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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The overall aim of this project (2007-2010), funded by the Australian Research Council 

(LP0669518) with additional funding and in-kind support from the Australian Security Industry 

Association Limited (ASIAL), was to provide the first ever comprehensive study of the legal 

and regulatory issues, together with policy implications, of the development and growth of the 

private security industry in Australia over the past three decades. We determined that the 

security industry is growing at a faster rate than both the increasing growth in police numbers 

and the Australian population, and available figures indicate the industry is now larger in 

numbers than conventional police personnel (indeed, perhaps twice the size). Indeed, citizens 

are far more likely to encounter security personnel (and their security devices) than police 

officers in their day to day activities. Citizen dependence upon private services for their safety 

is thus increasing.  

Australian parliaments and police managers, too, are recognising the enormous potential 

benefits of private security and public-private partnerships. They understand, however, that 

these partnerships need to be underwritten by basic levels of prescribed competency and 

integrity. Surveys of security providers and industry associations show that the industry itself 

aspires to a more professional standing too. 

The picture, however, is not entirely rosy. There have been, over the last decade especially, a 

number of scandals around private security officer conduct. Major adverse events that drew 

widespread media attention were the death of cricketer David Hookes following an altercation 

with a crowd controller, the shooting death of a robber by a security guard, the infiltration of 

nightclub security by organised crime figures trading in illicit drugs, widespread problems with 

serious assaults by crowd controllers, and misrepresentation in mobile patrol contracts by 

Australiaôs (then) largest security firm which found itself in legal proceedings brought by the 

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC).   

The research shows, nevertheless, that there is a high degree of regulation of the security 

industry throughout Australia, and that this regulatory legislation has evolved greatly over the 

past 15 years, and in some jurisdictions has embraced the key industry associations themselves.  

Notwithstanding this evolution, regulation of the industry continues to be inconsistent between 

jurisdictions and is, according to some, still open to exploitative activities and unscrupulous 

behaviours. This is an unsatisfactory state of affairs. In order for the public and police alike to 

maintain (or gain) confidence in the private security industry, the industry itself must redouble 

its efforts to present itself as groups of professionals consisting of highly trained and skilled 

personnel exercising high levels of integrity. The industry also clearly expects closer 

monitoring and better enforcement of regulations by the regulators. 

We are pleased that the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) has sought to install a 

model of national regulation that allows not only better management of those coming into the 

industry but also more flexibility for security personnel wishing to operate in more than one 

jurisdiction. Their foreshadowed changes are crucial to ensuring that there is confidence in the 

ability of security professionals to carry out their tasks.  

This confidence should not only be in the eyes of the public, but by the police with whom 

security must interact. Our research task thus reviewed models of collaboration that best serve 

to enhance policing generally. It is indisputable that there has been an explosion of 
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private/public security partnerships in critical sites such as ports and airports, sports stadiums 

and courts. The issue of collaboration is strongly related to security industry training and entry 

standards. The public/private relationships that were observed and studied in this part of the 

research tell a story of cooperation for mutual benefit. The most successful private sector 

partnerships are found where that sector is filling a need that assists the public police to perform 

their roles. There are positive stories of good policing where models of cooperation have held 

firm.  However, better documentation is required of crime reduction impacts and cost-benefit 

ratios in order to ensure accountability for public monies invested in these projects. 

Moreover, as policing moves more and more into private hands, the traditional legal powers 

that apply to ópolicingô are becoming outdated. The powers and immunities of private security 

personnel are often unclear and inconsistent, dependent upon fine distinctions, differ from 

jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and differ markedly from those of the public police even though 

security personnel are often carrying out many of the same tasks in the same precincts. The 

rules regarding the protection of property and citizenôs arrest, for example, bear this out. The 

research project makes a number of suggestions designed to remedy this situation in order to 

give greater legal clarity to the policing landscape. 

Police and security officers provide an essential service in protecting people from crime and 

violence. But provision of this service comes at a high cost, as evidenced in the stories that 

emerge from the occupational health and welfare data. There are great dangers associated with 

working in an industry which confronts violence on a regular basis.  It is thus important that 

greater efforts are put into protecting the welfare of officers engaged in the tasks of crime 

prevention, order maintenance and law enforcement; as well as protecting the public from 

excessive force, over-zealous encounters and inappropriate protective strategies. We make 

some observations about what needs to be done, especially in relation to better training (for 

example, tactics that reduce body contact) and better applied research. 

The trend to greater reliance on private security for protection from crime and violence in our 

society is strong and continuing. Our study, mirroring the groundbreaking United Statesô 

Hallcrest Reports of the 1980s, was designed to make a significant contribution to the literature. 

We now have a better understanding of private security industry trends, laws, regulation, 

private-public partnerships, and occupational health and safety issues as a result of this study. 

Rick Sarre and Tim Prenzler  

Adelaide and Brisbane 

April   2011 
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1. CHAPTER ONE   DIMENSIONS What are the growth 

patterns and dimensions of security industries in Australia? 
 

Introduction  

This research component provided the framework for the research by determining the size of 

the phenomenon and its growth trends. Australia followed an international trend of substantial 

growth in security services in the last three decades of the 20th century. Nonetheless, the 

precise dimensions of this change are difficult to trace. This first component of the research 

project examines the development of the Australian security industry across a number of key 

indicators, such as personnel, business size and financial turnover. An historical picture has 

been developed of the relative size, growth and scope of the private (and related public) arms of 

law enforcement and crime prevention services. This allowed the researchers to build 

partnership and regulatory models based upon what the industry currently exhibits rather than 

what we think it should exhibit. This analysis includes sub-components of the security sector, 

such as manpower (guarding, cash-in-transit, crowd control), electronic security (alarms, 

CCTV, access control and physical/barrier security) and enquiry (investigators, debt collectors, 

process servers). The 2006 census provides the opportunity for an enlarged, up-to-date 

assessment of the size and components of the industry and long term trends, along with the 

collection of current and historical licensing data from regulatory agencies. These data set the 

foundation for the remaining studies. 

People engaged in security functions outside the more traditional ópublicô police are now 

increasingly involved in a vast array of ópolicingô responsibilities on a daily basis. The most 

commonly identified roles include activities that may be best described as óorder maintenanceô 

such as crowd control, property management, guarding and patrolling, the escorting of 

prisoners and court security. But private operatives are also active in crime prevention 

consulting, risk management and insurance assessment, weapons training, crime scene 

examination, surveillance activities (including CCTV monitoring), private investigations, 

assistance with forensic evidence-gathering, information technology advising, hi-tech systems 

development and communications support.  

The 1990s saw a rapid expansion of these roles.  Consequently, there were, across Australia, 

formal revisions of industry regulation that were followed by a period of legislative and 

industry stability. However, in 2003-5, a series of public scandals over security personnel 

conduct, along with deficient security standards in key areas, precipitated major reviews and 

modification of regulatory systems in a number of jurisdictions.  

The demand for privately funded policing and security services grows daily. According to the 

IBIS World Industry Report 2007 (IBIS 2007) in 2005-06 the security services industry 

contributed an estimated $1,363 million to the Australian economy, which represented 0.15% 

of the national GDP. The demand in Australia comes from a range of industry types.  For 

example, the manufacturing industry demands guards, patrols and alarm monitoring services at 

factories.  Retail traders outsource security services at shopping centres, while the finance 

industry demands services to enable their banks and building societies to secure Automatic 

Teller Machines (ATMs).  Hotels, accommodation providers, cafes and restaurants regularly 
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use crowd management security staff. Specialist cash handling services are utilised regularly at 

pubs and clubs that have installed gaming machines, and on tollways, where large amounts of 

cash are deposited daily.  Property and business services require guards and patrols at major 

buildings and residential/apartment developments. The education services sectors (and others) 

use alarm monitoring extensively, and the health and community sectors largely outsource 

security services at major hospitals.  Additionally, cultural and recreational services often 

require security staff and utilise video monitoring services of patrons (IBIS 2007). Future 

demand for security services is predicted to be in the area of CCTV and alarm surveillance 

together with an increased demand for ATM and other cash related services.  These provide 

better security and at a lower cost than do guard and patrol services; resulting in the slowing 

down of demand for guard patrol services. 

An additional comparative perspective on private security and public policing can be provided 

by the óCounting the Costs of Crimeô study by the Australian Institute of Criminology, the most 

recent of which was published in 2008 (Rollings 2008). Based on Productivity Commission 

data, the research concluded that the cost of conventional police services (focused on crime) for 

2005-06, was approximately $4,480 million (adjusted for the non crime-related activities that 

police undertake).  A similar analysis for the private security industry, using figures supplied by 

the Australian Security Industry Association Limited (ASIAL), concluded that an amount of 

$4,436 million is spent annually on private security activities, a roughly equal amount.  

Up to 1998, research revealed that security industries were growing at a greater rate than the 

public police (Prenzler and Sarre, 1998) and that there was a growing trend toward oligopolies 

where 1% of the industry was made up of large firms which undertook 66% of the employment 

in the security. This trend has continued into the current decade. The trend towards a óhybridô 

model of public/private policing is thus now firmly entrenched. As Lucia Zedner has observed, 

the publicly employed officers of state police  

may come to be seen as an historical blip in a more enduring schema of policing as an 

array of activities undertaken by multiple private and public agencies, and individual and 

communal endeavours. (Zedner 2006, 81)  

Methodology 

The statistical data for this research component have been gathered from two main sources.  

The first data sets are from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), and the others are from 

each jurisdictionôs regulatory agency.  The ABS database is mainly census data, but there are 

some useful comparisons made with information provided through the Australian Business 

Register.  The regulatory agencies data have been collected with the kind assistance of 

individual employees at the various agencies in each jurisdiction in Australia. 

When analysing the census data it is worth keeping in mind that the figures used have a number 

of limitations.  Firstly the census also only reports a personôs main occupation, and much 

security work appears to be a major secondary (or part-time) occupation for many people.  In 

addition, those working in management within the security industry are most likely to record 

their occupation under the census ómanagementô categories rather than as a ósecurityô-related 

category. 
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Further, there is an issue of consistency with security provider categories available in the 

different census collections.  The occupational category óguards and security officersô was 

introduced into Australian census reports only in 1986.  However, the number of categories 

included as security providers has increased significantly since 1986 and moved beyond simply 

classifying security providers as óguards and security officersô.  Therefore, while we can gain a 

picture of the increase in security providers more broadly, the individual occupation category 

changes are more difficult to analyse accurately.  However, some consistent occupational 

categories in the census have applied for security occupations for the ten year period from 1996 

to 2006. 

Additionally, the census data do not differentiate between private security personnel and 

publicly funded security operatives (such as the Police Security Services Branch or PSSB in 

South Australia).  Licence figures from regulatory agencies, therefore, provide researchers with 

an alternative perspective on personnel numbers. These regulatory data give a perspective on 

both individuals working in the industry as well as businesses in the industry. 

Problems also arise, however, when relying solely on regulatory data.  Different jurisdictions 

have different regulation needs and require licenses for different ósecurity activitiesô. Some 

jurisdictions regulate a great number of these activities, including óin houseô security (such as 

South Australia), however, others require a limited number of these activities to be licensed 

(such as Northern Territory which is moving to regulate more latterly).  This means that the 

number of licensed individuals may not capture the entire scope of those doing security related 

work.  This may result in the official number of security personnel being reduced, as well as 

making comparison between jurisdictions less accurate.  Conversely, an individual may hold 

more than one licence, effectively inflating the number of security personnel.   

In addition, the models set up to regulate the jurisdictions vary.  Some are regulated by the State 

police, others by an administrative government agency or, as is the case in New South Wales, a 

combination of the two.  Also, over the past seven years or so, most jurisdictions have changed 

and updated the legislation which governs their security industry.  A detailed study of the 

regulatory regimes throughout Australia is found in chapter two of this report. 

The Australian Business Register (ABR) provides useful material, but it only collects data on 

those businesses which have an Australian Business Number (ABN).  In order to qualify for an 

ABN a business must have an annual turnover of $50,000.  This may exclude some security 

business from being included in these data.  Additionally, the security data collected from the 

census and regulatory agencies includes (for the most part) locksmiths.  The ABR (under the 

collection category óSecurity and Investigative Businessô) does not include this occupation. 

Notwithstanding the limitations of these data, with the use of the ABS census and business 

register data, complemented by regulatory agency data, we are able to gain a great deal of 

information about the private security industry throughout Australia, now and for the past ten 

years.  We are also able to draw some useful comparisons with the policing industry over the 

same time. 
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Findings: Profile of the Industry 

The security industry is growing at a faster rate than both the Australian population and police, 

and is now larger (in number) than conventional police forces.  As indicated in Table 1-1 and 

Figure 1-1 (below) the security industry, in terms of numbers, grew approximately 41% in the 

ten years from 1996-2006 compared to 14% police numbers and 12% population. 

Figure 1-1 below represents the growth in numbers of the two sectors between 1991 and 2006. 

Figure 1-1: Police Officers and Security providers, 1991 ï 2006 

 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics 1991-2006.  These are combined security related functions for all census reports. Note 

that these have been modified and expanded over time. In 1991 ñguards and security officersò was the only category in use. 

Table 1-1 below outlines the various categories within the security industry, and the number of 

security providers within each category, for each of the census years from 1996, 2001 and 2006 

for total Australia.  Also the percentage change from 1996 to 2006 is shown.   
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Table 1-1 Number of Security Providers by Category, 1996-2006 

  

1996 

 

2001 

 

2006 

% Change 

from 1996 to 

2006 

 

2006 % 

of total 

Private Investigator 904 1,205 761 -16 1.4 

Security Advisor 584 733 894
1
 +53 1.7 

Locksmith 1,492 1,877 2,279 +53 4.3 

Insurance Investigator 401 486 418 +4.2 0.8 

Debt Collector 5,933 9,666 10,141 +71 19.2 

Bailiff or Sheriff 566 600 694
2
 +23 1.3 

Security Officer 27,439 33,884 5,424
3
 -80.2

4
 10.3 

Armoured Car Escort 53 88 485 +815 0.9 

Alarm, Security or 

Surveillance monitor
5
  

Category not 

used 

Category not 

used 

30,752 N/A 58.3 

Crowd Controller
6
 Category not 

used 

Category not 

used 

920 N/A 0.5 

TOTAL SECURITY  37,372 48,579 52,768 +41.2 100.0 

Police 39,225 41,426 44,898 +14.5  

Population 17,752,829 18,769,249 19,855,288 +11.8  

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 

 

As noted above, the total of all security providers increased by 41% over this period, the 

number of police increased by 14%, while the population increased nearly 12%.  Looking at 

this increase in more detail, of particular note is the 815% increase in armoured car escorts and 

the 71% increase in debt collectors.  It is, however, difficult to compare the originally used 

category of ósecurity providerô, as this category was split in the most recent census into the 

individual categories of óalarm, security or surveillance monitorô, ócrowd controllerô as well as 

the category ósecurity officerô.  Even so, if we are to combine these categories for comparative 

purposes there a percentage increase of 34. 

Additionally, in 2006, just over 58% of security providers were classified in the category 

óalarm, security or surveillance monitorô.  This is in keeping with the predicted future demand 

for CCTV and alarm surveillance (IBIS 2007). 

