
cannot manage, or if the police cannot direct the traffic in and out of the event in an efficient manner, what 
comeback will the event organisers have? Will they be able to get a refund if the police do not perform to the 
standard that is expected?  

Another issue that arises in this legislation—I am pretty sure we canvassed this at the briefing a few months 
ago—is in proposed section 39I at page 6 of the bill. I hope that when we get into committee we can have a 
much broader discussion about this provision. This proposed section provides that event organisers may also be 
charged for overhead expenses by police, such as if police are required to travel or to purchase accommodation 
so that they can attend an event. The minister is shaking his head to indicate that that will not happen. However, 
from my experience, unless that is written in the legislation in black and white, just because the Minister for 
Energy or the Minister for Police may say now that that will not happen, that does not mean that down the track 
an event organiser may not be charged for the cost of transporting and housing the police officers who are 
required for a particular event. I do not know how we will get around that. We may just move to delete that 
provision. If this is just about a straightforward hourly rate and that is all the Commissioner of Police is looking 
to recoup, that is one issue. However, if down the track the commissioner starts to tap the organisers for 
additional funds, that is a different issue. Although the minister may say that will never happen, so long as it is 
provided for in the legislation, it has the potential to happen. We therefore need to have a proper discussion 
about whether this provision should remain in the legislation.  

When we had the briefing, it was explained to me that the metropolitan operations coordinator will have 
oversight of the management of this process. I understand that a number of staff are already in place to manage 
certain events that occur in the metropolitan area. I imagine that if this legislation goes through, this will be an 
area of growth. Is there any anticipation that this section of the police service will increase its staff? I am also 
interested to know whether there has been any specific budget allocation to this particular area of police 
operations to enable it to manage events once this legislation goes through. 

Another issue is compliance. The legislation provides that the commissioner can pursue the payment of moneys 
owed. However, what will happen if people just say, “We had this big concert, and we had all these people turn 
up, but because of the cost of getting across the Nullarbor, we did not actually make a profit, so we cannot afford 
to pay you”? What will happen if an event organiser does not pay? What avenues will be open to the 
Commissioner of Police to pursue those funds? We have already talked about the West Australian Football 
Commission and its concerns about this legislation. I hope that the minister is able to tell me that, since 
September, the government has actually sat down with the commission and worked through its concerns. 

Another important sector involved is represented by the Events Industry Association of Western Australia. The 
shadow Minister for Police, Margaret Quirk, actually dealt with this group when this legislation was progressing 
through the other place. The association has provided to us an industry document outlining its concerns about 
this legislation. The association points out that although this issue has been discussed for many years, there was 
no push under the previous government to introduce this legislation. However, I do not believe that this 
association was consulted extensively about its concerns. The association has provided a list of its concerns. I 
will not go through all of them now because we may come back to some of them during the committee stage. 

The association asks that, if it is going to be forced to pay for a set number of police to achieve approval for an 
event, the police service absolutely guarantee that it will stay on site, regardless of issues that occur. I thought 
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that that was an interesting point; I do not know whether the association is implying that, if things look fine, the 
police will head off home or stay until the end of the show. The association also claims that private enterprise 
would be disadvantaged by a government department technically hiring itself out as a commercial venture. I will 
return to that point later when I talk about some things currently happening in New South Wales. 

The association claims that there is the potential for an undesirable perception that the police can be bought as 
private security, which would undermine its authority in the eyes of the public. The association has also voiced 
its concerns about whether on-duty police would be used for this purpose, or whether off-duty police would be 
brought in after completing a shift. In the latter case, the association claims that there may be health and safety 
concerns. There are a lot of issues associated with people working extended shifts. 

The association’s document refers to the financial burden of the proposal, which would impact on key social 
outcomes. The association claims that paying for police, in addition to the ordinary climbing costs of an event, 
would considerably affect the regularity of free community-based events due to the additional costs of police. 
The community could then be deprived of exposure to sports, culture and the arts. The association also refers to 
football, but I think we have already discussed that. It is pointed out that it would be hard to determine who 
would pay for the police presence; the police say that whoever charges the entry fee would be charged, but the 
association asks: what is the difference between football, Skyworks and a union rally? Most of us know the 
difference between Skyworks and a union rally! 

