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THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) took the chair at 12 noon, and read prayers. 

PAPERS TABLED 
Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

OFFICE OF SHARED SERVICES — CLOSURE 
Statement by Minister for Finance 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove — Minister for Finance) [12.01 pm]: I rise to advise the house that the 
closure of the Office of Shared Services was finalised last week, on time and under budget. The objective of 
Shared Services was to reduce the cost of providing corporate services in the public sector. This objective was 
based on a proposition that by standardising and centralising common back-office corporate functions, savings 
could be made. However, rather than reducing costs, the implementation was poorly planned and executed, 
resulting in repeated requirements for additional funding. By 2007, four years into the program, a performance 
examination by the Auditor General found that the Shared Services program was over budget and two years 
behind schedule. By late 2007, the focus of the Shared Services program was cost minimisation rather than 
achieving savings to government. 

In 2003, the previous Labor government advised that a positive $171 million net present value in 2010–11 prices 
would be delivered over the first eight years. The reality by the 2011 outcome was a negative net present value 
of $345 million. The Economic Regulation Authority recommended that the Office of Shared Services be 
decommissioned and that responsibility for corporate services be returned to agencies. Government accepted this 
recommendation and the Department of Finance began the task of decommissioning Shared Services. This 
followed extensive planning and financial analysis by the department through a corporate services in agencies’ 
futures planning project. This project set a clear goal of transitioning all corporate services back to 59 agencies 
by December 2013. Over the last two years, the Department of Finance has taken a rigorous approach when 
reviewing business cases for funding for agencies to re-establish their corporate services. This thorough 
approach to planning, change management and monitoring progress means that Shared Services has been closed 
down on time and substantially under budget. A global allocation of $142 million was allocated to fund the re-
establishment of corporate services in agencies. A saving of $43 million has been achieved. One of the 
significant challenges of decommissioning was the need to redeploy 374 permanent public servants. This has 
been successfully achieved, with all staff obtaining new roles or leaving Shared Services. This government has 
fixed the costly mess by decommissioning the Office of Shared Services. 

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — COMMUNITY SPORT INITIATIVES 
Statement by Minister for Sport and Recreation 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Sport and Recreation) [12.04 pm]: During the 2013 election, 
the Liberal–National government committed to the introduction of a regional supporting community sport 
initiative. This $2 million commitment, funded through royalties for regions, provides one-off $500 subsidies to 
clubs looking to increase or upgrade shared sporting equipment that is accessible to all club members, and 
financial support to families of junior athletes in regional Western Australia who need to travel in pursuit of 
regional, state and national representation. We have been delighted with the response to the first funding round 
of these programs, with 80 regional athletes receiving a travel subsidy and 212 regional clubs in 46 sports around 
the state now having money to purchase new equipment. On the strength of this response, the programs have 
now been expanded and are accessible to metropolitan sporting clubs and athletes. I have approved funding of 
$2 million from my department over four years to assist junior metropolitan athletes who need to travel further 
afield to achieve their sporting dreams, and sporting clubs, which will receive a timely boost to their stocks of 
equipment. Through this program, the Liberal–National government has demonstrated a clear commitment to 
helping young local athletes realise their dreams of competing at a higher level. As a parent, I appreciate the 
costs associated with helping kids achieve their sporting goals. I hope this contribution from the government 
goes some way to alleviating the expense that families can bear in supporting their kids’ sporting dreams. 

In addition, this is a great opportunity for local clubs to upgrade some of their equipment or purchase additional 
equipment in order to meet the needs of new and future members. This is just another example of the 
commitment that the Liberal–National government is making in support of grassroots and community sport. 
Applications for the first metropolitan round of the community sporting club equipment subsidy scheme opened 
on 27 March and close on 24 April. Applications for the first metropolitan round of the junior athlete travel 
subsidy scheme open on 15 April and close on 16 May. Applications for the second regional round of the 
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community sporting club equipment subsidy scheme also opened on 27 March and close on 24 April. 
Applications for the second regional round of the athlete travel subsidy scheme open on 15 April and close on 
16 May. I encourage all members to promote these programs within their communities. Our sporting clubs play 
an integral role in improving health and social outcomes in our communities. They bring people together and 
keep them active. As minister, I am committed to implementing programs that make a real difference on the 
ground. 