 

                                                      
1 The category ósecurity advisorô became ósecurity consultantô in 2006 census. 
2 The category óbailiff or sheriffô became ócourt bailiff or sheriffô in 2006 census. 
3 If the category ósecurity guardô included the total of the new categories for 2006 the total ósecurity officerô would be 36,661. 
4 If the category ósecurity guardô included the total of the new categories for 2006 the % change would be +34%. 
5 New category introduced in 2006 census. 
6 New category introduced in 2006 census. 
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Table 1-2 Comparison of Regulatory data and Census data 

 Regul atory Data      

2008  

Census 

Data 2006  

SA 7,210  3,803  

NT 1,417  701  

TAS 1,568  956  

VIC  25,030  12, 609  

ACT 2,605  1,601  

QLD 17,983  9,633  

NSW  36,654  18,437  

WA 20,306  5,002  

TOTAL 

AUSTRALIA  
 

112,773  

 

52,742  

Source:  Australian Regulatory Agencies and Australian Bureau of Statistics 2006 

 

Table 1-2 above shows the comparison of numbers of security providers between the data 

collected by the regulatory agencies and the data collected by the Census.  These data illustrate 

that the census fails to capture a large proportion of the security industry. 

Overall, we can see that not only is the private security industry increasing in numbers at a 

greater pace than police, but it is also growing steadily upwards as a rate per 100,000 

population.  Figure 1-2 and Table 1-3 (below) show the rate per 100,000 population for security 

and police for the years 1996, 2001 and 2006.  While in 1996 the rate of police to population 

was greater than that of security providers, since then the rate of security providers to 

population has outstripped that of police. 
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Figure 1-2: Police and Security Providers: Rate per 100,000 population ï Total Australia  

 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 

 

Table 1-3 Australia ï Rate per 100,000 population 

1996  221 police per 100,000 population 

 210 security per 100,000 population 

2001 221 police per 100,000 population 

 259 security per 100,000 population 

2006 226 police per 100,000 population 

 266 security per 100,000 population 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 
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Table 1-4 Total Australia ï numbers and % change from 1996 to 2006 

 1996 2001 2006 % change (from 1996) 

Police 39,225 41,426  44,898 +14.5% 

Security 37,372 48,579 52,768 +41.2% 

Pop. 17.7m 18.7m 19.8m  +11.8% 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 

Table 1-4, above, shows the numbers and percentage change from 1996 to 2006 for police, 

security and the total population of Australia.  The data show that, from 1996 to 2006, whilst 

the population increased by 11.8 % and police numbers increased by 14.5 %, the security 

industry increased by just over 41%. 

 

Table 1-5 Percentage change Australia over the two relevant periods 

From 1996 ï 2001: Total Australia 

5.6% increase in police 

30% increase in security 

5.7% increase in population 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 

From 2001 ï 2006: Total Australia 

8.4% increase in police 

8.6% increase in security 

5.7% increase in population 
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Table 1-5 provides a more detailed analysis of Table 1-4.  It shows the breakdown of the 

percentage change between the two census periods.  It can be seen that the largest increase in 

security occurred between 1996 and 2001. 

Furthermore, in 1996, for Australia overall, there was a ratio of private security to police of 

0.95:1.  This increased to be 1.17 security providers for each police officer in 2001 and 1.18 

for each police officer in 2006.  Table 1-6 below shows the ratio of security providers for 

each jurisdiction and the ratio change between the census years. 

 

Table 1-6 Ratio of Security Providers: Police 1996, 2001 &  2006 Change in Security 

Provider Ratio 

State 1996 2001 CHANGE 2006  CHANGE 

ACT 1.20:1 1.54:1 0.34 ą 1.45:1 0.09Ć 

NSW 1.04:1 1.40:1 0.36 ą 1.34:1 0.06Ć 

WA 0.78:1 0.98:1 0.20 ą 1.04:1 0.06Ć 

VIC 0.91:1 1.24:1 0.33 ą 1.21:1 0.03Ć 

SA 0.76:1 0.90:1 0.14 ą 0.98:1 0.08ą 

TAS 0.73:1 0.81:1 0.08 ą 0.85:1 0.04ą 

QLD 1.08:1 1.04:1 0.04 Ć 1.08:1 0.04ą 

NT 0.74:1 0.71:1 0.03 Ć 0.72:1 0.01ą 

AUS 0.95:1 1.17:1 0.22 ą 1.18:1 0.01ą 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 

 

This report now takes a more microscopic analysis of the two industries by looking at the 

industries in each capital city and by comparing country and city data. 
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Table 1-7 Comparison of Capital Cities - Numbers and Ratio- 2006 

 
Security Police ratio security:police 

Sydney 12,316 6,865 1.79:1 

Melbourne 9,986 6,560 1.52:1 

Canberra 1,592 1,078 1.48:1 

Brisbane 5,313 4,361 1.22:1 

Perth 
3,703 3,095 1.20:1 

Adelaide 3,081 2,756 1.12:1 

Darwin 332 313 1.06:1 

Hobart 324 374 0.87:1 

TOTAL AUSTRALIA  36,647.00 25,402.00 1.44:1 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

 

Table 1-7 shows the number of police and security providers as reported in the 2006 Census.  

It also shows the ratio of security providers to police.  Only Hobart has fewer than one 

security provider per police officer.  Sydney has the largest ratio with nearly two security 

providers for every police officer.  This is inconsistent with the overall state ratio. The 

Northern Territory has the lowest ratio of security providers per police officer and the 

Australian Capital Territory has the highest ratio.  The numbers are presented pictorially in 

Figure 1-3 below. 

 



ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 18 

 

Figure 1-3: Comparison of Capital Cities ï Numbers - 2006 

 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

The following data look at country towns throughout each jurisdiction. Table 1-8 outlines the 

number of security providers and police offices in large country towns and shows the ratio of 

security to police. A ólarge country townô is defined as having 20,000 population or more at 

the 2006 census. The ACT is not included because it has no large country towns. 

Table 1-8 Comparison of Large Country Towns ï Number and Ratio - 2006 

 
security police ratio security:police 

Queensland 2,862 2,443 1.17:1 

New South Wales 3,874 3,544 1.09:1 

Victoria 1,199 1,190 1.01:1 

Tasmania 188 186 1.01:1 

South Australia 148 155 0.95:1 

West Australia 545 571 0.95:1 

Northern Territory 240 372 0.65:1 

 

TOTAL AUSTRALIA*  
9,056 8,461 1.07:1 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 
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ratio of security to police of almost one to one.  Queensland has the greatest ratio with 1.17 

security providers for every police officer in large country towns. 

Figure 1-4: Comparison of Large Country Towns ï Number - 2006 

 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

Looking at the ratio of security to police in small country towns (towns with fewer than 

20,000 population) Tasmania has the largest ratio of 0.79 security providers for every police 

officer.  The ratio for each jurisdiction across the country is relatively consistent, with each 

jurisdiction having fewer than one security provider for each police officer. 

Table 1-9 Comparison of Small Country Towns ï Number and Ratio - 2006 

 
Security Police ratio security:police 

Tasmania 444 562 0.79:1 

New South Wales 2247 3258 0.69:1 

Queensland 1458 2143 0.68:1 

West Australia 754 1145 0.66:1 

South Australia 574 955 0.60:1 

Victoria 1424 2646 0.54:1 

Northern Territory 135 294 0.46:1 

ACT 9 23 0.39:1 

TOTAL AUSTRALIA  7045 11026 0.64:1 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

 

 

 

1,199

2,862

188 148

3,874

240
545

1,190

2,443

186 155

3,544

372
571

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

N
u

m
b

e
r

State 

security

police



ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 20 

 

Figure 1-5 Comparison of Small Country Towns ï Number - 2006 

 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

 

Table 1-10 below compares the ratios of security to police for each jurisdiction for the total 

state, capital city and large and small country towns. 

Table 1-10 Ratio ï State, Capital City, Large and Small Country Towns - 

Security:Police - 2006 

 
 

Total State Capital City 
Large Country 

Towns 
Small Country 

Towns 

ACT 1.45:1 1.48:1 N/A 0.39:1 
New South Wales 1.34:1 1.79:1 1.09:1 0.69:1 
Victoria 1.21:1 1.52:1 1.01:1 0.54:1 
Queensland 1.08:1 1.22:1 1.17:1 0.68:1 
Western Australia 1.04:1 1.20:1 0.95:1 0.66:1 
South Australia 0.98:1 1.12:1 0.95:1 0.60:1 
Tasmania 0.85:1 0.87:1 1.01:1 0.79:1 
Northern Territory 0.72:1 1.06:1 0.65:1 0.46:1 
 
TOTAL AUSTRALIA 

 
1.18:1 1.44:1 1.07:1 0.64:1 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

Not surprisingly, each jurisdiction has a higher ratio of security to police in their capital city 

than the state ratio, and with all the jurisdictions except Tasmania, this is where the largest 

ratio is.  Tasmania has its highest ratio in large country towns.  Tasmania is the only capital 

city to have more police than security providers.   
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It can be seen that the census figures (keeping in mind their limitations) for the total of 

Australia show that the private security industry has increased at a greater pace than that of 

the police, even when adjusted for the population increase. 

The following analysis of licence data and the Australian Business Register data add some 

useful information to supplement the census data. 

The most recent national analysis of core State and Territory licensing systems data found 

that, in 2003, there were 97,182 security licences issued in Australia (Prenzler 2005). Various 

adjustments down for individuals holding multiple licences and adjustments up for 

unlicensed operators or those operating under non-core legislation (such as process servers in 

some jurisdictions) suggest a very approximate figure of 100,000 plus persons directly 

involved in private security work.  This indicates that there are at least twice as many 

individuals working in security than police. This current research confirms this. 

Looking at the profile of the companies that make up the industry (the ABS Business 
Register) one finds that companies may be small, locally based, national or multi-national in 

scale. There are also many operatives who practise alone, or in small businesses. Licensing 

data helps us here to glean a better picture of the security business landscape. 

Table 1-11 Number of Security and Investigative Businesses by Business Size and 

Change for the Financial Year 2006-07
7
 

State

non 

employing

employ  

1-19

employ 

20-199

employ 

200+ Total

no. no. no. no. no. no. no. %

New  South Wales 1200 1128 249 12 2589 2595 6 0.2

Victoria 477 450 168 18 1113 1173 60 5.4

Queensland 447 333 105 12 897 924 27 3

South Australia 141 117 30 6 294 282 -12 -4.1

Western Australia 114 156 93 3 366 336 -30 -8.2

Tasmania 33 60 0 93 84 -9 -9.7

Northern Territory 18 24 12 54 51 -3 -5.6

Australian Capital Territory 24 42 6 0 72 78 6 8.3

TOTAL AUSTRALIA 2454 2310 663 51 5478 5523 45 -10.7

operating at beginning of f inancial year Operating 

at end of 

f inancial 

year Change 

Percentage 

change 

 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2007) 

 

Table 1-12 captures the most recent snapshot of business operations nationally. At the 

beginning of the financial year 2006/07, there were 5, 478 registered businesses in the 

security industry in Australia8.  This was made up of 2,454 (45%) businesses that did not 

employ staff other than the business owner, 2,310 (42%) businesses employing 1 to 19 staff, 

663 (12%) businesses employing 20 to 199 staff and 51 (1%) businesses employing over 200 

staff. By 30 June 2007 (a year later) the number of businesses within the industry in Australia 

had decreased by 10%.  Given that the number of individuals working within the security 

industry is consistently increasing, this decrease in businesses is probably due to a number of 

                                                      
7 This does not include locksmiths, who are included in census data and regulatory data. 
8 To be included on the ABS Business Register, a business must have an Australian Business Number (ABN). 
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smaller businesses ceasing to trade and the number of larger businesses increasing (or 

remaining the same) with staff who may have moved from smaller to larger firms.   

Contrast this with business operating in 2003/04, where there were 5,685 at the beginning of 

the financial year, made up of 66% non-employing, 24% employing 1-19 staff, 9% 

employing 20-199 staff and 1% employing over 200 staff.  At the end of this financial year 

there were 5,415 businesses, a decrease of 51%.  These data are outlined below. 

 

Table 1-12  Number of Security and Investigative Businesses by Business Size and 

Change for the Financial Year 2003/04
9
 

 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2004) 

 

The market segments using these services are estimated to be made up of 90% businesses and 

10% households.  Households basically require services in the areas of alarm installation, 

alarm monitoring, casual guarding, and night and holiday patrols (IBIS 2007).  If locksmiths 

were to be included in this data one could safely assume that the use by householders would 

be slightly larger.  

Small to medium sized companies and government departments regularly use private patrols, 

alarm monitoring and static guards.  The larger corporate sector engages private personnel as 

reception managers, monitors of CCTV, and as access controllers. They invariably use the 

services of security consultants to advise on appropriate alarm systems, environmental crime 

prevention design and physical barriers, as well as aspects of risk management and fraud 

prevention generally (IBIS 2007). 

  

                                                      
9 This does not include locksmiths, which is included in census data and regulatory data. 
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Profile of Security Personnel 

The 2006 census data shown above indicate that there were 52,768 security providers who 

indicated that a security function was their main occupation (compared with 44,898 police).  

Of these, 76% of security providers were male and 24% female, a 3:1 ratio.  The gender ratio 

for police is virtually identical. 

Figure 1-5 below shows the number of employees in each age group for both occupations, for 

the year 2006.  These data show that 2% of security providers are aged below 20 or over 65 

years of age; 60% are aged between 20 and 44 years; and 36% are aged between 45 and 64 

years.  The age of police is more is more concentrated in the 30 to 39 year age range with 

44% in that range; 28% are aged 40 to 49 years; 19% below 30 years and 10% above 50 

years. 

 

Figure 1-6  Security Industry and Police by Age Group:  2006 Census ï Total Australia  

  

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 

 

Figure 1-7 below shows the number of police and security providers in each age range in 

1996, 10 years prior to the previous data. 
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Figure 1-7 Security Industry and Police by Age Group: 1996 Census ï Total Australia  

 Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 - 2006) 

 

Over the period 1996-2006, the weighted average age of security providers increased from 

age 38 years to 40 years and for police the weighted average age increased from age 35 years 

to 38 years. 

The data below from the 2006 census show the percentage of security providers and police 

earnings at each income level for full time and part time employment respectively.  The data 

show that 93% of police are employed full time and 7% are employed part time: 74% of 

security providers were employed full time and 26% were employed part time.  However, 

these data for security providers are somewhat problematic.  The census data only asks for 

ómain occupationô.  Anecdotal evidence shows that many working in the security industry do 

so as a second job, hence would not be shown in the census data.   

The prominence of part-time, and also casual, work was explored by a special Australian 

Bureau of Statistics survey of the industry in 1998/9 (ABS 2001-2006) which found that 47% 

of persons were employed casually, 37% permanent full-time and 14% permanent part-time.  

This highlights the difficulty if one were to rely solely upon census data in the employment 

status category. 

From 1996 to 2006, security staff employed full time increased from 72% to 75%, a 3% 

increase. By contrast, police employed full time increased from 87% to 93%, a 6% increase. 

