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POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 
The following amendments made by the Council now considered — 

No 1 

Page 6, after line 10 — To insert —  

(4) If the Commissioner decides to charge a person for providing police services for an 
event, that person may apply to the State Administrative Tribunal for a review of the 
decision on the ground that what the person is promoting or organising is not an event 
as defined in section 39E. 

No 2 

Page 9, after line 26 — To insert —  

39N. Review of Part IVB 

(1) In this section —  

commencement day means the day on which the Police Amendment Act 2011 
section 4 comes into operation. 

(2) The Minister is to carry out a review of the operation and effectiveness of this Part as 
soon as is practicable after the expiration of 36 months after the commencement day, 
and in the course of that review the Minister is to consider and have regard to —  

(a) the effectiveness of this Part; and 

(b) the need for the retention of this Part; and 

(c) any other matters that appear to the Minister to be relevant to the operation 
and effectiveness of this Part. 

(3) The Minister is to prepare a report based on the review and, as soon as is practicable 
after the report is prepared, cause it to be laid before each House of Parliament. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON: These amendments have been made to the Police Amendment Bill 2010 in the other place 
and these are amendments that the government is very comfortable to accept. This legislation facilitates a 
method by which the Commissioner of Police can seek cost recovery for large-scale events of a commercial 
nature. It recognises the impact that these events have on local police resources and ensures that the community 
of Western Australia is not left footing the bill for such events while their organisers make considerable 
commercial and/or economic gain.  

The bill introduces a charging regime only for events at which a charge is made for admission to the event or to 
participate in the event, or events that are run for commercial gain or promoted, advertised or sponsored under a 
commercial arrangement. The event also has to be major in nature, and that is defined as an event that is 
expected to attract at least 5 000 participants or an event for which the Commissioner of Police considers it is 
necessary to assign at least 10 police officers to provide policing services. 

The reason for these amendments is that during debate in the other place, discussion took place regarding 
whether a person could seek judicial review of a decision of the Commissioner of Police under proposed 
section 39G. It was originally thought that a person would be able to apply to the State Administrative Tribunal 
to have the matter determined. Legal advice was sought, and it was determined that it is necessary to make an 
amendment to the act to ensure an aggrieved person can seek judicial review of the commissioner’s decision. 
Amendment 1 inserts a new subsection (4) in proposed section 39G to enable a person to appeal the decision of 
the commissioner to charge for an event under proposed section 39G(1) because it is not an event as defined in 
proposed section 39E. As I said, the government is more than happy to accept the amendments.  

Leave denied for amendments 1 to 2 to be considered together. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I move — 

That amendment 1 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: There was concern both in this place and the Council concerning the fact that the 
Commissioner of Police might make an arbitrary decision about the number of police officers required at a 
particular event. This was particularly galling to the event organisers because they feel that they understand 
audiences and the risk that a particular audience and its demographic poses to the public order at an event better 
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than the police commissioner. However, the Minister for Police seemed happy for the decision to remain with 
the commissioner. The opposition is very happy with this amendment and pleased that the Council has seen that 
some independent review, if you like, of the commissioner’s decision is needed; therefore, it can be looked at 
objectively and event organisers do not face undue expense as a result of perhaps the commissioner’s 
conservatism on how many personnel are needed at a particular event. The opposition certainly supports the 
amendment.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I move — 

That amendment 2 made by the Council be agreed to.  

This amendment was moved by Hon Kate Doust and requires that the Minister for Police carries out a review of 
part IVB, “Charging for services at major events”, after the legislation has been in operation for three years. 
During that review, the minister must consider and have regard to the effectiveness of the legislation, the need to 
retain the legislation, and any other matters that appear to be relevant to the operation and effectiveness of the 
legislation. The government is comfortable with that amendment.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: This issue arises in relation to many pieces of legislation in this house. I am pleased that the 
Minister for Police now says he is comfortable with the idea of a review, because when the issue was raised in 
this place during consideration in detail, the member for Cannington specifically outlined to the minister that 
recommendation 5.6 of the government’s “Reducing the Burden — Report of the Red Tape Reduction Group” 
states — 

Introduce a mandatory review or repeal clause for all new Acts and regulations. 

The minister was then asked — 

What is the minister doing about implementing that recommendation of the government’s committee? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Nothing. I’m not doing anything about that in relation to this bill before the house at 
the moment. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Why not? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Why should I? 

It is very pleasing that the minister has had a conversion on the way to Damascus and is now prepared to accept 
the amendment from the upper house to agree to the review, as he always should have done and as he should 
have accepted in this place.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