CONTAMINATED SITES MANAGEMENT 
Statement by Minister for Environment 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Minister for Environment) [12.06 pm]: The Contaminated Sites Act 2003 
was developed to address the contamination of land, including ground and surface waters such as rivers and 
wetlands, by spills, leaks and poor disposal practices. The act provides for the identification, recording, 
management and remediation of contaminated sites to protect human health and the environment. Section 60 of 
the act establishes the contaminated sites management account for the investigation and remediation of orphan 
contaminated sites and sites on which the state or a public authority, other than local government, is responsible 
for remediation under the act. Recently, I approved $1.75 million in state government funding from the account 
to support the investigation and clean-up of 10 sites throughout the state. Funding decisions for the 10 projects 
have been prioritised according to the risk or potential risk from contamination to people or the environment. Of 
the 10 sites, six sites in Pemberton, Northam, Lexia, Dwellingup, Keysbrook and Rottnest are receiving funding 
for the first time. A further four sites in Wittenoom, Esperance, Albany and Bellevue are receiving top-up 
funding. These projects will tackle the risks from historic practices, such as the disposal of liquid wastes on the 
Gnangara mound and the mining of blue asbestos in Wittenoom. These funds will support detailed investigations 
to ensure that the most effective remediation techniques are applied when clean-up is required. 

CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT (CHILD SEX OFFENCES) BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 March. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [12.08 pm]: The Criminal Code Amendment (Child Sex Offences) Bill 2013 
seeks to close—I am very loath to use this word in relation to the law—a couple of loopholes and clarify at least 
one other area. I say at the outset that the opposition supports the bill. As outlined in the second reading speech, 
the bill aims to bring about three general provisions through amendments to section 187 of the Criminal Code, 
which prescribes what prohibited conduct is for the register in this state. It will now include an act perpetrated 
against a child outside of Western Australia as though the act had been done in Western Australia. The definition 
will now capture that conduct by serious sex offenders in Western Australia.  

We all know that paedophile rings operate nationally and internationally, so we think that this is an important 
amendment bill and, as I said, that it does close that which I am loath to use in relation to the law—a loophole. 
Hitherto, a person may have been travelling in a car with a child and sexually assaulted them just past the border 
at Eucla. The Eucla roadhouse is an interesting place. I do not know whether anyone has driven to the Eucla 
roadhouse but the border runs through its dining room, with the accommodation units in South Australia, the 
public bar in Western Australia and a cocktail bar in South Australia. I did sling down a few B-52s there on one 
occasion. A marking on the floor of the dining room shows where the border is. If a Western Australian male 
offender—I say male because it is usually men who commit offences of a sexual nature against children—was 
driving east and stopped at the accommodation units of the Eucla roadhouse, which are in South Australia, to 
rest up for the evening, and sexually assaulted a child, it would be an offence against South Australian criminal 
law, even though the responding police station might be the Eucla Police Station, which is just down the road to 
the west. I am very familiar with that police station as I have represented a clutch of officers from it. That is why 
I am familiar with the Eucla roadhouse and the jurisdictional issue. We would have the perverse situation that 
because the offence happened outside of our jurisdiction, the offender would not be put on the Western 
Australian sex offender register because the prohibited conduct was not carried out in this jurisdiction. This 
amendment bill fixes that loophole. I use the word “loophole” very carefully. If it was an offence against the 
child, which would have been prohibited conduct at the other end of the motel in Western Australia, the offender 
would be captured but if the offender was convicted in South Australia, they would not be captured in our 
jurisdiction because the offence happened in another state. Let me wrap that up by saying that prohibited conduct 
means the doing of an act in a place outside Western Australia in respect of a child that if done in Western 
Australia would constitute an offence against chapter 31 of the code. We wholeheartedly support that 
amendment. 
The further important amendment is not so much the closing of a loophole but, rather, the evolving of the statute 
law to reflect what is happening in society. Section 204B of the Criminal Code captures that conduct when 
electronic communication is used to transmit indecent material or is misused for the grooming of children in 
preparation for the substantive offence. The wording used in the code has been somewhat overtaken by the 
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evolution of technology. Clause 5 of the bill will seek to amend the definition of “electronic communication” by 
broadening it to reflect the stated technology of today. After the passage of this bill, with Labor’s support in this 
chamber, the new definition of “electronic” will include electrical, digital, magnetic, optical, electromagnetic, 
biometric and photonic. Electronic communication will include—this is important because it foreshadows further 
advances in technology—without limiting paragraph (a), communication by email, the internet, facsimile, radio, 
television and telephone, including mobile telephone. This expands the definition and clarifies it for the courts 
and the police. For the reasons that I have just given, the opposition totally supports the amendments. The 
government has pointed out that one of the difficulties in this area is the definition of “electronic 
communication”. A prosecution involved a verbal communication over a mobile telephone and an email 
communication with photographic attachments. As I said, the government has sensibly moved to clarify the 
definition of “electronic communication”, to capture those things and to make it easier. 