Over the same period, security staff employed part time decreased from 28% to 26%, a 2% 

decrease. Police employed part time decreased from 13% to 7%, a 6% decrease. 
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Table 1-13  Income by Full Time Employment ï 2006 Total Australia 

  

TOTAL 
SECURITY FULL 

TIME 

% of total 
security 

employed full 
time 

TOTAL 
POLICE FULL 

TIME 

% of total 
police 

employed full 
time 

 Number % Number % 

$1-$149 87 0 19 0 

$150-$249 240 1 13 0 

$250-$399 811 2 57 0 

$400-$599 5,568 15 627 2 

$600-$799 11,474 31 1,727 5 

$800-$999 9,820 27 4,783 13 

$1,000-$1,299 5,137 14 12,944 35 

$1,300-$1,599 1,570 4 11,583 31 

$1,600-$1,999 613 2 3,395 9 

$2,000 or more 390 1 1,294 4 

Negative income 37 0 12 0 

Nil income 140 0 44 0 

Not stated - Not applicable 578 2 289 1 

Total 36,465 100 36,787 100 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 
 

Figure 1-8 Police and Security Percentage Income Range - Full Time: Total Australia 

2006 
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These data show that, in 2006, the most common category of police employed full time 

(35%) earned between $1,000 and $1,299 per week, whereas the most common category of 

security employed full time (31%) only earned $600 to $799 per week.  

The data below show the comparative figures for part time employment in the industries. 

Table 1-14  Income by Part Time Employment ï 2006 Total Australia 

  

TOTAL 
SECURITY PART 

TIME 

% of total 
security 

employed part 
time 

TOTAL POLICE 
PART TIME 

% of total police 
employed part 

time 

 Number % Number % 

$1-$149 520 4 14 0 

$150-$249 1,434 11 14 0 

$250-$399 2,976 23 67 2 

$400-$599 3,885 31 370 12 

$600-$799 1,993 16 508 17 

$800-$999 891 7 441 15 

$1,000-$1,299 436 3 814 27 

$1,300-$1,599 119 1 547 18 

$1,600-$1,999 55 0 124 4 

$2,000 or more 56 0 42 1 

Negative income 21 0 0 0 

Nil income 102 1 9 0 
Not stated - Not 
applicable 208 2 21 1 

Total 12,696 100 2,971 100 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 

 

  



ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 27 

 

Figure 1-9 Police and Security Percentage Income Range - Part Time: Total Australia 

2006 
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Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 

 

When it comes to part time earnings, security providers generally earn a lower income than 

police. It is difficult to make exact comparisons of respective earning capacity due to the 

limitations of census data, but it is a safe assumption that private security employees earn 

less, even when accounting for their part time status.  

Table 1-15 below shows the education level for security and police from the 2006 census. 

 

Table 1-15 Total Australia ï Education Level 2006 

  SECURITY 

% 

Security POLICE  

% 

police 

Postgraduate Degree  797 2 673 1 

Grad Dip & Grad Cert 
337 1 1,491 3 

Bachelor Degree 3425 6 6,969 16 

Advanced Diploma & Diploma 3665 7 14,371 32 

Certificate III & IV 10,585 20 5,306 12 

Year 12 12,830 24 9,241 21 

Year 11 4,325 8 2,128 5 

Certificate II 795 2 53 0 

Year 10 or below 11,084 21 2,048 5 

No educational attainment 51 0 7 0 
Not applicable - Inadequately described 

4,869 9 2,612 6 

TOTAL  52,63 100 44,899 100 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 

These data are shown pictorially below. 
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Figure 1-10 Total Australia - Education Level - Percentage: 2006 

 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 

 

The 2006 census data show that 31% of security are educated below year 12 level; 44% are 

educated to year 12 or certificate 3 or 4 level; and only 16% are educated above Certificate 4 

level10.  Compare this to police: 52% of police are educated above Certificate 4 level11; 33% 

of are educated to year 12 or Certificate 3 and 4 level; and only 10% of police are educated 

below year 1212.  

  

                                                      
10 Including Diploma, Advanced Diploma, Bachelor and post graduate level; 9% classified as not applicable or inadequately 

reported. 
11 Including Diploma, Advanced Diploma, Bachelor and post graduate level. 
12 5% classified as not applicable or inadequately reported. 
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Table 1-16 below shows the data for the census year 2001. 

Table 1-16 Total Australia ï Education Level 2001 

 
total 

security 

% 

security 

total 

police 

% 

police 

Postgraduate Degree Level 253 1 365 1 

Graduate Diploma and Graduate 

Certificate Level 250 1 1,214 3 

Bachelor Degree Level 2,133 4 4,908 12 

Advanced Diploma and Diploma Level 2,539 5 7,538 18 

Certificate Level 11,456 24 7,711 19 

Not Stated\Inadequately Described 4,487 9 2,460 6 
No Qualifications, Qualification out of scope, 

person under 15 27,543 57 17,189 42 

Total 48,661 100 41,385 100 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996 ï 2006) 

 

It is difficult to compare these 2001 data with those of 2006 as the education categories 

changed from one census to the next however, we can see that a rough comparison would 

suggest that in 2001, 11% of security providers and 35% of police were educated above year 

12 level (Diploma and above).  24% of security and 19% of police were educated below year 

12 (Certificate level).  However there is a large amount of unspecified data in this table.  

These data show that, overall, security providers are less likely to have completed higher 

formal education than police and they are more likely to be employed part time.  The age of 

security providers spans a much greater range than does the age of police, from 20 years to 65 

years, whereas the age of police is clustered between 25 and 49 years.  
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Figure 1-11 Security Industry and Police by Gender - 2006 Census - Total Australia  

 

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) 

 

Figure 1-11 shows the distribution of gender between security providers and police in 2006.  

Of the 52,768 security providers recorded for 2006, 76 % were male and 24 % female.  The 

gender difference for police was virtually identical at 77 per cent males and 23 per cent 

females. 

The following summarises the changes in the security industry in Australia over the ten years 

from 1996 to 2006, as captured by the census data.   

Å 37,372 increase to 52,768 in number of security providers  

Å 39,225 increase to 44,898 in number of police  

Å 41% increase in security  

Å 14.5% increase in police  

Å 12% increase in population  

Å 3% increase in security employed full time  

Å 2% decrease in security employed part time  

Å 6% increase in police employed full time  

Å 6% decrease in police employed part time  

Å weighted average age of security decreased from age 40 years to 38 years  

Å weighted average age of police decreased from 38 years to 35 years  
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Å Not only is the security industry increasing in number at a greater pace than police, 

but it is also increasing as a rate per 100,000 population.  

Å Regulatory data suggests that there are more than twice as many persons employed in 

the security industry than in the public police. 

Å Security providers are more likely, than police, to be employed part time, earn less, 

and have obtained lower education levels. 

Discussion 

There are some important limitations to this study (as described in the method section) and 

differences in the datasets.  However, a number of useful findings were made. There would 

appear to be at least twice as many licensed private security providers as police. Security 

personnel have also been increasing in numbers at a rate above that of police and the 

population, although with some slowing in growth from the turn of the century. The available 

data also confirm some commonly held views about differences between police and security 

personnel: security providers are less likely to have completed higher education than police, 

they earn lower salaries and they are more likely to be employed part-time. The age of 

security providers also spans a wider range than police. 

The main factor behind the growth in private security appears to be market demand, partly in 

response to steep rises in crime ï from the 1970s to the 1980s ï and continuing high levels of 

crime, but also because of a shift in consciousness away from reliance on police to a 

mentality of 'self-protection' (Sarre and Prenzler 2009).  The move to a óuser-paysô approach 

to security, away from police providing rapid home and commercial security cannot be over-

stated either.  Growing affluence and attendant changes in lifestyle has resulted in the move 

to a user-pays economy and increasingly the devolution of many traditional policing roles to 

the private security. Added to this technical innovation has delivered a vast new array of 

security options. Other contributing factors include increased security requirements in 

insurance policies, growth in legal responsibilities on property owners for the safety of 

visitors and staff, improvements in security technology (in the quality of CCTV images for 

example) and the lower prices, and the spread of knowledge about successful situational and 

environmental design approaches to crime prevention.  

The private contract security sector is characterised by considerable diversity, with a large 

number of small businesses and small number of very large businesses. The industry itself 

appears to be fairly stable, with the larger sector characterised by foreign ownership. The 

IBISWorld (2007) report describes a number of industry-specific trends that are likely to 

continue: 

¶ significant continuing growth in electronic alarm and CCTV surveillance and monitoring, 

as these are often seen to be more cost-effective than manned patrol and guarding services  

¶ reduced growth in demand for personnel in patrol and guarding  

¶ increasing demand for cash-in-transit security, driven in part by the proliferation of 

automatic teller machines  

¶ continuation of low entry barriers to business, but with increasing government 

intervention likely to make security a medium-level industry for regulation  

¶ increasing foreign ownership of Australian security businesses. 

Despite the general decline in crime in Australia, the crime rate (and fear of crime) remains 

relatively high by comparison with the rest of the developed world, and some areas (such as 

fraud) are growing in magnitude (Rollings 2008). Notwithstanding the alleged omnipresence 

of security, research indicates that only around 45 percent of Australian households have 
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basic security measures in place, suggesting considerable scope for a greater contribution 

from the industry to domestic crime prevention (ABS 1999; 2005). It is clear from 

international research that premises with security have significantly lower rates of criminal 

victimisation than those without and that growth in security is one of the most important 

influences on falling crime rates (van Dijk 2008: 129). At the same time, there is a widening 

gap worldwide between victimisation of the rich and poor relative to their ability to afford 

security (van Dijk 2008: 134). 

Conclusion 

This chapter has highlighted the evolving nature of security services in Australia, including 

growth rates exceeding those of the population and police, as well as some basic differences 

between security personnel and police in education, employment status and pay. It has linked 

the empirical data to current industry business trends that point to significant growth in 

electronic surveillance, monitoring and cash-in-transit services for the foreseeable future. 

Overall, Figures on the size and growth of the security industry show that Australians, across 

all jurisdictions, are becoming increasingly reliant, if not dependent, on private security 

services. Consequently, the developments in industry regulation represent important advances 

in protecting the public from malpractice. That issue is dealt with in the next chapter. 
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2. CHAPTER TWO  REGULATION: What are the current and 

preferred models of private security regulation? 

 

This chapter of the report describes the current regulatory systems in place for security 

personnel in Australia, and explores preferred models of regulation for the industry.  

For this study, the authors looked at the diversity of regulation of the private security industry 

throughout Australia. They drew comparisons between the various approaches of the 

different jurisdictions.  Discussion focused on the areas such as the approach to regulation, 

the legislation, the varying classes of licences (the activities which are regulated), the training 

required by the legislation and facilitated by the industry, and protocols for compliance, 

penalties and probity issues.   

Each State and Territory in Australia has a licensing system for security providers that 

resulted from a major shift, mainly in the 1990s, from partial and minimalist forms of 

occupational registration to full licence requirements. The new system was based on 

compulsory pre-entry training and a set of disqualifying criminal offences. The main focus of 

the initial wave of change in the early 1990s was on private contract security companies and 

staff. The general direction of the new licensing systems received widespread support from 

industry members (Prenzler and Hayes 1999; Prenzler and Sarre 1999).  

Notwithstanding these new regulatory systems there have been reoccurring instances of 

malpractice in the industry. This would indicate that the current regulatory regimes need 

further review and reform. The limited evidence of effectiveness ï regarding licence 

application rejections for example ï show that potentially inappropriate persons are being 

excluded from working in security. But it remains a patchwork of standards and terminology 

across the eight jurisdictions. In addition, while New South Wales (NSW), South Australia 

(SA) and Western Australia (WA) eventually developed comprehensive, or near-

comprehensive, licensing, other jurisdictions left out key areas of security work, such as in-

house guarding, station monitoring and locksmiths. Concerns persist about pre-entry training 

standards which are highly variable and limited to one week on average in most jurisdictions. 

There is also little evidence of proactive auditing of conduct once licences are issued. Initial 

concerns about the extent to which criminal history checks are properly ónationalô have been 

largely met, through all jurisdictions adopting the ódaily checksô requirements under the 

harmonisation program outlined by the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) in July 

2008 (discussed below). 

Methodology 

Throughout 2007 and 2008 the research team conducted interviews with senior personnel 

from each jurisdictionôs regulatory agency.  The process started with a round of 22 initial 

interview questions, followed by a further interview approximately six to eight months later 

which enabled the team to ask a further five questions, which had evolved along the process, 

and to confirm the accuracy of our interpretation of the responses to the initial questions.   

In addition to this, in February 2010 a survey of security personnel was conducted via the 

Australian Security Industry Association Limited (ASIAL) website.  An email was sent to 

ASIAL members encouraging them to complete the survey.  This survey probed into 

individualsô opinions of the regulatory system, and related matters, in the individualsô 

jurisdictions. 
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Findings 

One of the predominant observations that our study found is that every jurisdiction has a 

slightly different legislative approach to govern the regulation of their security industry.  Of 

the eight jurisdictions within Australia, five regulate purely through an administrative 

government department, one (Victoria) regulates entirely through the police department and 

two (NSW and WA) have an approach that utilises unsworn police staff operating as a 

licensing bureau within the police department.  

This section of the report draws a picture of the regulatory frameworks currently operating 

and asks the following questions: 

¶ To what extent should the various activities carried out under the umbrella of 

ósecurity workô be regulated? 

¶ How should training of the industry be carried out and regulated?  

¶ What is the preferred model of regulation? 

¶ Is there one model that would be appropriate for every jurisdiction to follow to 

provide complete uniformity of regulation throughout Australia, or does the industry 

require different models for the different jurisdictions?   

¶ Is it appropriate to have a uniform approach to all aspects of regulating the industry, 

or are the only some aspects (such as training) that can practically be uniform 

throughout Australia. 

¶ Should a system of transferability of licences between jurisdictions be developed to 

assist mobility of the industry and with greater scrutiny? 

In July 2008 the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) embarked on a process of 

seeking a nationally consistent approach to licensing manpower (guarding) (COAG; 

02/07/2008).  The following licensable activities have been included in this quest: 

¶ General guarding; 

¶ Crowd or venue controlling; 

¶ Guarding with a dog; 

¶ Guarding with a firearm; 

¶ Monitoring centre operations; 

¶ Body guarding; and 

¶ Training. 

Throughout this report the different policy areas on which COAG has agreed to seek 

consistent regulation are discussed.  The three overarching areas which COAG is addressing 

in those aforementioned licensing activities include: 

¶ Probity of the industry generally 

¶ Competency and skills, and 

¶ Mobility.  

More specifically, the issues being addressed cover: 

1. Mandatory exclusion categories for applicants (and without regard for spent 

convictions) for 10 years after a conviction and five years where guilt but no 

conviction recorded. 
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2. Minimum identification and probity checks (including a 100 point check) and 

fingerprinting.  

3. Restrictions to licence based upon ñclose associatesò. 

4. Using criminal intelligence that does not have to be disclosed. 

5. National criminal history checks and daily local criminal checks. 

6. Eligibility restrictions where a person has been absent from Australia for 12 months 

and cannot satisfy probity during that absence. 