Hon Sue Ellery: There’s no alcohol at a union rally! 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is right: there is no alcohol at a union rally! I thank the member for reminding me of 
that! 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: One’s a pleasant experience! 

Hon KATE DOUST: Union rallies are great experiences! I remember the workers’ compensation union rally 
held here at Parliament in the 1990s — 

Hon Sue Ellery: It was 1997. That’s when I met my husband! 

Hon KATE DOUST: A great rally; thousands of people turned up. A lot of our members were there and we had 
a great time. One thing we all joked about was the fact that, because we had a lot of chicken processing workers 
there that day, we saved the lives of 100 000 chickens in Perth! I thought Hon Lynn MacLaren would like that 
story! Union rallies are good fun, and maybe one day Hon Robyn McSweeney will have the opportunity to 
attend and participate; we might know a few of her friends who might encourage the Minister for Community 
Services to come to a union rally!  

Anyway, we digress. The Events Industry Association document also makes reference to accountability of police 
that clearly defines agreed, on-performance outcomes and accountability at the event to the event manager and 
promoter. That is a theme that has emerged with the key organisations that would be obliged to engage the police 
for their functions. They are saying that if they have to pay for it, there are certain standards and outcomes that 
they want, and they want to know how we are going to ensure that those outcomes will be delivered for their 
dollar. The association points out that if the police believe that security contractors are doing an inefficient job of 
managing behaviour at events, it would be sensible to encourage improved training and accreditation for security 
personnel. I do not know enough about the way in which security staff are trained or whether there is even an 
accreditation process—the minister may wish to explain that—but maybe that is another way around it. Another 
issue that has been raised is that security personnel currently cost about $45 an hour, whereas the police will 
charge $90 an hour. The industry is asking: why do police cost so much more, and how is the cost calculated? 

The association has listed a series of questions. I will provide some of those questions to the minister, because I 
think it would be interesting to get her responses so they can be fed back to this key industry association. The 
first question is: what roles and responsibilities do the police intend to supply at the event? I know that there is 
reference in the legislation to traffic management, crowd calming and another responsibility, but is there 
anything else? What is the legal status of police in this role at events? There is widespread concern about the 
nature of the relationship between the police and the event organiser. Where does liability rest? If police are not 
under the control of the promoter, but the promoter is paying them, who assumes liability if there is an incident? 
Are police responsible to the event manager, since they are employed by the event? If, for this reason, officers do 
not turn up or are unavailable for the event, or they are moved on to another job during the event, will the event 
then be operating illegally and event insurance deemed invalid? That is a very important point; if a large sporting 
event is happening at, say, Subiaco, or one of the big concerts, what happens if a major crisis erupts, all the 
police are called away, and there is then no security at the concert or sporting event? That is a very important 
point. Will the event have to be shut down? How will the organisers deal with that? Will the event organisers be 
able to sue the police for not supplying the number of officers that they have determined as being necessary for 
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the event? If the police do not attend, will the event have to be cancelled? I think that comes back to the point 
already made. 

The association also asks whether, if there is dissatisfaction with the service provided by police, complaints can 
be taken to the Corruption and Crime Commission. If the service is not being delivered to the standard expected 
or agreed to, to whom can organisers complain? How can they get some sort of response? The association also 
asks: what criteria will be used to determine the number of police required for each event? This is a good 
question. Will they look at age demographics? The B-52s concert out at Sandalford may not require a huge 
police presence, but you never know what can happen when you mix a few oldies and chardies! Is it based on 
how much alcohol is available? There is a food and wine festival of Margaret River; I would imagine that that 
would attract thousands of people, and let us face it, the main event there would be the consumption of food and 
alcohol. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I do not know how rowdy people get down there. Hon Colin Holt also represents the 
South West Region. Somebody mentioned that the Leeuwin concert is coming up this weekend.  

Hon Peter Collier: Bryan Ferry and Roxy Music.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Peter Collier is showing his age. I would imagine there would be several thousand 
people attending that concert, either on the black tie side or the people who are there just to have a really good 
time. Alcohol will be flowing. The food will be good. The evening will be pleasant. I imagine that a few people 
will not be able to walk a straight line after they have been to that event. Do they need to be policed? Is that the 
type of event that the police will enforce and charge for their presence? What about bikie events, concerts, and 
sporting or community events? Other members on this side may talk about some of those community events. My 
electorate has the mussel festival in Rockingham, which is coming up in a few weeks. The Fremantle festival 
attracts thousands of people. The Saint Patrick’s Day march always gets a good crowd, as do Labor Day 
celebrations. These are community events. One never knows what is going to happen or how excited people are 
going to get. Are they the type of events that may ultimately be considered if we were to impose this system 
upon the organisers?  