Also, the definition of “child sex offender” has been broadened to include the definitions found in the 
commonwealth Crimes Act so that there is consistency across our nation. Some child sex offenders will not 
escape either the wrath of the law or scrutiny on the child sex offender register because of variants between the 
definitions under the commonwealth Crimes Act and our own Criminal Code. That will amend section 557K of 
the Criminal Code, and we wholly support this. 

Of course, one can always talk in absolutes and say that a crime of a sexual nature against a child is the worst 
sort of crime that can be committed. However, it is dangerous to talk in absolutes, because one can always come 
across an example of a crime that is as heinous or more heinous. I am thinking of the case that was alluded to in 
the Minister for Police’s second reading speech on the mandatory sentencing legislation of the elderly woman—
she was 78 years old—whose home was burgled and who was repeatedly raped until she thought she was going 
to die. How can we say that is more serious or less serious than a sex offence that is committed against a child? 
A child who is the victim of a sex offence will have all those years of innocence stolen from them and will carry 
that burden for the rest of their life. That will destroy the child’s ability to enter into proper mature relationships. 
Therefore, apart from the physical violence of the crime, the despoiling of the child’s life right from the start is 
very heinous. I have in my life witnessed this at first hand. I have seen the devastating effect that a sex offence 
can have on a child and how it can induce mental infirmity and often eating disorders that are provoked by 
feelings of self-worthlessness, all because of a child’s victimisation in circumstances that they do not understand 
and are unable to cope with. That is very serious. 

These offences are often, unfortunately, committed by a person who is known to the child or is within the child’s 
family circle. I am thinking at the moment of the highly publicised case of Robert Hughes, who was convicted in 
the last 48 hours by a Sydney jury of 10 of the 11 counts on which he had been charged. All the victims were 
close to him. Either they were working with him on the set of Hey Dad!, the Australian family-based soap opera 
I think of the early 1980s, or they were friends of his daughter, aged as young as seven, and had come to his 
home for sleepovers and were assaulted in their beds while a guest at his house. Those were absolutely heinous 
offences and they were, as I said, committed by a person who was close to the victims. 

This is not exclusively the area from which these offenders come. In the circumstances that I am closely familiar 
with, the child was subject to the actions of a predator based in Houston, Texas, who used electronic media to 
develop a relationship with the child and thereafter got the child to participate in all sorts of lurid conversations 
on the internet, including the transmission of pornographic photographs. That had a devastating effect on this 
young woman and drove her into a state of mental infirmity and depression, and also into a massive eating 
disorder, all of which were life threatening. This international offender was eventually located by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, and I have to congratulate WA Police on their efforts in tracking down this offender, 
with the help of the FBI. I still do not know the outcome of that case in Texas, but the offender was arrested. 

That brings me to the recent case in Western Australia, which has received so much publicity, of TJD, the repeat 
sex offender, who was involved in the abuse of a person within his family, to a dreadful degree. It used to be 
said, based on anecdotal evidence, that we cannot cure these sorts of offenders. I remember from my legal 
practice, at a time when we understood less about these predators than we do now, that people would say these 
people cannot be cured; they will come out of prison with their lust still on fire. This was confirmed in the 
psychiatric reports that were published on TJD, which said that should TJD come under stress or pressure, he 
was likely to resort to his offending behaviour. The report said also that if he was released into the community, 
he would need to be managed closely for the rest of his life and would need to take libido suppressants to supress 
his sexual desires. It said also that he remained at high risk of reoffending, and that lengthy terms of 
imprisonment would do nothing to stop or deter him from his course of conduct. 