7. Pre-licensing foundation knowledge and probationary licensing for six months. 

8. Improvement in the quality and consistency of materials for students. 

9. Improvement in the quality and consistency of Registered Training Organisations. 

10. Mutual recognition arrangements to improve mobility of licensed operators. 

According to the COAG timetable, each jurisdiction was required to have a report to COAG 

by July 2009, with the policies in place by January 2010 (COAG; 02/07/2008). This timetable 

has fallen behind schedule but a great deal of the work has been done by the jurisdictions on 

an ad hoc basis. Anecdotal evidence suggests that by the date of this report (April 2011) WA 

and NSW are totally compliant. 

Our research, however, looks not only at the COAG policy options but also asks the 

following policy questions that require further examination: 

1. What is the best range of licences?  

2. Can we draft enforceable Codes of Conduct and what will they look like? Who will 

do them?  

3. To what extent should there be proactive compliance monitoring? Psychological 

testing for crowd controllers? Random drug and alcohol testing? 

4. Should there be compulsory refresher training for renewal of licences? 

5. Will these policies apply to the electronics sector as well? 

The following is a summary of the findings from this research and discussion on the COAG 

project. 

Legislation 

The following Table 2-1 outlines the various pieces of legislation governing the licensing of 

private security in each jurisdiction. 
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Table 2-1 Relevant legislation for private security regulation in each jurisdiction 

Jurisdiction Legislation 
ACT Security Industry Act 2003 (ACT) 

Security Industry Regulations 2003 

NSW Security Industry Act 1997 (NSW) 

Commercial Agents & Private Inquiry Agents Act 2004 (NSW) 

Security Industry Regulation 2007 

NT Private Security Act 1995 (NT) 

together with the Criminal Code 1994 (NT) 

Private Security Act Regulations 1995 

Qld Security Providers Act 1993 (Qld) 

Security Providers (Crowd Controller Code of Practice) Regulation 2008  

Security Providers (Security Firm Code of Practice) Regulation 2008  

Security Providers (Security Officer Licensed Premises Code of Practice) 

Regulation 2008  

Security Providers Regulation 2008 

SA Security and Investigation Agents Act 1995 (SA)  

Security and Investigation Agents Regulations 1996 

Tas Security and Investigations Agents Act 2002 (Tas) 

Security and Investigations Agents Regulations 2005. 

Vic Private Security Act 2004 (Vic) 

Private Security Regulation 2005 

WA Security and Related Activities (Control) Act 1996 (WA) 

together with the Security and Related Activities (Control) Amendment Act 

2007 (WA) 

Security and Related Activities (Control) Regulations 1997 (WA) 

New South Wales has not made changes to their Act since 2005.  Changes to their 

regulations, however, occurred in 2007. Since 2006, three jurisdictions, Western Australia, 

Victoria  and Tasmania, have undergone major reviews. South Australia, the ACT  and the 

Northern Territory  have all carried out changes in areas such as the introduction of 

regulation of crowd controllers, introduction of drug testing, introduction of a system of 

infringement notices, and (specifically in SA) tighter regulation of crowd controllers giving 

the Office of the Liquor and Gambling Commissioner (OLGC) authority to undertake random 

drug tests and to regulate compliance with liquor and gambling laws generally. There are 

proposed reforms for South Australia as well, focusing on the transition to nationally 

consistent categories of security agents in the guarding sector. The reforms are also designed 

to strengthen probity requirements by including additional mandatory disqualifying offences, 

and bringing in licensing for security industry trainers, as well as requiring trainers to meet 

the same probity requirements as licensed security agents. 

The ACT has implemented changes in 2011 for a new suite of subclasses. Security 

employees working at licensed premises must hold a Responsible Service of Alcohol 

certificate from 1 December 2011. 

Most notable of the jurisdictions which have conducted major reviews of their legislation 

since 2006 is Western Australia.  This jurisdiction has completely revamped their 

legislation and related regulations.  This makes the Western Australian industry, arguably, the 

most tightly regulated security industry currently in Australia.   

After a review of their legislation in 2007, Queensland introduced new penalties for 

unlicensed operators, and increased probity including a new ópointô system requiring 100 

points of identification.  In 2008, Queensland introduced a whole suite of new licence 

categories.   

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/qld/consol_reg/spccopr2008630
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/qld/consol_reg/spfcopr2008604
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/qld/consol_reg/spopopr2008776
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/qld/consol_reg/spopopr2008776
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/qld/consol_reg/spr2008341
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The death of cricket identity David Hookes at the hands of a crowd controller in January 

2004 in Melbourne (Sarre and Prenzler 2009, 127-128) highlighted the need for tighter 

security transparency and accountability in Victoria .  Consequently, the Victorian Act is 

currently under review by a private consultancy agency.  

THE LICENSING AUTHORITIES  

Australia hosts a number of different security licensing regimes.  Currently five jurisdictions 

regulate their security industry through a non-police government agency. These agencies are 

situated in either a Department of Justice or a Consumer Affairs type department. One 

jurisdiction (Victoria) regulates through a licensing division located wholly within its police 

service, whereas New South Wales and Western Australia operate a model that is within the 

police jurisdiction but is operated entirely by unsworn staff.  The New South Wales agency 

was once reliant upon information being provided by the key industry association, ASIAL, 

but that relationship is no longer in play (as explained below). 

 

Table 2-2 Type of regulatory authority for each jurisdiction 

Agency  Regulator 

Australian Capital Territory Government agency 

New South Wales Police with internal administrative agency  

Northern Territory Government agency 

Queensland Government agency 

South Australia Government agency 

Tasmania Government agency 

Victoria Police 

Western Australia Police with internal administrative agency 

 

Which is the preferred model? 

Representatives of each jurisdiction were asked what they thought of their model of 

regulation, and if they believed it worked well or could or should be done differently.  With 

the qualified exception of the Australian Capital Territory (ACT), each jurisdictional 

representative believed their model was the preferred method of regulation of the security 

industry in their jurisdiction.   

The Australian Capital Territory  representative believed that the NSW model was an 

excellent model.  However, their view on its applicability for the ACT was qualified by 

saying that it depends on the focus of the purpose of security.  If it is a óside extensionô of 

police, then it should be regulated by the police.  If it is óstand-aloneô then it should be 

regulated by a separate government agency.  This choice should be determined by the level of 

compliance that is needed.  If the need for compliance enforcement is high, then it should be 

regulated by police; where the requirement is low, then an agency approach will be adequate.  

In the ACT, the regulatory agency does minimal compliance work.  This is because 

compliance enforcement is not seen as a major issue in the ACT.  In NSW, on the other hand, 

there is a greater need for compliance enforcement so the police are better placed to be the 

regulators.  

The New South Wales representative believed that their model (having non-sworn officers to 

do the administrative work and sworn officers to do the compliance and enforcement work) is 
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the best approach.  This model is more cost effective, too, than a model where all the duties 

are carried out by sworn officers. Moreover, having the administrative and enforcement 

processes run from the same department ensures good communication between the two.  

It should be noted that in December 2009 the Independent Commission Against Corruption 

(ICAC) in its Report on Corruption in the Provision and Certification of Security Industry 

Training (Operation Columba) suggested that, without effective enforcement of reforms to 

the security industry, the intended effect of these reforms had been negated. An independent 

review of the NSW Police Forceôs regulation of the security industry was undertaken by the 

management accounting firm Deloitte between February and April 2010. Deloitte prepared an 

independent analysis of the capacity of the Security Industry Registry (SIR) to carry out the 

functions currently allocated to it. They recommended abandoning the co-regulatory model 

(which had involved an association with ASIAL) in favour of the SIR assuming the role of 

principal regulatory body, and reporting to the Commissioner of Police via the State Crime 

Command. The SIR was then renamed the Security Licensing and Enforcement Directorate 

(SLED). As a result of the reforms promulgated on 15 July 2010, the SLED now has a role in 

identifying and investigating non-compliance with the Security Industry Act 1997, both 

proactively and in response to complaints from industry. The Government has amended the 

Security Industry Regulation 2007 to specify new licence fees and to remove the requirement 

for Master licensees to be members of industry associations. 

The Victorian  representative argued that it is more appropriate to have security regulated by 

police because of the potential use of firearms by security officers.  If  a firearms regulatory 

agency is to be involved, then that agency is VicPol and hence the regulatory question has 

been answered.  However, the number of security officers who are licensed to carry firearms 

makes up only a small section of the security industry.  Furthermore, in every jurisdiction the 

police licence and monitor the use of firearms and there is no suggestion in those jurisdictions 

that a two-agency approach is unworkable. 

Further arguments put forward in support of the police model of regulation are that police are 

trained in compliance and enforcement skills more than civilian regulators. On the other 

hand, civilian regulators argued that this is a training issue and that they are able to specialise 

in these skills specific to security (and other occupational compliance where they regulate 

more than one occupation). 

The Tasmanian representative strongly supported their current model.  Tasmania regulates 

through an agency model but with strong police liaison and involvement.  The administrative 

agency looks after the day to day affairs, but TasPol interview every new applicant for a 

licence.  This is the only jurisdiction where this occurs and probably results in a high level of 

ócharacterô testing.  TasPol are freed up to do this by not having to do the administration, nor 

the compliance checks. 

The Northern Territory  agency regulator argued that there is less corruption if the industry 

is regulated outside of police; however they went on to emphasise that a good working 

relationship with police is needed.  Their jurisdiction operates under a Memorandum of 

Understanding to allow police óread onlyô access to all data bases in relation to security 

regulation and compliance.  It was stated by the regulator that it would be unlikely that the 

industry would notice a difference if police were to take over the regulation of the industry in 

this jurisdiction. 
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The South Australian representatives commented that they believe that the decision-making 

is more impartial if regulated by an agency, and working closely with SAPOL. There does 

not have to be any formal police involvement other than close communication. 

Queensland regulates through a government department model and its representatives give a 

number of reasons that justify their approach being the most appropriate for that State.  They 

cite particularly the focus on a óconsumer protectionô ethos and the ability of the one 

department to regulate a number of different occupations.  They point out that most of the 

regulatory agencies which oversee security also regulate other areas such as consumer affairs, 

business registration, trade licences, liquor licences etc.  The requirements of CCTV to be 

installed where there is pub or club liquor licensing involved mean that there is usually an 

overlap with security functions.  This means that administrative regulation processes can be 

streamlined and cross matched where more than one licence is required by the same business 

or individual.  It was also argued that their agency regulation model is cheaper to the State 

than a police regulated model. 

Western Australia has now introduced an approach where, like NSW, unsworn police staff 

do the licensing duties and sworn officers do the investigations and the compliance. Indeed, 

the Security and Related Activities (Control) Act 1996 (WA) stipulates that the licensing 

officer must be an unsworn staff member.  At the present time, with the new amendments in 

place from  June 2009, unsworn officers (referred to as óCompliance Officersô) have special 

powers to do compliance only, thus freeing up police officers to carry out investigations into 

any alleged criminal conduct of licensed persons.   

The WA representative commented that this model is the most appropriate for that State 

because regulation requires semi authority, and so becomes the core business of police.  It 

means that staff are better equipped with powers and processes that are less bureaucratic.  

Having unsworn staff working closely with sworn officers is cost effective and means that 

those with the required powers have been trained accordingly and are thus readily available. 

CLASSES OF LICENCES and MUTUAL RECOGNITION  

All jurisdictions differentiate between a firmôs licence and an individual licence.  That is, to 

operate a business in the security industry in Australia, the firm itself must have a ófirmôs 

licenceô, and then each individual within that firm (who works in security or who undertakes 

related activities) must be individually licensed for each security activity he/she undertakes.   

There are significant discrepancies between jurisdictions about what licences are available 

and which activities are regulated. The Council of Australian Governments (COAG) does not 

address either of these issues in their recently released national consistency policy.  However, 

the COAG review does address the issue of mobility by requiring that 

ñéThe MCPEM-P (Ministerial Council for Policing and Emergency Management ï 

Police), in consultation with the SIRF (Security Industry Regulators Forum) implement 

full and effective mutual recognition arrangements for the industry, consistent with the 

approach developed by the COAG Skills Recognition Steering Committee, to improve 

mobility of security personnel and business across jurisdictionsò (COAG; 02/07/2008).  

The implementation of mutual recognition, however, has been piecemeal. Discussion of the 

rather ad hoc compliance with COAGôs admonition follows the presentation of licence 

categories in Table 2-3. 
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Table 2-3 Licence Categories for each Australian jurisdiction 

AUSTRALIAN CAP IT AL TERRITORY  

Master licence 

Employee licences  

1A - Patrol, guard, watch or protect property (including cash in transit)  

1B ï Act as a bodyguard 

1C ï Act as a crowd controller 

2A ï Act as a security consultant 

2B ï Sells security equipment 

2C ï carry out surveys and inspection of security equipment 

2D ï Give advice about security equipment 

2E ï Install, maintain, monitor, repair or service security equipment 

New sub categories, to be introduced on 14 June 2011: 

1D - Guard with a dog 

1E ï Monitoring Centre Operator 

1FC ï Guard with firearm for cash in transit 

1FP ï Guard with firearm to protect property 

Trainer licence   
Source: http://www.ors.act.gov.au/bil/webpages/industries/Security.html 

http://www.asial.com.au/Assets/2467/1/security_bulletin_mar_2011.pdf 

NEW SOUTH WALES 

Unarmed Guard 

Bodyguard 

Crowd controller 

Guard dog handler 

Monitoring Centre Operator 

Armed Guard 

Loss Prevention Officer 

Security Consultant 

Security Seller 

Locksmith 

Security Trainer 

Barrier Equipment Specialist 

Electronic Equipment Specialist 

Security Master Licence for corporation, government agency, and individual 

NORTHERN TERRITORY  

Security Officer 

Crowd Controller  

Security Firms Licence  

QUEENSLAND 

Crowd Controller 

Bodyguard 

Cash Transit Security Officer 

Unarmed security officer 

Monitoring security officer 

Dog patrol security officer 

Security advisor 

http://www.ors.act.gov.au/bil/webpages/industries/Security.html
http://www.asial.com.au/Assets/2467/1/security_bulletin_mar_2011.pdf


ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 41 

 

Security equipment installer 

Private Investigator 

Security Firm 
Refer generally http://www.fairtrading.qld.gov.au/security 

SOUTH AUSTRALIA  

Security agent - security guard work 

Security agent - security systems work 

Security agent - crowd control work 

Security agent - canine handling 

Security agent - security guard work limited to control room operations 

Security agent - security systems work limited to providing sales and advice only  

Security guard restricted to watching, guarding or protecting property 

Security agent restricted to guard work as an employee 

Security agent restricted to security systems as an employee 

Security agent restricted to crowd control as an employee 

Security agent restricted to canine handling as an employee 

Security agent - security guard limited to control room operations as an employee 

Security agent restricted to security systems work limited to providing sales and advice only 

as an employee 

Security agent restricted to watching, guarding or protecting property as an employee 

Security agent restricted to guard work as an employee under supervision 

Security agent restricted to security systems as an employee under supervision 

Security agent restricted to crowd control as an employee under supervision 

Security agent restricted to canine handling as an employee under supervision 

Security agent restricted to security systems work limited to providing sales and advice only 

as an employee under supervision 

TASMANIA  

AGENT LICENCE 

Crowd Control - Agent 

Security General Guarding - Agent 

Security Guarding with Dog - Agent 

Security Guarding with Firearm - Agent 

Monitoring Room Operator - Agent 

Body Guard - Agent 

Commercial - Agent 

Inquiry ï Agent  

Trainer licence (to be introduced in 2011) 

EMPLOYEE LICENCE 

Crowd Control 

Security General Guarding 

Security Guarding with Dog 

Security Guarding with Firearm 

Monitoring Room Operator 

Body Guard 

Commercial Sub-Agent 
Source:http://www.consumer.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/166180/security_bulletin_mar_
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2011.pdf  

VICTORIA  

Bodyguard 

Security Guard plus select sub activity: unarmed guard, monitoring centre operator, control 

room operator, armed guard, cash in transit. 