Another question that was posed was: will there be direct access to the police staff on duty prior to the event so 
they can be advised of the details of the event management systems in place, so that they are aware of the correct 
implementation of event plans and policies? That is a good question. Just because someone is paying for the 
service does not mean that the police will just turn up and do the job. I imagine there will need to be some sort of 
discussion prior to the commencement of the task and some explanation of what is required. That is also a valid 
issue. Another question that was posed concerned an event that was being held in a rural or remote location, 
where there were no officers or a minimal number of officers stationed in the area. Are police intending to 
charge for travel, meals and accommodation? That comes back to the clause that I just mentioned, which we are 
concerned about and would like to delete. That is even though Minister Johnson and Minister Collier have said 
that it will never happen. We have heard the Minister for Police say that about a lot of things before, so just to 
make sure “it’ll never happen”, we will seek to delete that clause.  

Hon Peter Collier: There is already an amendment on the notice paper.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes. The final question in this document is: if the policy is put in place, will it guarantee 
event organisers access to police resources? For example, what happens if a local council wants to approve an 
event, but the police say that they do not have enough resources, even if the event organiser is prepared to pay? 
If there were not enough police available to participate in the event, would the organisers have to cancel the 
event because they could not stump up enough police for that occasion?  

Those are the concerns expressed by two key players involved in organising sporting, music and cultural events 
who were not consulted about this legislation or the implications for their work. This is not a new thing. We have 
found that with a number of other pieces of legislation that have come into this chamber from the Minister for 
Police. He is always quick to get these things off the mark, but he does not like talking to people about the detail 
of his legislation or what the implications will be for the community. We have already seen what happens with 
badly drafted legislation and a lack of consultation. We saw that with the hoon legislation. What is it now? Is it 
hoon mark 3? We are looking forward to hoon mark 4! That is because the minister does not do his job 
thoroughly.  

I alluded earlier on to the system in New South Wales, and I want to talk about that a bit more. In Western 
Australia, this bill provides only that police can charge for attendance in a fairly narrow area and for particular 
types of events. One of the opposition’s concerns is where this will lead. Where will this end up? I was reading 
in Hansard the debate in the other place. The shadow minister found a lovely piece of information that I want to 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 February 2011] 

 p35b-42a 
Hon Kate Doust 

 [7] 

share with members about what happens in New South Wales. New South Wales has progressed from what is 
proposed in Western Australia, and has broadened what it currently offers as fee for service to the community 
and industry. It is a very extensive list. I do not know whether this bill is opening the door in the same way. 
Members on this side are always very cautious about dealing with the Barnett government, because we know 
that Mr Barnett is a great privatiser. I do not know whether this bill is opening that door a little bit, but I know 
how far New South Wales has progressed in this. I know that New South Wales likes to be quite entrepreneurial 
in all aspects of service provision, and that in New South Wales the police service now provides a range of goods 
and services under a user-pays arrangement. I will run through and explain what the New South Wales police 
now provide under a user-pays system. A lot of those things are done by the police here in Western Australia, 
probably because they see it as part of their job or as a community service; whereas, in New South Wales, if the 
community wants these things done, it has to pay for them. The services that are provided under a user-pays 
arrangement in New South Wales include crowd and traffic control and public order at special events; criminal 
record checks; interviews with police when police are requested to provide information to legal representatives; 
and vehicle and pedestrian traffic management services. New South Wales also provides services for the 
exclusive use and benefit of the transport contractor, including film shoots, wide-load and other vehicle escorts, 
crane operations, traffic signal maintenance, road closures at building sites, and supplementary policing services 
when a client requests additional policing services in designated locations, such as markets or commercial 
shopping centres. In Western Australia, paid security guards do that sort of work. The user-pays services also 
include technical and forensic services when the police provide photography and photogrammetry services 
through its forensic services group and information and reports for insurance and other commercial purposes; 
and the provision of police officers and wardrobe and prop services to film, television, advertising and media 
industries. Do members know whether Underbelly is filmed in Sydney, or is it Melbourne? 