I remember that when I was a member of a party that was in government prior to 2008, the then opposition made 
a lot of noise about the need to have a public register of sex offenders on which the identities and photographs of 
persons and details of where they lived would be placed, and those offenders would be forever outed, as it were. 
It is easy to say things in opposition, and no doubt that formed part of the general noise that helped the 
government into office because it was going to be so tough on these sorts of offenders and there would be this 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 April 2014] 2375 

 

public register. However, once members opposite got into government, that is not what they did. The 
government started a three-tier sex offender register that is of limited use to the community. I say that it is of 
limited use because, firstly, a lot of people are deterred from going onto the site because it demands that they 
punch in their own driver’s licence number and address. A lot of people are deterred from giving that 
information to authorities when not required to do so. They are deterred, I suppose, by the prospect of 
themselves becoming the subject of retribution should the offender or anyone close to the offender know that 
they have been making inquiries about them on the sex offender register. I do not quite get why someone who 
wants to find out whether a sexual predator is living in their street must first offer all their personal identification 
details on a government server. That is a bit beyond me because it is not that person we are trying to keep an eye 
on; it is the offender. But here we have it that the worst sex offender that I can think of coming up under the 
serious sex offender legislation for review, TJD, is not even on the register. He is not on the register at all. Even 
though his psychiatrist says that he presents a real danger of reoffending against children, remarkably, TJD was 
released on the program after having been detained at the end of his sentence. Upon his release he was not on the 
sex offender register and does not go onto it—why? Because the minister says that processes and procedures 
have to be followed. I cannot wait for the mandatory sentencing debate to come on. 

I know that the minister lives in a close-by suburb and I know which school her children go to. She is a lovely 
lady and a lovely mother and well respected for those qualities in our local suburbs, but beyond that she is the 
worst police minister in Australia by the length of a straight and there is no getting away from that. She is the 
worst police minister in Australia by the length of a straight. As I will point out when we get to the mandatory 
sentencing debate, under her stewardship of the police force, the home burglary rate in Western Australia has 
skyrocketed. The clean-up rate of offences has plummeted from 21 per cent. In your electorate, Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza), it used to be that just over one in five people committing home burglary were collared 
for the offence. You can now put out in your newsletter, Mr Acting Speaker, that under the supervision of the 
worst police minister in Australia, the clean-up rate in the metropolitan area has plummeted to 8.3 per cent. 
Therefore, in your electorate, Mr Acting Speaker, fewer than one in 10 offenders get brought to book. What a 
shocking indictment! I can tell members that going into the election the government will say, “We’re tough on 
crime.” We will be publishing the graph produced out of the Productivity Commission of Australia’s report that 
shows that we have the worst sanction rate in Australia. However, it is not just I who says that this decent 
woman happens to be the worst police minister in Australia. I have been involved with policing since 1975 when 
I first started acting for the union. My experience with police ministers goes back to Bill Hassell, who was 
Sir Charles Court’s police minister—he was the first police minister with whom I had close involvement—and 
every one of the police ministers since then. They included Gordon Hill—I do not want to get too political about 
this—who was not much chop. Jeffrey Carr was good. Michelle Roberts was very good. Kevin Prince was not 
bad. But sitting in this chamber at the moment is indisputably the worst police minister we have had in Western 
Australia and the worst police minister in Australia. But she can be safe — 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I appreciate the opposition’s support for the Criminal Code Amendment (Child Sex 
Offences) Bill 2013, but it would be good if we could discuss the issues that are in the bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): I think that is a relevant point of order, member. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: A bit of latitude is given in second reading contributions. The point that I am going to and 
wish to raise is that we can effect these amendments that are being effected today with the support of the 
opposition, but it does not matter how the government writes the rules, if the police are being superintended by 
the worst police minister in this state’s history, the sex offender register will not work. The classic example of 
that was the case of TJD, which is the point that I was making. The minister comes into this place and says that 
we should be able to put more people on the register. More people will be able to go onto the register as a result 
of these amendments to the Criminal Code, but the minister’s response to the TJD fiasco was that procedures and 
protocols have to be followed. Here we are weeks and weeks—a month, I think—since the release of TJD and he 
does not appear on the register. The reason he does not appear on the register is that there was a suppression 
order on the release of his name. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: That’s not correct. The legislation has a statutory 21-day notification period. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But there was a suppression order on his name from 2011. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: But what you’ve just said was incorrect. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There was a suppression order on his name. The 21 days has expired—is he on the 
register? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: It hasn’t expired as yet. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Has the 21-day period since his release not expired? 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey: Not since his release; since the application to go on the register. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: When was the application to go on the register made? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Well, we digress. We might go back to this bill. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: When was the application to go on the register? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, let us come back to the bill. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are coming to it; we are dealing with child sex offenders and who goes onto the 
register. 