Inquiry Agent 

Security Firm 

Crowd Control 

Private Security Licence - Individual Operator 

Private Security Licence - Business 

Private Security Individual Registration 

Private Security Business Registration 

Temporary Interstate Visitor Permit 

Temporary Overseas Bodyguard Visitor Permit 

WESTERN AUSTRALIA  

Crowd control agent 

Inquiry agent 

Security officer 

Security consultant 

Security installer 

Security bodyguard  

Crowd controller 

Investigators  

Security Agent 

Further information 

The Government of New South Wales, in the wake of an Independent Commission Against 

Corruption (ICAC) Report on Corruption in the Provision of Security Industry Training, 

announced in 2010 that it will abandon the co-regulatory approach in favour of the Security 

Industry Registry (SIR) assuming the role of principal regulatory body.  The SIR will be 

renamed the Security Licensing & Enforcement Directorate (SLED) and will become part of 

the NSW Police Forceôs State Crime Command. The security industry will fund the SLED to 

perform its new regulatory functions. Master licensees will no longer be required to be 

members of an Approved Security Industry Association ï this requirement will come into 

effect once the legislative changes have been passed by Parliament. 

From 24 February 2011, all security firms operating in Queensland are required, as a 

condition of their licence, to be a member of an approved security industry association. 

Approved security industry associations will take on a key role of improving the integrity of 

the security industry. (ASIAL gained approval as an approved security industry association in 

the same month.) Existing security firms are required to become a member of an approved 

association within 60 days of the new requirements commencing, 26 April 2011. Security 

firms who do not have an active membership with an approved association by that date will 

be at risk of having their licence cancelled.13  

                                                      
13 Refer http://www.fairtrading.qld.gov.au/firm-association-membership.htm 
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In South Australia Attorney-General John Rau announced (early 2011) the tightening of 

licensing and regulation of the security industry. The proposed changes reflect the SA 

Government's support of COAG to adopt a more nationally-consistent approach to the 

regulation of the private security sector including agreed minimum standards relating 

fingerprinting, police probity checks, eligibility criteria and the licensing of trainers. Among 

the proposed changes in 2011 include the requirement for security industry trainers to hold a 

licence, and training providers to gain the approval of the Commissioner for Consumer 

Affairs before they can provide any training. Individual trainers and directors of Registered 

Training Organisations that deliver security guard training will need to undergo 

fingerprinting and police checks, to ensure they meet the same stringent probity requirements 

as those required of licensed security agents. 

Victoria  has a ólowerô class of regulation called óregistrationô. The types of activities which 

only require registration include electronic sector installers and alarm monitors.   

Tasmania allows businesses that are not in the security business (and hence do not hold a 

firms licence), to employ individual security providers directly (so long as they are 

appropriately licensed). 

The Northern Territory  moved quickly in relation to the availability of mutual recognition 

with their licences.  If a security officer has a valid licence in another jurisdiction, they can 

work in the NT.  The eligibility and training of that person is only reviewed upon renewal of 

that licence in NT. However, the mutual recognition licence will only be valid in NT once the 

person has undergone a fingerprint check in NT. 

The Australian Capital Territory  specifies that all firm licensees must be a member of a 

security industry association. There is no requirement for them to be a resident of the ACT to 

obtain an ACT security licence; a person living in NSW, for example, is eligible to apply for 

an ACT licence.  If someone has a NSW licence they can get an ACT licence by mutual 

recognition.  However, the application process including mutual recognition takes longer than 

the process to get a NSW licence alone.   

PROBITY CHECKS  

COAG has called upon each jurisdiction to report on its requirements concerning the 

standards for identification and probity checks for security industry licences including 

criminal history checks, fingerprinting and óclose associateô checks. 

Criminal history checks 

Criminal history checks is one policy area that COAG is addressing in their attempt to gain a 

nationally consistent approach to security licensing.  This would require all jurisdictions to 

have consistent mandatory exclusion categories, with exclusion enforced for ten years for a 

conviction and five years where guilt found but no conviction recorded.  The exclusion 

categories are for the following offences: 

i. offence involving assault or violence against the person, 

ii. offence involving dishonesty or theft, 

iii. firearms or weapons offence, 

iv. offence of robbery, 

v. offence in relation to a prohibited drug or plant, 

vi. offence in relation to a restricted pharmaceutical substance, or 
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vii. offence against Part 5.3 of the Criminal Code as set out in the Schedule to the 

Commonwealth Criminal Code Act 1995 or a terrorist offence against the law of any 

State or Territory or overseas jurisdictions (COAG; 02/07/2008). 

Currently, all jurisdictions carry out mandatory criminal history checks. Applicants must 

present as a ófit and proper personô.  Queensland extends this check to include New Zealand.  

Refusal of a licence is usually based upon a person being guilty of a óprescribed offenceô.  

Being óguiltyô includes a finding of guilt but where no conviction has been recorded.  

Prescribed offences include convictions within the last ten years for offences broadly 

including firearms offences, drug offences (which involve a term of imprisonment), violent 

offences such as assault (where imprisonment was imposed), murder, kidnapping, sexual 

offences, fraud offences (involving imprisonment). More recently these offences include 

offences related to riot and terrorism.  New South Wales mirrors these provisions and also 

includes offences relating to reckless conduct causing death at a workplace. 

The meaning of ófit and properô varies between jurisdictions.   For instance, in the Australian 

Capital Territory , a person cannot be refused a security licence on the basis of not being ófit 

and properô unless they have a criminal conviction. Other jurisdictions have a broader 

application, for example, where there is police intelligence that indicates that the applicant is 

not ófit and properô.  In South Australia and New South Wales the Commissioner does not 

have to inform applicants why they were deemed not to be ófit and properô.   

Under the COAG plan, the non-disclosure of reasons for the denial of a licence will become 

consistent nationally, although any such decision will be subject to administrative review 

processes (COAG; 02/07/2008). 

Applicants who have a known óclose associationô with unsavoury characters can be deemed 

not a ófit and properô person to hold a security licence in all jurisdictions (see óclose 

associatesô below).   

In Tasmania if a person presents with ómatters of concernô they will be asked to provide a 

character reference in support of their application.  In the Australian Capital Territory , on 

application, and each year upon renewal, the applicant must provide an Australian Federal 

Police (AFP) clearance certificate (which they have followed up themselves).  In South 

Australia, the criminal history check also includes a detailed look at matters that had come to 

police attention but that were ónot proceeded withô and anything on the police record of 

órelevanceô. A licence can be refused in South Australia if it is not óin the public interestô. 

A consistent approach across Australia would eliminate the ability for someone to be deemed 

unfit for security work in one jurisdiction, but able to gain a licence in another.  This policy, 

however, does not seem to address the inconsistent way licences are refused under the ófit and 

properô person policy, where each jurisdiction has a different approach to determining who is 

ófit and properô. 

For greater consistency and security, jurisdictional criminal history checks must include 

national criminal history checks on every licence applicant at the time of the application and 

then daily local criminal history checks for the licenceôs duration. This should include 

measures to enable jurisdictions to act promptly to suspend or revoke a licence if daily 

criminal history checks reveal an adverse event. 
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Fingerprint checks 

The requirement for fingerprinting or other checks is inconsistent across Australia. South 

Australia introduced mandatory fingerprint checks in 2005. Neither Queensland nor the 

Australian Capital Territory  currently fingerprint applicants, although Queensland plans to 

introduce a mandatory requirement from 1 August 2011.
14

 

Tasmania does not yet collect fingerprints on a regular basis for ócost reasonsô but anecdotal 

evidence is that that is soon to change. However, TasPol will fingerprint upon request if there 

is doubt as to an applicantôs identity.  Western Australia now has in place a full hand (palm 

print and finger print) requirement along with photographing. New South Wales does 

fingerprinting and also photographs all new applicants.  Indeed, all new applicants across 

Australia now require photographic IDs to be on file. 

Under the COAG policy, jurisdictions will be required to have in place the use of a 100 point 

identity check and mandatory fingerprinting prior to the issue of a licence. 

Close associate checks 

All jurisdictions check óclose associatesô as part of their determination of ófit and properô 

persons. However, the definition of a óclose associateô varies between jurisdictions.  Once 

again, this is an area where COAG is attempting to find consistent ground.   

Jurisdictions have been requested by COAG to enforce eligibility restrictions sufficient to 

refuse or revoke a licence application based on the probity persons having a financial interest 

in or exercising a significant influence over the management or operation of the security 

business. 

TESTING FOR PROHIBITED DRUGS / ALCOHOL  

Only two jurisdictions, South Australia and Western Australia, currently have provision 

for drug and alcohol testing. However, these provisions are only for crowd controllers.  In 

South Australia, SAPOL has authority to carry out random or targeted tests on crowd 

controllers while they are working, and controllers are required to provide a sample of urine 

or blood, if requested.  When a positive test is found, a sample is sent to a forensic lab for 

confirmation.  The crowd controller has an opportunity to explain, and then it is up to the 

Commissioner of the Office of Consumer and Business Affairs (SA) to exercise his/her 

discretion to continue or to cancel the licence.  This is not necessarily a life ban, and the 

crowd controller can reapply in a óreasonableô time. In order to prepare a story published in 

The Advertiser in January 2011, journalists had obtained, under FOI, documents related to 

drug testing from the Office of Business and Consumer Affairs (OCBA) which regulates the 

industry. Of the 432 security guards tested in 2009, 49 had drugs in their system (11.3%). If 

applied across the industry in SA, as many as 900 would have used illegal drugs at some 

time.
15

 

In Western Australia, all licensed crowd controllers, along with all security officers with 

firearm or baton endorsements, must provide a sample of blood or urine for testing if 

required.  However, WA does not test for alcohol; only for prohibited drugs.  The testing can 

be carried out at any time on the licensed person.  A drug test notice is issued for the person 

to attend a set time and place.  The drug testing is then carried out by an óapproved sample 

collectorô (a police officer who has been trained as a phlebotomist and who is approved by 

the Commissioner of Health). 
                                                      
14

 http://www.fairtrading.qld.gov.au/security-providers-firms.htm. 
15

 ñ óClean upô fails to halt security guard drug useò, by Miles Kemp, 24/1/11 page 4. 

http://www.fairtrading.qld.gov.au/security-providers-firms.htm
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Western Australia has also introduced a presumptive drug test kit which indicates within 

three minutes if drugs are present in oneôs urine.  If there is a drug present, the sample is 

decanted into two drug test kits; one is kept by the licensed person as a control sample (they 

can have it analysed at their own cost if they disagree with the result of the other sample) and 

the other sample is analysed by the Government chemical laboratory 

With the exception of the Northern Territory (where there is currently a proposal before 

parliament to introduce random drug testing to be carried out by police), no other jurisdiction 

undertakes testing for drugs or alcohol, nor plans to.  All  of these other jurisdictions rely on 

the ófitness for workô policy or OH&S requirements to control drugs and alcohol in areas 

under their purview. 

TRAINING  

Following direction from COAG, all jurisdictions now operate under a series of agreed 

Minimum Standards.  The training package CPP07 ï Property Services is the key.  This 

training package is an integrated set of nationally endorsed competency standards, assessment 

guidelines and Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) qualifications, specific to the 

security industry.  Qualifications within this training package range from Certificate I to 

Certificate IV, then go on to Diploma, Advanced Diploma, Vocational Graduate Certificate 

and Vocational Graduate Certificate.  All jurisdictions require that initial training be 

completed to a minimum of Certificate II level.  However, NSW, in addition, requires 

Certificate I for pre-licensing approval for new applicants.   

Security licensing and regulatory authorities across Australia actively participated in the 

development of the CPP07 Property Services training package with a view to aligning 

security units and qualifications as part of the move towards a national licensing system for 

security.  Commonwealth, state and territory governments want to develop uniform national 

standards for the private security industry in order to: 

¶ raise the minimum quality standards of the industry relating to: 

o skills and training 

o trustworthiness and reliability of security personnel 

¶ extend security capacity particularly to cope with surges in demand for special events 

by: 

o reducing barriers to interstate trade and increasing mobility of security 

personnel between jurisdictions 

o increasing economies of scale and scope for nationally focused companies to 

help them build capacity. 

This will require: 

¶ improving and standardising probity checks and exclusion criteria, 

¶ standardising secure classifications, licences and registration procedures across 

jurisdictions to enhance measures of equivalence to encourage mutual recognition 

across jurisdiction, 

¶ standardising and improving skills and training and aligning these to security, and 

¶ classifications to encourage mutual recognition (Construction and Property Services 

Industry Skill Council, (2007), CPP07 Property Services Training Package). 
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Since workers within the security industry are employed across a range of service types, the 

training package is made up of a number of different units of competency.  The base 

Australian Qualifications Framework qualifications are; 

¶ Certificate I in Security Operations 

¶ Certificate II  in Security Operations 

¶ Certificate II  in Technical Security 

¶ Certificate III  in Security Operations 

¶ Certificate III  in Technical Security 

¶ Certificate III  in Investigative Services  

¶ Certificate IV in Security and Risk Management 

¶ Diploma of Security and Risk Management. 

Additionally, the security sector skill sets are provided in CPP07 for: 

¶ Perform Retail Security Operations 

¶ Perform Cash-in-Transit Operations 

¶ Perform Monitoring Centre Operations 

¶ Conduct Investigations 

¶ Use Firearms and Defensive Tactics 

¶ Coordinate Control Room Operations 

¶ Manage Dogs for Security Functions 

¶ Conduct Factual Investigation 

¶ Conduct Surveillance 

¶ Provide Biometrics Consulting and Advice 

¶ Coordinate Investigative Activities 

The óSecurity Operationsô stream is the base for the individual security guarding type worker 

(for example general guarding or crowd control) and the óTechnical Securityô stream is for 

those working with the technology involved in security work (for example, installing security 

cameras and systems).  Once the general core subjects are completed, the security worker 

then specialises in the specific area.  Those jurisdictions which require the firm to be trained 

(i.e. those running the business) complete the Security and Risk Management stream.   