Hon Peter Collier: Melbourne.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Obviously, the police are also actively engaged with the film industry in Sydney, and 
police resources are provided to this industry for traffic management duties, major productions, TV shows, 
commercials, intellectual property and training and consultancy, attendance for false alarms; for other services, 
including hiring out of dog units, the police band, the water police and the mounted police; and for firearms 
registration services and security industry licensing services. That is a very extensive list of what the New South 
Wales Police Force is prepared to offer to the community and industry on a user-pays basis. That is where New 
South Wales has got to; Western Australia is at the starting point. I would hate to see Western Australia end up 
in the same situation as New South Wales. Taxpayers in Western Australia pay the police to perform certain 
functions. One of those functions is to ensure that there is law and order and that people are safe. The police are 
meant to provide security for people, and I am sure that police in Western Australia also provide, if not all of 
those services and functions, probably a lot of those that are listed, and they may very well offer a lot more in the 
future. I am not aware—the minister might tell me—and I do not know whether the minister knows, whether the 
police already charge for any or all of those services that I listed for which New South Wales charges.  

Hon Peter Collier: I don’t know. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I would be interested to know, because we are exploring the possibility of allowing police 
to charge to enable cost recovery, which is what we have been told is the driver of this legislation. My worry is: 
where will it end up? Will there be a situation in which every time pressure is put on the police to cut back in 
some way, the commissioner will have to be creative and think about how he will pull a few more dollars in? In 
doing that, he may start to look at the functions of police officers and say, “We offer all these services; are there 
areas, in this offering of services, we can actually charge for and pull some other dollars back?” I would say that 
that would be stepping outside of the boundary. Taxpayers pay for those services to be provided; is this idea that 
the police can charge to be present at public events—at special events—really about cost recovery, or is it about 
making a profit? Is it about making money that will go back into government coffers? It is a real concern. I have 
used the New South Wales example, and I hate to talk about slippery slopes, but members may start to wonder 
how New South Wales started off and how it ended up like that. It makes members wonder what the police do 
for the community for which the community is not charged a fee for service, because they have a very, very 
broad range of options operating there.  

I have spent a little time outlining our concerns and our reasons for not supporting this legislation. We do not 
support the idea that the public will ultimately be charged and will have to pay an additional cost that will be 
imposed upon event organisers. We believe it will place a further burden on families in Western Australia, who 
already have to pay the additional costs this government has imposed upon them via increased utility charges and 
all the other costs they have had to bear as a result of government decisions over the past two years, including 
things such as increased rates and transport and housing costs. That is a concern. We are concerned that, again, 
this government did not consult with the key players in industry and consider the implications before it 
introduced this legislation. We are worried that if the costs that the police seek to recoup from these charges are 
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not realised, the dollars that have to be made from these events will increase, which may then have a detrimental 
impact on other community events. It may deter people from organising them, or people will not attend because 
they do not want to pay for them, or funds will be drawn away from other types of developmental programs that 
some of these organisations run. We would like clarification from the government on what events will be 
charged for and what events will be exempt, and I used the example of the football commission and the Royal 
Agricultural Show. We are worried about where this will lead. Is this the start of the government trying to 
privatise some of the services that the police offer?  

We are also concerned by a matter that has been raised by these organisations—that is, the perception that the 
police can be bought; the perception that their services can be bought, just like any other security type of 
provider. We do not want that perception in the community. The police do an excellent job looking after our 
community, as under-resourced as they often are, and we want them to continue to be held in high esteem. We 
are worried that if they become fee-for-service provider and a cop for hire, that will actually lower their standing 
in the eyes of the community.  

I also flag, as the minister is aware, that we have a number of amendments on the notice paper. We will also be 
seeking some further information about various aspects of this legislation as we work through this bill in 
Committee of the Whole. My colleague Hon Ken Travers, who, unfortunately, is away on urgent parliamentary 
business at the moment, is also keen to make a few comments on this legislation from the sport and recreation 
perspective, because we are concerned about the implications on that area and on tourism. 

So with those few words expressing our opposition to this legislation, I look forward to the minister’s response 
and to working through committee. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

[Continued on page 45.] 
 