Dr K.D. Hames: We’re just dealing with these three specific amendments. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: These three amendments to the Criminal Code will bring more people onto the register. I 
am saying that it does not matter how many people the government makes eligible to go onto the register; if the 
register and the police are being superintended in the hopeless way that they are at the moment by the worst 
police minister in Western Australia’s history, it will not make a jot of difference. The bottom line is that it will 
not make any difference. We have seen all this before. I cannot wait for debate on the next bill, for which I will 
be given more latitude to debate the proposition that this is the worst police minister in Australia. We have seen 
all this before. If I can draw an analogy for you, Mr Acting Speaker—I am surely allowed to do that—the 
government brings legislation, like this bill before us, to this chamber and says that it will change the course of 
things. It is like the anti-association anti-bikie laws. What became of that? Nothing. We have seen Queensland, 
New South Wales and Victoria close down bikie and organised crime groups. What happens in Western 
Australia? Nothing, because the police are superintended by the most ineffective minister in Australia—
hopeless! However, she is safe because she is the only woman in cabinet. Government cannot do anything, so we 
are stuck with the dunce. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member, I want you to withdraw that statement. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I withdraw that statement. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are stuck with an incompetent Minister for Police. As I said, we support this 
legislation because it deals with the evolution of electronic communication. Within the ambit of the legislation, it 
captures those offenders who, albeit that their offence was committed across the state border, will still be on the 
register if the offence is an offence in Western Australia, and brings the definition section in line with the 
commonwealth act. That is all I will say at this stage. I will save my further comments for the debate on the 
mandatory sentencing bill, which I am very much looking forward to. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Premier) [12.40 pm] — in reply: I presume I am closing out the 
debate. I thank the opposition for its support of the Criminal Code Amendment (Child Sex Offences) Bill 2013. 
As members have said, there are three fairly simple components to the bill, each with specific purposes, which I 
dealt with in the second reading speech. I think the member strayed into numerous other areas, including the 
public register. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is because he is a polymath. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Whatever the reason, he included in his speech things such as the register, which is under the 
responsibility of the Minister for Police and is not addressed by the bill. I think it is a fairly long bow to draw to 
say that because more people will be on the register, these fairly simple and supported amendments mean that 
the register is an issue that is reasonable for debate under this bill, but it does not matter. The member often takes 
opportunities to broaden his scope of discussion and discuss different things, so I will not address the other 
things that the member for Mindarie raised because they are not relevant to the bill. I merely thank the 
opposition for its support of the legislation. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 
Clause 1 put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: As often happens with this type of legislation, we are told that it is urgent because it fixes a 
loophole or concern in the existing legislation and then we sit around for months or years for the legislation to 
come into operation. Are there any impediments to this legislation coming into operation relatively swiftly? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: I have received advice that it is important to get this bill through as quickly as possible. There 
are no impediments; we will move this through as quickly as we are able. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I would like to inquire about whether this legislation has been brought about at all 
because of processes to bring us into line with other states. What is the impetus for this bill? There is a lot of 
model legislation in this area and I am wondering whether this is a decision nationally to have these anomalies or 
so-called loopholes fixed or whether this is something that has just been identified in Western Australia. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I hope to repeat what I am sure members just heard my adviser say. I am not aware of this 
being a national change. These changes are due to variations in the commonwealth legislation. The act now 
refers to the wrong part of the commonwealth legislation because it was changed. That was one component. 
Secondly, there was a fault in our law, and members would have heard in the second reading speech that I said 
two cases could not be prosecuted because phones were used, which was not included in our definition relating 
to the use of electronic devices. The last reason is again a problem with only Western Australia. As members 
have heard, the police brought to our attention that there were issues relating to being able to convict people 
outside Western Australia and overseas. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 187 amended — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Minister, clause 4 purports to delete existing section 187(1) of the Criminal Code and insert 
a new definition of “prohibited conduct”, which includes — 