The level of competency required for Certificate II, for example, requires that the individual 

has the following competencies or learning outcomes to be able to: 

¶ ñdemonstrate understanding of a broad knowledge base incorporating theoretical 
concepts, with substantial depth in some areas, 

¶ analyse and plan approaches to technical problems or management requirements, 

¶ transfer and apply theoretical concepts and/or technical or creative skills to a range of 

situations, 

¶ evaluate information, using it to forecast for planning or research purposes,  

¶ take responsibility for won outputs in relation to broad quantity and quality 

parameters, and 

¶ take some responsibility for the achievement of group outcomes.ò (Construction and 

Property Services Industry Skills Council, 2008) 

By way of example, in order to become suitably qualified as a crowd controller the worker 

must obtain Certificate II  in Security Operations which consists of seven core units, which 

are: 
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¶ Communicate effectively in the security industry 

¶ Maintain workplace safety 

¶ Work effectively in the security industry 

¶ Work as part of a team 

¶ Provide security services to customers 

¶ Provide first aid 

¶ Respond to security risk situation 

Then they must complete four electives, which generally are: 

¶ Control access to and exit from premises 

¶ Monitor and control individual and crowd behaviour 

¶ Screen baggage and people 

¶ Protect self and others using basic defensive techniques 

If the worker is specialising in general guarding they would need to complete the same seven 

core units and complete the following electives: 

¶ Protect persons 

¶ Control access to and exit from premises 

¶ Patrol premises 

¶ Protect self and others using basic defensive techniques 

COAG has included an examination of the training requirements across Australia in its drive 

for consistency.  The focus of the COAG criteria is on improving standards rather than 

changing the content of the training; in particular the quality and consistency of training 

materials and quality of Registered Training Organisations (RTOs). 

The competency and skills which all jurisdictions are now required by COAG to agree upon 

include: a pre-licensing course for new applicants covering critical foundation knowledge for 

employment in the security industry prior to a licence being issued; and a provisional, 

probational or conditional licence for a duration of not less than six months prior to the full 

licence being issued. 

The question then arises: if it is the applicant and employer who are responsible for training, 

who will bear the increased costs (justified by higher qualified individuals) of the provision 

of security services? One of the great advantages for outsourcing of police roles is its low 

cost. If the training regime becomes too onerous, a private security service may price itself 

out of the market.  

MUTUAL RECOGNITION  2 recent cases 

Kabir and the Commissioner of Police for NSW [2010] AATA 853  

Dib and the Commissioner of Police for NSW [2010] AATA 852  

In these two cases (heard by the Administrative Appeals Tribunal (AAT)), the NSW Security 

Licensing and Enforcement Directorate (SLED) argued that the applicants were not eligible 

to apply under the provisions of Section 19 of the Mutual Recognition Act 1992 (Cth) 

because each had had a previous NSW licence that had been revoked as a result of 

ódisciplinary actionô. In both cases, the individuals' revocations occurred because they had 

failed to comply with the requirement to complete a required training upgrade. The AAT 

affirmed the Commissioner's decision, ruling that a revocation on these grounds does 

constitute ódisciplinary actionô. This means that applicants who have their licences revoked 



ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 49 

 

for not providing upgraded training certificates, and who then obtain an interstate licence (in 

the case of Mr Kabir, the Northern Territory; in the case of Mr Dib, Queensland) are not 

eligible for a licence in NSW under mutual recognition principles. The ruling means that each 

time a person reapplies for a NSW licence he or she must still hold a current equivalent 

interstate licence. If the interstate licence has expired, he or she will need to meet NSW 

licensing requirements (including completing training and assessment with a SLED approved 

Registered Training Organisation). 

PROVISION AND RESTRICTIONS FOR CONTRACTING OUT  

The Northern Territory  is the only jurisdiction which does not have provisions for 

contracting out.  South Australia, Tasmania, Victoria  and Western Australia all have a 

requirement, but it is only that the subcontractor must have the appropriate licence.  In New 

South Wales, a firm can only subcontract to another firm holding the same licence, but they 

do not have to inform the client or get client approval.  Queensland has partial provision and, 

as for NSW, no client approval is required. Subcontracting in that State can only be done to 

firms with the appropriate licence. In addition, a register must be kept of all subcontracting 

out.  

RESTRAINT AND ARREST PROVISIONS  

The general provision in Australia is that those working in security-related industries do not 

have any specific powers of restraint and arrest.  However, there are exceptions in each 

jurisdiction where such powers are granted in specific legislation. For example, in the 

Northern Territory , the security guards working in the Casino have power to hold people in 

an óapproved placeô under the Gaming Control Act 1993 (NT).   

Section 28: 

Detention of suspected person in casino  

(1) Notwithstanding any other law of the Territory, where:  

(a) the person for the time being in charge of a casino;  

(b) an employee authorised by the Licensee to act in pursuance of this section; or  

(c) a gaming inspector,  

suspects on reasonable grounds that a person in a casino is contravening or attempting 

to contravene this or any other Act, the person in charge, the employee or inspector 

may detain the suspected person in an approved place in the casino until the arrival at 

the place of a member of the Police Force. 

Victoria  also has specific provisions for arrest and detention powers regarding transport 

security for its transport systems.  In relation to these matters, and other ad hoc legislation, 

Chapter 4 on Legal Powers will expand the discussion. 

COMPLAINTS, INFRINGEMENTS AND PENALTIES  

Security personnel who breach the relevant jurisdictionôs security legislation or regulations 

are subject to penalties. These penalties range from fines to suspensions or revocation of 

licence, which requires a re-application for a licence after a certain period and by virtue of the 

respective Act/Regulation.  In addition, security personnel may have their licence suspended 

or revoked for breaches of the criminal law generally.  In the óagencyô style of regulation, 

where licensing legislation is breached, personnel are investigated and adjudicated by staff of 

the licensing authority (with appeal provisions to a court). On the other hand, where the 

criminal law is allegedly breached, the investigation and adjudication is carried out by police 
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(with appeal to the courts).  Each outcome would be notified to the licensing authority.  In 

Victoria, where police do the regulation of licences, police investigate all alleged breaches 

with either the licensing section of the police involved (for regulation breaches), or with the 

courts adjudicating. 

All jurisdictions have provision to suspend or revoke a licence under the ófit and proper 

personô provisions, where a criminal offence been committed or there is a breach of licensing 

regulations (such as failing to wear security identification badge or being intoxicated whilst 

on duty).  In addition, all jurisdictions have offences which result in mandatory suspension or 

revocation in line with offences that will restrict initial approval of an application (and in line 

with the COAG provisions).  Generally speaking, once charges have been laid, the licensing 

authority can exercise mandatory suspension or revocation of licence even while charges are 

pending.  Once guilt has been found (with or without conviction) there is the option to 

continue the suspension or revocation, as the personôs continuing in the industry may not be 

in the public interest. 

Investigation and enforcement zeal varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  The enforcement 

branches in New South Wales, Western Australia and Victoria  carry out regular and 

specific inspections of licensed security personnel.  But the ACT does not have dedicated 

security inspectors and only discovers infringements when an inspector for the other business 

fields discovers them as part of those inspections.  For example, liquor licensing inspectors 

may discover infringements by the security staff at the same time.   

LEGISLATION RELATING TO THE USE OF FIREARMS  

Every jurisdiction throughout Australia follows the National Firearms Agreement 1996 and 

each jurisdiction has specific firearms legislation for the control and use of firearms.  

Furthermore, in all jurisdictions, security personnel must have an approved and genuine 

reason to carry a handgun.   

In the Australian Capital Territory , the Northern Territory , South Australia, Tasmania 

and Victoria , all firearm licensing and registration is carried out solely by the police.  That is, 

the individual must obtain a firearms licence (as anyone who wishes to use a firearm in that 

jurisdiction would) and then that licence is endorsed on the relevant security licence.  In these 

situations, it is the responsibility of the security firm to issue and secure the firearms.  In 

Victoria there is a move to require the firm to have a special firearms licence, but this plan is 

in its infancy. 

New South Wales has stringent provisions for permits for ammunition, calibre issue and 

return of firearms.  There are also considerable restrictions on storage and transportation of 

firearms, as well as annual training and accreditation.  A separate firearms registry is kept.  

Queensland requires endorsement for cash in transit security guards.  Weapons licensing 

requires that there be an endorsement if one wishes to obtain an occupational weapons 

equipment licence.  Static guards can no longer carry firearms. 

Western Australia requires an endorsement for security personnel wishing to carry firearms 

for cash in transit.  For other armed guarding, a permit must be sought for the specific event. 

FIREARMS CARRIAGE, THEIR  INSPECTION AND COMPLIANCE 

MONITORING  

In all jurisdictions inspection and compliance in relation to firearms is carried out by the 

police. The jurisdictional representative in the Australian Capital Territory  noted, however, 
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that inspections are not carried out specifically in relation to security but only general 

firearms inspections and compliance as for any firearms owner.  Random inspections are 

conducted in Western Australia.  No other jurisdiction has random inspections. 

To what extent are private guards routinely armed in Australia? Guards protecting cash 

delivery trucks or replenishing ATM machines are usually equipped with handguns. In his 

report for the AIC Rees (1984: 57) reported that 27 per cent of the 289 PSC employees who 

returned the author's questionnaire said they carried a gun or other weapon while on duty. 

There are no survey data that have attempted to cross-match firearms licences with the 

occupation of those who hold a licence. In the absence of any hard data we are left with 

guesswork. The percentage figure is a difficult one unless we have confidence that the 

classifications of security tasks are being universally adopted, which is not the case. In other 

words, the figures have cash in transit guards at around 1% of security industry employees, 

but that is only because we incorporate debt collectors and locksmiths and surveillance 

camera monitors in the definition. It may be the case that the Rees figure is based upon a 

much narrower definition of PSC. Prenzler (2005a) had the range as between 10-30% for 

2003-4. 

According to security association sources, approximately 4 -5% of security officers/guards 

possess a licence to carry a firearm, most of which are used in Cash In Transit operations 

A survey of the industry in Europe reveals that the proportion of security personnel that is 

authorised to be armed is about 40 per cent in Bulgaria, just under 25 per cent in Slovenia, 

Spain and Turkey, and below 10 per cent in Croatia, Germany and Sweden (CoESS 2008, 

Small Arms Survey 2011, Florquin 2011). A number of countries actually prohibit security 

personnel from using firearms at all, including the Bahamas, Denmark, Japan, Kenya, the 

Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway and the UK. A survey of the industry across 34 European 

states reveals that the vast majority of security personnel are only allowed to use handguns 

and not long-arms (CoESS 2008, da Silva 2010). 

USE OF DOGS 

Australian Capital Territory , New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia, 

Tasmania and Western Australia all have a specific licence class for security with the use 

of a dog.  In the Northern Territory , under new legislation (currently under review) an 

applicant will need to have a licence endorsed to use a dog, but currently there are no 

provisions for licensing security with a dog.  Queensland now requires that a guard licence 

must be endorsed to use a dog as ópatrol propertyô.  In order to be trained in the use of dogs, 

the guard must, as one of his/her electives, complete a unit of competency which includes 

managing of dogs or handling of dogs for security patrol.  In WA, police carryout regular and 

specific inspections in this area.  This will be increased when the dedicated ócompliance 

officersô commence. 

LIQUOR LICENSING PROVISIONS  

Throughout Australia, special provisions for security have been put in place for pubs and 

clubs with a liquor licence.  Research has shown that this area of security work is considered 

to be potentially volatile (Williams, 2001).  As such, those supervising the security of these 

premises require specialist training in order to addresses the unique challenges of the late 

night pub or club scene.  Security personnel who work in pubs and clubs are usually 

classified as ócrowd controllersô to differentiate their work from that of the typical static 

ósecurity guardô. 
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Crowd control generates a great deal of public scrutiny.  As a consequence, a number of 

jurisdictions require specific skills and reporting procedures for crowd controllers, compared 

to those of other security officers. However, this is not uniform.  Notwithstanding the high 

public concern, and the inconsistent regulation requirements throughout Australia, COAG has 

chosen not to address this area specifically. 

Nevertheless, the following provisions are in place throughout the various jurisdictions.   

¶ In the Australian Capital Territory , Western Australia and New South Wales a 

publican must have a master security licence or subcontract to a firm that does.  From 

1 December 2011 in the ACT  a security employee working in a licensed premises 

must hold a Responsible Service of Alcohol (RSA) certificate. 

¶ In the Northern Territory , a publican must keep a register of who is working on 

security each night, and include their allocated number.  Both ócrowd controllersô and 

ósecurity guardsô are licensed to work in licensed premises in the NT. 

¶ In Queensland there is a provision under the Liquor Act 1992 that owners or 

managers of premises must keep a ratio of crowd controllers to crowd (1:100) and a 

crowd controller register must be kept for additional information, for example, 

injuries.   

¶ In South Australia crowd controllers in licensed premises must be registered with the 

Office of the Liquor and Gambling Commissioner (in addition to their crowd 

controller licence requirements) and must be trained in RSA.  If the crowd controller 

is not RSA trained, he/she is not able to use force against a patron; the Responsible 

Person must carry out the use of force.  They must also keep a register of patrons 

against whom force was used to refuse entry to or remove from the licensed premises.  

In addition, procedural requirements for removal of a person from a licensed premises 

(or refusal of entry) are set out under Schedule 1A of the Liquor Licensing (General) 

Regulations 1997. 

¶ In Western Australia there is a requirement that crowd controllers must keep an 

incident register where a crowd controller physically restrains a person or removes a 

person for behavioural reasons or refuses a person entry. 

¶ The licensing and training of crowd controllers is currently under review in 

Tasmania. There is a loophole in Tasmania, in so far as a liquor licensee needs no 

security training.  Hence a pub owner who does his/her own ócrowd controllingô needs 

no licence and hence has no training.  However, in the Wrest Point Casino, all 

security staff need a security licence plus the casino needs the liquor licence under 

separate legislation. 

¶ Victorian crowd controllers must also be trained in RSA. 

A BLACK MARKET?  

The Liquor Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union (LMHU) in Victoria launched its Safeguard 

initiative in 2010. The campaign aims to assist clients in finding quality contractors, and to 

eliminate rogue contractors. The Safeguard report draws on research conducted by the 

LHMU Security Union in surveying tenants, clients and their employers. Their survey 

involved 223 Victorian security officers and 194 respondents working in office buildings and 

other properties requiring contract security in Melbourne. The reportôs findings included: 

¶ Significant growth in the industry has led to a flood of rogue contractors into the market, 

setting off a price war. 
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¶ Many contractors are failing to properly train their officers, while high turnover due to low 

pay and insecure jobs also undermines standards. 

¶ 80.4% of tenants, clients and their employees surveyed agreed that security officers in 

their buildings perform a vital role. 

¶ 85.3% would be concerned about cut-price contractors being used in their building. 

Other than that report, no jurisdictional representative, in interviews with the research team, 

seemed worried about the existence of a black market in the security industry. The only 

jurisdiction to make a specific comment was WA, which stated that one area of concern may 

be that electricians may be installing alarms without a security alarm installer licence.  

However, the general consensus is that when unlicensed operators stray into the industry, the 

regulated operators quickly squeeze out those not licensed.   

There is a ógrey areaô of people working casually as security guards at parties and private 

functions for no fee or reward.  This is not generally an issue unless, or until, something goes 

wrong.   

Any other issue relating to the black market is mainly to do with the activities on the 

óperipheryô of the industry, such as unlicensed people working in the security hardware area, 

mainly due to ignorance of the need for a licence.  

MEASURES OF COMPLI ANCE AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  

The most common measure of compliance and performance of the regulatory agencies is the 

requirement upon licensees to provide a report of the agency in the departmental Annual 

Report.  This provides a limited avenue for public agency scrutiny.  The areas mainly 

reported on are mostly to do with the number of licences issued, licences suspended and 

timeframes for processes.   

The ACT has limited measures of compliance through targets concerning the number of 

inspections carried out.  The Commissioner reports to the minister and the department is 

subject to audit.  NSW and WA do not have any compliance measures at present but are 

currently developing performance indicators each with officers dedicated for this job. 

SURVEY OF THE INDUSTRY 

During February 2010, a survey of security personnel was conducted via the Australian 

Security Industry Association Limited (ASIAL) website.  The questionnaire sought the views 

of the owners of security firms and security managers about a preferred system for regulating 

the industry in their main jurisdiction of operation.  The survey was divided into three parts.  

Part A asked demographic questions, Part B asked opinions on security industry regulation, 

and Part C asked for free text comments. 

Preliminary summary results are presented below.  More detailed cross-tabulations will be 

presented in the final report to the Australian Research Council and interpolated into the 

material presented above. 

PART A: DEMOGRAPHICS OF RESPONDENTS 
The survey attracted 170 respondents.  The following figures show the distribution of total 

respondents by; jurisdiction, job category, the respondentôs position in their company and the 

number of employees in each respondentôs company. Figure 2-1 looks at respondents by 

jurisdiction. 
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Figure 2-1 Percentage of respondents by jurisdiction.  Total N=170 

 
 

The largest number (73) and percentage of respondents came from NSW with the least 

respondents from NT (n=2).  Differences in population should be taken into account when 

analysing these figures, as well as the number of security business in each jurisdiction. 

 

Figure 2-2 summarises the distribution of job categories the respondents represent.  

óUnarmed guardsô was the job category chosen by most respondents.  This is also 

representative of the national spread of security operators according to the 2006 census data. 

Figure 2-2 Percentage of Respondents by Job Category 

 
Figure 2-3 shows that the largest response rate (n=123) was from those who are the óowner 

and managerô of their business. 

 

1.20% 3.50%

42.90%

1.20%

14.70%4.10%

2.40%

23.50%

6.50%

Percentage of Respondents by Jurisdiction

Not stated                                                  

ACT                                                         

NSW                                                         

NT                                                          

QLD                                                         

SA                                                          

TAS                                                         

VIC                                                         

WA                                                          

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%

U
n

a
rm

e
d

 g
u

a
rd

s                                              

A
rm

e
d

 g
u

a
rd

s                                                

C
a

sh
 in

 tra
n
sit                                             

C
ro

w
d

 co
n

tro
l                                               

C
o
n
su

ltin
g

                                                  

In
ve

stig
a

tio
n

s                                              

B
o
d

yg
u

a
rd

s                                                  

T
ra

in
in

g
/tra

in
e
r                                            

L
o
cksm

ith
s/b

a
rrie

rs/p
h

ysica
l 

se
cu

rity                       

D
o
g

 h
a
n

d
le

rs                                                

L
o
ss p

re
ve

n
tio

n
                                             

E
le

ctro
n

ic se
cu

rity in
sta

lla
tio

n
                            

S
e
cu

rity -sa
le

s                                            

In-h
o
u
se

 se
cu

rity                                           

O
th

e
r (p

le
a

se
 sp

e
cify)                                      

A
la

rm
 m

o
n

ito
rin

g
                                            

A
la

rm
 re

sp
o
n

se
                                              

M
o
b

ile
 p

a
tro

ls                                              

S
cre

e
n

in
g

                                                   

Percentage of Respondents by Job Category



ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 55 

 

Figure 2-3 Respondentsô position in their company 

 
The majority of respondents are involved in a company with 1-19 employees.  This is shown 

in Figure 2-4. Overall, respondents to this survey are most likely to live in NSW, work 

mainly with óunarmed guardsô, and be the owner and manager in a business which employees 

1-19 employees. 

 

Figure 2-4 Number of employees in respondentsô companies 

 
 

 

PART B:  OPINIONS ON SECURITY INDUSTRY REGULATION AND 

TRAINING 

The next of the survey asked respondents about their opinions on the security regulation in 

their jurisdiction and training.  We have divided it here into a number of sections. 

 

Section 1: This section asked a series of questions about the effectiveness of 

the current regulatory structure operating in Australia. 

Figure 2-5 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in ensuring practical competencies for individuals 

entering the industry?ò 
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Figure 2-5 Effectiveness in competencies 

 
 

Figure 2-6 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in supporting ethical conduct in the industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-6 Effectiveness ethical conduct 
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Figure 2-7 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in removing disreputable operators from the 

industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-7 Effectiveness removing disreputable operators 

 
Figure 2-8 show responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in removing criminal elements from the industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-8 Effectiveness remove criminal elements 
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Figure 2-9 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in raising the level of professionalism in the 

industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-9 Effectiveness raise professionalism 

 
Figure 2-10 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in raising the level of professionalism in the 

industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-10 Effectiveness safe practices 
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Figure 2-11 show responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in reducing the incidence of assaults by security 

personnel?ò 

 

Figure 2-11 Effectiveness reduce assaults 

 
Figure 2-12 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in reducing injuries to security personnel?ò 

 

Figure 2-12 Effectiveness reduce injuries 
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Figure 2-13 shows responses to the question ñhow effective do you believe that the current 

regulatory system is in your jurisdiction in making security personnel more effective in 

protecting the community security personnel?ò 

 

Figure 2-13 Effectiveness protect community  

 
Section 2. The next series of questions sought responses from respondents 

regarding appropriate training.  
 

Figure 2-14 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of unarmed guards?ò 

 

Figure 2-14 Appropriate training unarmed  
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Figure 2-15 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of armed guards?ò 

 

Figure 2-15 Appropriate  training armed 

 
 

 

Figure 2-16 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of cash in transit guards?ò 

 

Figure 2-16 Appropriate  training cash in transit 

 
 

  

Yes

No
Don't know

0%

20%

40%

60%

Appropriateness of Pre-licence Training 
for Armed Guards

Yes

No
Don't know

0%

20%

40%

60%

Appropriateness of Pre-licence Training 
for Cash in Transit Guards



ARC Report Sarre and Prenzler: Private Security and Public Interest April 2011 Page 62 

 

Figure 2-17 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of crowd controllers?ò 

 

Figure 2-17 Appropriate  training crowd control  

 
 

 

Figure 2-18 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of consultants?ò 
 

Figure 2-18 Appropriate training  consultants 
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Figure 2-19 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of investigators?ò 

 

Figure 2-19 Appropriate training  investigators 

 
 

Figure 2-20 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of bodyguards?ò 
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Figure 2-20 Appropriate training  bodyguards 

 

Figure 2-21 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of trainers?ò 

Figure 2-21 Appropriate training  trainers 

 

Figure 2-22 show responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of locksmiths and 

installers of physical security?ò 

Figure 2-22 Appropriate training  locksmiths 
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Figure 2-23 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of dog handlers?ò 

 

Figure 2-23 Appropriate training  dog handlers 

 
 

Figure 2-24 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of loss prevention 

officers?ò 

 

Figure 2-24 Appropriate training  loss prevention 
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Figure 2-25 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of electronic security 

installers?ò 

Figure 2-25 Appropriate training  electronic 

 
 

Figure 2-26 show responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of security salespersons?ò 

Figure 2-26 Appropriate training  sales 
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Figure 2-27 shows responses to the question ñIn your view, do you think that mandated pre-

licence training under current legislation is appropriate to the work of in-house security 

providers?ò 

Figure 2-27 Appropriate training  in house 

 
 

Section 3. The next series of questions was designed to elicit comments and 

views regarding the quality and content of training courses. 
 

Figure 2-28 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate communication skills?ò 

Figure 2-28 Training and communication skills 
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Figure 2-29 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate conflict resolution skills?ò 

Figure 2-29 Tra ining and conflict resolution 

 
 

Figure 2-30 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate physical restraint skills?ò 

Figure 2-30 Training and physical restraint 

 
 

Figure 2-31 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate self-defence skills?ò 

 

Figure 2-31 Training and self-defence skills 
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Figure 2-32 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate knowledge of law?ò 

 

Figure 2-32 Training and knowledge of law 

 
 

 

Figure 2-33 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate basic security procedures?ò 

Figure 2-33 Training and security procedures 
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Figure 2-34 shows responses to the question ñDo compulsory pre-licence training courses 

teach adequate occupational health and safety principles?ò 

 

Figure 2-34 Training and OH&S 

 
 

Figure 2-35 shows responses to the question ñIs firearms training adequate for security 

personnel under firearms legislation?ò 

 

Figure 2-35 Training and firearms 

 
Figure 2-36 shows responses to the question ñAre new national training competencies 

appropriate?ò 

Figure 2-36 New national training competencies 
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Figure 2-37 shows responses to the question ñHave training standards in the industry 

improved over the last five years?ò 

Figure 2-37 Training improvement 

 
 

Figure 2-38 shows responses to the question ñShould there be mandated training in security 

management?ò 

Figure 2-38 Mandated training 
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Section 4. The next series of questions was designed to see what 

respondents thought of industry input into legislative requirements. 
 

Figure 2-39 shows responses to the question ñWas the current legislation developed with 

sufficient consultation with the security industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-39 Legislation and consultation 

 
 

Figure 2-40 shows responses to the question ñIs there sufficient scope for input from the 

industry into the administration of security industry legislation?ò 

 

Figure 2-40 Legislation and input 
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Figure 2-41 shows responses to the question ñIs there adequate communication between the 

regulator and licence holders?ò 

 

Figure 2-41 Regulatory communication 

 
 

Figure 2-42 shows responses to the question ñIs the current regulatory body the appropriate 

body to regulate the industry?ò 

 

Figure 2-42 Regulatory body appropriateness 
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Figure 2-43 shows responses to the question ñIs compliance with current legislation 

effectively monitored?ò 

 

Figure 2-43 Monitoring compliance 

 
Figure 2-44 shows responses to the question ñAre there very few unlicensed security 

personnel working in the industry where licences are required?ò 

Figure 2-44 Unlicensed operator perceptions 

 
 

 

Figure 2-45 shows responses to the question ñAre criminal history checks updated frequently 

enough?ò 
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Figure 2-46 shows responses to the question ñDo the very large majority of security 

companies comply with award payments and legislated employment conditions?ò 

 

Figure 2-46 Compliance with awards 

 
 

Figure 2-47 shows responses to the question ñIs there a problem in tendering with 

competitors undercutting through cash-in-hand payments to operatives?ò 

Figure 2-47 Extent cash in hand 
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PART C: FREE TEXT COMMENTS ON THE REGULATORY SYSTEM  

For the purpose of this report these free text comments have been coded into similar 

responses.  Figure 2-48 asks about positives and Figure 2-49 about negatives. 

 

Figure 2-48 What are the best aspects of the current regulatory system? 

 
 

 

Figure 2-49 Are there any deficiencies in the regulatory system? 
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Figure 2-50 What areas of training, if any, need improvement? 
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Figure 2-51 Loopholes in the current legislation 

 
 

 

Figure 2-52 Areas that are not covered by regulation 
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Figure 2-53 Which agency should administer the current legislation? 

 

 

Figure 2-54 Appropriate penalties? 
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Other                                                       

51%

18%10%

33%

10%

5% 3%

Are the penalties for breaches of the current legislation 
appropriate? If not, what should they be?

Yes                                                         

No                                                          

Don't know                                                  

Not enforced                                                

Not harsh enough                                            

n.a.                                                        

Other                                                       
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Figure 2-55 Improving the regulatory system 

 
 

Summary of survey findings 

The above four sections have looked at the opinions of participants in the security industry on 

the effectiveness of the current regulatory structures in Australia, on the adequacy or 

otherwise of training for specific security work, the quality and content of that training, and 

the appropriateness of industry input into current legislative requirements. 

Most responses regarding the effectiveness of the current regulatory structures indicated 

respondentsô views that they were ómoderately effectiveô.  However, a majority of 

respondents thought that their current regulatory authorityôs ability to remove disreputable 

operators from the industry is óhighly ineffectiveô (59%). Moreover, 38% of respondents 

thought that their regulatorôs ability to support ethical conduct was óhighly ineffectiveô; 

although that same percentage (38%) thought that it was ómoderately effectiveô. 

Regarding the adequacy of training for specific security work, respondents were generally 

satisfied with the appropriateness of the pre-licence training.  The only exception was for 

security salespersons, where 38% of respondents thought the pre-licence training was not 

appropriate. 

When looking at the quality of pre-licence training, respondentsô thoughts were mixed. 

Generally speaking, respondents were of the view that the training quality was adequate in 

the areas of knowledge of law, basic security procedures and occupational health and safety 

principles.  But training was not adequate in the areas of communication skills, conflict 

resolution skills, physical restraint skills and self-defence skills.   

55% of respondents thought that training in firearms was adequate under the existing 

jurisdiction-based firearms legislation.  

A majority of respondents thought that industry standards had improved over the last five 

years. 

13%

16%

6%

24%

2%

10%
2%

13%

6%

8%

2%

24%

Can you suggest any ways of improving the regulatory system?

Enforcement                                                 

National system / single body in control / indpendent tribun

Raise standards (make it harder to get a licence)           

More compliance checks / audits / reviews (make it harder 
to
English skills / literacy / numeracy requirement            

Industry consultation / input                               

Not police in charge                                        

Improved quality / appropriateness /monitoring of training  

Increase coverage of licencing requirements (i.e. electronic
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The final section, too, showed a very mixed bag of responses. When it comes to industry 

input into legislative requirements of the industry, a majority of respondents felt there was 

insufficient consultation with industry when developing legislation, insufficient input into the 

administration of industry legislation, and poor communication between regulator and licence 

holder. 

Moreover, there is insufficient monitoring of compliance with legislation; infrequent criminal 

history checks updating, and a scepticism that large companies comply strictly with award 

payment requirements.  In addition, 62% of respondents thought that there is a problem with 

industry undercutting through ócash in handô payments. 

44% of respondents agreed that their current regulation body is the most appropriate one to 

regulate the industry. 

The free text questions elicited general views that can be summarised thus: the best aspect of 

the current regulatory regimes is the licensing system, while the biggest deficiency is the lack 

of enforcement. Indeed, the most notable legislative loopholes are its allowance for poor 

training and ineffective enforcement. While penalties are appropriate, the compliance 

mechanisms are simply not adequate to deal with those who stray. 

Conclusion 

The industry is continually under great public scrutiny. High profile cases and adverse events 

such as the death of David Hookes at the hands of a Melbourne crowd controller, the Sydney 

Armed Robbery Shooting, the theft of firearms from security firms in NSW, and the 

infiltration of criminal motorcycle gangs into Adelaide nightclub security have made 

headlines (Prenzler and Sarre; 2008; Sarre and Prenzler 2009, 126 ff, 230 ff). 

The research shows that there is a high degree of regulation of the security industry 

throughout Australia, and that this regulatory legislation has evolved greatly over the past 15 

years.  Notwithstanding this, regulation of the industry as it currently stands is inconsistent 

between jurisdictions and, in some aspects, still open to exploitative activities and 

unscrupulous characters and behaviours.  In order for the public to maintain (or gain) 

confidence in the private security industry, the industry itself must present as professionals 

consisting of skilled personnel with high integrity, who have been well trained and who are 

well regulated.  

In March 2007 the Australian Crime Commission (ACC) conducted a strategic intelligence 

assessment of the private security industry. The Commission found instances of criminal 

infiltration in the industry but it also found that the vast majority of security providers did act 

appropriately. However, as with all industry sectors (particularly those with a large number of 

relatively low paid employees), there is a relatively small órogueô element. From 2009, the 

ACC has been conducting a special intelligence operation into the industry which aims to 

build an accurate picture of the organised criminal threat (ACC 2009).  

Fortunately, the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) is attempting to address these 

issues with its push for greater probity, more consistent regulatory activities and heightened 

skills training. It is attempting to increase mobility within the industry, too, through its 

support for mutual recognition.   

We applaud all attempts towards a uniform approach to regulation notwithstanding the 

diverse differences found in the eight jurisdictions.  It would be appropriate for all 

jurisdictions to regulate the same security activities to the same level, and agreeing on the 

minimum required skill level and training for each activity. 
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3. CHAPTER THREE   PARTNERSHIPS: What are the current 

relationships between public and private policing and what are 

the preferred partnerships that should be developed? 

Introduction  

This research component studied the nexus between public and private policing ï for 

instance, the perception of an emerging ódualô justice system ï through a series of case 

studies designed to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of current models (around existing 

protocols) of cooperation.   

In the last four decades especially, the policing and security roles undertaken by the private 

sector have expanded significantly. Private sector personnel are no longer simply watchmen 

engaged in crime prevention. They are now involved in a vast array of policing 

responsibilities on a daily basis, adding to, taking from, and complementing the tasks 

undertaken by public police. These roles include not only surveillance, investigation, crowd 

control, prison escorts, court security, guarding and patrolling, but also proactive crime 

prevention, risk management and assessment, weapons training, crime scene examination, 

assistance with forensic evidence-gathering, information technology advice, hi-tech systems 

development and communications support. There are very few tasks undertaken by police 

that cannot be assumed by the private sector. 

Cooperation history 

Historically, police had a patronising, if not suspicious and antagonistic, attitude towards 

their private counterparts.  However, calls for greater routine cooperation between public and 

private policing in Australia have increased in recent years. These calls have come largely 

from senior police, following approaches from industry figures seeking strategic alliances. 

Former Australian Federal Police (AFP) Commissioner Peter McAulay, in a paper to the 

1994 Police Commissionersô conference, argued that the mutual exclusivity of private and 

public security needed to come to an end. Since both services have common goals, he said, a 

formal relationship was needed (McAulay 1994, 2). Mark Golsby and Bob OôBrien, in a 

report commissioned in 1996 to explore the possibilities for mutual benefit, concluded 

similarly:  

[There has been] a concern by some police that their role and functions were being 

eroded by the growth of private security. However, this view has matured over a period 

of time and police are now recognising that there are opportunities for the police and 

private security industry to work together. (Golsby and OôBrien 1996, 15) 

Most of the early impetus for this growing confidence in private operators came from the 

local government sector and private corporations. In addition, some police policy-makers saw 

the benefits to the public sector of ócross-fertilisation.ô This occurs when their private 

counterparts are required, in contractual agreements, to measure performance, deliver client 

service, engage in management planning, and seek outcome-based targets.  These 

requirements are then passed back to police, asking ñcan you measure your performance in 

the same way?ò Peter Matthews expressed similar optimism in 1989: 

[Privatisation] may encourage a re-evaluation of the operation of specific practices as 

well as inviting a critical re-examination of the relationship between the various 

agencies involved. This, in turn, could encourage new alignments and generate new 

practices that may possibly overcome the inertia that has characterized the criminal 
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justice system for so long (Matthews 1989, 21). 

More recently, the post-September 11 counter-terrorism agenda has given considerable 

impetus to public-private security arrangements. 

Table 3-1 sets out the opposing historical principles, roles, authority and status often ascribed 

to the two sectors. Two key features are the differences between obligations of egalitarian 

public service, and obligations exclusively to the client. In other words, police retain a core 

responsibility to the public, whereas private security personnel are free to focus on primary 

prevention of crime. 

Table 3-1 Competing principles of public policing and private security 

Public Private 

taxpayer-funded profit-driven 

public interest client interest 

equal service selective service 

heavily regulated less regulated 

centralised, bureaucratic fragmented, diverse 

focused on law enforcement focused on crime/loss prevention 

offender-oriented protection-oriented 

reactive proactive 

public space private space 

specific powers citizen powers 

intensive training limited training 

limited discretion wide discretion 

By the 1990s, private security personnel had begun to assume some of the more traditional 

police functions such as street patrolling, transport of prisoners and public transport safety. 

Residential communities and their local councils began to employ security firms to patrol 

their respective shopping precincts and residential neighbourhoods. The stage was set for 

formal cooperative models to be developed. 

The following case studies have been developed by a mixture of discussions with key 

players and by direct observation. 

Methodology 

A ósnowballô method utilising key informants was used to assist with the compilation of the 

case studies.  These case studies were intended to demonstrate positive police-security co-

operation. Initial key informants were identified from delegates at the annual Australian 

Security Industry Association (ASIAL) conferences and South Australian Police (SAPOL) 

and Victoria Police (VicPOL) contacts.  From these informants, other case studies were 

identified and studied.  As each case study was identified, documentary and other 

information was gathered through the researchers witnessing the partnerships in progress (as 

in the sporting events) or through interviews with key personnel in the partnerships.  The 

findings were then analysed from the perspective of public interest criteria of crime 
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reduction, and in terms of specific obstacles to, and facilitators of, successful co-operation.  

THE CASE STUDIES 

Greater reliance on policing partnerships with private security has led to major event 

organisers and other retail and business interests seeking out both sectors to meet their 

security needs. The desire of organisers has been to use their resources to prevent violence 

and crime before it occurs, to tackle violence and crime when it occurs, to make injuries less 

likely and to make events and business precincts more financially successful because more 

people will want to attend them and frequent them.   

Eleven case studies follow: 

1. 2000 Sydney Olympics, New South Wales 

2. Adelaide Oval cricket, South Australia 

3. MCG Australian Football League, Victoria 

4. Project Griffin, Victoria and South Australia 

5. Strike Force Piccadilly, New South Wales 

6. Market City, New South Wales 

7. Qantas Security, New South Wales 

8. Eyes on the Street, Western Australia 

9. Centrelink, Australian Capital Territory and nationwide 

10. Court Security, nationwide 

11. Ipswich Safe City Program, Queensland 

 

CASE STUDY ONE 

THE 2000 SYDNEY OLYMPICS 

The coordination between public and private (and volunteer) security services for the 2000 

Sydney Olympic Games was the subject of much acclaim. A secure environment was 

provided at all Olympic venues, and at 600 non-competition sites not only in Sydney but 

around Australia. In addition to police officers and volunteers, over 4,000 security officers 

worked a combined total of 27,000 shifts over the two-week period. $100 million was 

budgeted for security costs, which included communications equipment, dogs and handlers, 

rapid deployment squads and the erection and patrolling of perimeter fencing. The NSW 

Police Service established, and then coordinated, the Olympic Security Command Centre. 

This operational centre managed police officers, private security agents and over 5,000 rural 

fire service and State Emergency Service (SES) volunteers who were also involved in 

security-type functions. 

Private security personnel, with appropriate security licences, but without specialised 

training, were given specific powers that derived from the legislation creating the particular 

Olympic authority itself. The Security Industry (Olympic and Paralympic Games) Act 1999 

(NSW) allowed security personnel to act in accordance with the wide powers vested in them 

by the Australian Olympic Committee. The legislation expired on 1 December 2000.  
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Other legislation remains in force, however. For example, the Sydney Harbour Foreshore 

Authority Act 1998 (NSW) created the Foreshore Authority which was only partially linked 

to the Olympics and continues to this day. The Foreshore Authority can appoint licensed 

security officers to be órangersô (section 32) and can empower them to exercise certain 

powers, including removal of unwanted persons from the Sydney Harbour Foreshore, search 

and seizure powers and ómove onô powers. Each of these powers is found in Part 4 of the 

Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority Regulation 2006 (NSW). The important thing to note 

here is that rangers are not public servants, but operatives who have an appropriate licence, 

and who are contracted to the Authority to carry out their roles, subject to their undertaking 

further training. 

CASE STUDY TWO 

THE ADELAIDE OVAL CRICKET TEST 

On 29 November 2008 researchers attended the Adelaide Oval security coordination box for 

two hours to watch the interaction between South Australia Police (SAPOL) and Weslo, the 

largest security firm in South Australia, during a test between New Zealand and Australia.  

SAPOL and Weslo have developed a strong working relationship around sports stadiums. 

Weslo staff at the ground were principally doing perimeter security and bag checking. There 

were forty SAPOL officers at the ground also. The SAPOL numbers are inclusive of 

operational and support members on duty at the ground (that is, including those who worked 

in the police office and police command centre on each day). The figures also include the 

plain clothes óspottersô who stand in the crowd and direct (by microphone) police to the 

trouble makers ahead of any apprehension by SAPOL officers. 

The ratio of public police to private security, (approximately 1:2.3) was maintained 

throughout the test as follows: 

Day 1 40 SAPOL to 95 Weslo;  

Day 2 40:93;  

Day 3 40:92;  

Day 4 22:72 

The cricket test did not go into a 5th day. 

In the Adelaide Oval precinct, then, Weslo staff more than doubled police, but police took the 

lead role in despatching officers to deal with unruly patrons. Not one Weslo staffer was seen 

to actually confront and touch anyone. While there were some 20 arrests, all were effected by 

SAPOL. Two SAPOL officers were in charge of the control room and the discussions with 

the two Weslo staff who were also present were more to do with seeking information about 

exits and gate control than anything else. The power was almost always with SAPOL.  

What was interesting was the information flowed not so much from public to private (or vice 

versa) but from the electronic data source of SAPOL files into which each apprehended 

personôs name was fed. Weslo had no access to this database. 

Within seconds, the control room was able to get a full description of all previous convictions 

of that individual, not only those convictions that related to crowd control or unruly 

behaviour.  
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Details of the arrest (or escort from the grounds) were fed into the computer such that if that 

person were detained subsequently, the police would be in a position to arrest them for failing 

to comply with a police order. 

The following photographs illustrate the control room atmosphere. 

 

Photo 3-1 View of Adelaide Oval from the western stand control room 

 

Photo 3-2 Weslo security position 
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Photo 3-3 Control room operations 

 

 

Photo 3-4 Police surveillance control room 
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CASE STUDY THREE 

THE MCG  and AFL FOOTBALL 

On 3 July 2009, researchers attended the MCG for the afternoon and evening to watch the 

interaction between VicPol (Victoria Police) and MSS Security during an Australian Football 

League (AFL) game between two Melbourne-based teams, Essendon and Collingwood.  The 

security cooperation is derived through a partnership arrangement with the Melbourne 

Cricket Club (MCC), MSS and VicPol. 

MCC employed security guards operate when there is no event at the MCG but the ground is 

open Monday to Friday.  The MCC now has fourteen full time óasset protectionô personnel.  

MSS is employed to supply guards for events, and police from VicPol are employed on a 

voluntary basis, above normal duties to work at events.   

Researchers were well accommodated and advised by Andy Frances: Manager ï Security and 

Venue Support (MCC), Superintendent Trevor Parks: Major Events and Emergency 

Management (VicPol), Trevor Dohnt, MCC General Manager: Event Operations, and Peter 

Wearne: General Manager: Facilities (MCC). 

Numbers of security officers (public and private) vary by event. Certain combinations of AFL 

teams attract more potential trouble than others.  The night of the game saw 125 MSS staff 

and around 20 VicPol officers, a ratio of around 1 VicPol officer for every six MSS 

personnel.   

The MCG venue organisers have available to them specific security-related legislation passed 

in 2009 which came into operation on 1 July 2009. 

Major Sporting Events Act 2009 (Vic)  

Section 102. Event organiser to manage event venues and event areas during 

operational arrangements period 

(1) Nothing in this section derogates from any rights subsisting in, or any remedy 

available to, any venue manager or manager of an event area under any other law or 

any contract or agreement between the venue manager or manager of an event area 

and the event organiser of an event to which this Part applies. 

(2) An event organiser of an event to which this Part applies is responsible for, and 

has all powers necessary to control access to, an event venue or an event area by 

participants, officials, volunteers, spectators and other persons during an operational 

arrangements period for that event. 

The different demographics between cricket, football and soccer crowds mean that different 

security arrangements are required for each sporting event.  Some of the major occasions 

which require the highest security include the AFL grand final and the first day of the Boxing 

Day cricket test match.  Determining the ratio of security to police for any event is 

established by the órisk level matrixô.  The number of police needed for most events is 

declining, as risks at most events are becoming less, especially with bag searches.  

We attended the security briefing late afternoon, although it did not appear that all of the 

MSS staff could hear (or were interested).  At this briefing the security personnel were given 

the areas they were designated to work, and some of the potential risks where highlighted e.g. 

lost children, responding to the consumption of ósmuggled inô alcohol and drunken and 

obnoxious behaviour. 
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In the stadium, MSS staff outnumbered police but the police took the lead role in despatching 

officers to deal with unruly patrons. Security are the first responders (in charge of breaches of 

conditions of entry such as being in possession of contraband) while police are responsible 

for breaches of the criminal law. Police can apply on the spot penalty notices and 24 hour 

banning notices, and take photos of offenders.  Police are specifically directed to back up the 

decisions made by security personnel.  In fact, VicPol management encourage security 

personnel to report any police officer who does not support the security personnel.  

At the end of the night, all of the stakeholders gathered for a de-briefing.  Apart from a 

couple of evictions and some patrons caught with contraband, it was a relatively event free 

night. 

The advantages of outsourcing the security to MSS is primarily the cost.  Police will cost 

approximately $60 per hour per officer, whereas private security will be less than half of that 

amount, although this advantage may be under threat as more training is undertaken and 

consequently more pay is being requested.   

The need for police presence is clear when patrons break the criminal law, and it was 

commented upon by MCG staff that the visual deterrent of the police uniform also aids in the 

control of the crowd. 

The following photographs are taken at the briefing for MSS security personnel and in the 

control room. 

 

 
Photo 3-5 MSS briefing MCG 
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Photo 3-6 MCG surveillance room looking over the crowd of 80,000 

 

 
Photo 3-7 MCG surveillance room looking over the playing surface at half time 
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Photo 3-8 Personnel in the MCG surveillance room watching the crowd disperse 

  














































































