the doing of an act in a place outside Western Australia in respect of a child that, if done in Western 
Australia, would constitute an offence under Chapter XXXI. 

What nature of proof will be required in the courts for the commission of offences outside Western Australia? 
What level of proof will need to be given? How will the authorities become aware that such offences have been 
committed? 

Dr K.D. Hames: Can I seek further clarification? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am mindful, for example, that if someone commits an offence overseas, we will want to 
prosecute in this jurisdiction. There would be overseas witnesses, police and so on. I wonder how we get over 
that. It is potentially quite an expensive or logistically difficult thing. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The bill recognises people who have committed sexual offences outside Western Australia. 
On further advice, it is not the offenders who are prosecuted; it is those who facilitate people going outside 
Australia and committing offences. It prosecutes those who are based in Western Australia. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I apologise for not totally understanding, but to clarify, does that mean, in other words, 
anyone who aids, abets, counsels or procures the commission of an offence by another person in a foreign 
jurisdiction can themselves now be prosecuted in this state under this amendment? I think I heard your adviser 
talk about travel agents or people who organise sex tours, and so on, so is that the underlining intention? 

Dr K.D. Hames: That is correct. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Have there been specific examples, such as people organising sex tours or whatever, 
where a prosecution has been attempted but has been unsuccessful because of the inadequacy of the existing 
Criminal Code? It is the Criminal Code, is it not, that is amended with this amended section 187? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have been provided with advice that, according to the Department of the Attorney General’s 
records, since 1 January 2000 six matters have been lodged in the Magistrates Courts by WA Police where one 
or more charges in the matter related to section 187 of the Criminal Code. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Deputy Premier has suggested six or more matters have been lodged. Does that 
mean that each of those was unsuccessful or do we not know the results in those cases? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I apologise to the member for Midland that we do not have the results for those cases. The 
matter the member is asking about is clearly significant and this legislation is being amended and broadened 
because there have been issues relating to it, so I apologise that I cannot provide further information. I will seek 
to have that information provided to the member at a later date. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Is it not the case that there would be some capacity under commonwealth legislation to 
prosecute these people? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am advised that those people could be prosecuted under the commonwealth Criminal Code 
Act 1995. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Is that using the external affairs powers? Is that what you have been advised? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, using the external affairs powers; that is correct. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5: Section 204B amended — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am a bit of a Luddite, but would the Deputy Premier describe what “photonic” is? I think I 
know, but I would like it clarified. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It relates to the taking and transmission of photos—that is, directly sending the photos 
perhaps by telephone or other means, such as Bluetooth; the sending of photos in some way—to a recipient. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I note the term “electronic communication”. Is that defined anywhere? It does not 
appear to be defined in this bill. Is it defined elsewhere where it is relevant? I might choose to use the term 
“digital communication”, which is in common parlance, so would “digital” be a more or a less restrictive term 
than “electronic”? Why has the word “electronic” been chosen and does it have some proper definition under 
law? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Parliamentary counsel advises that this is the broadest definition that can be given to try to 
encapsulate everything that can be thought of for both now and in the future. Clause 5(2) states “electronic 
includes electrical, digital,”—the term the member for Midland used—“magnetic, optical, electromagnetic, 
biometric and photonic”. “Electronic communication” means by electronic means or, as paragraph (a) states — 

includes a communication by any of these means — 

(i) email; 

(ii) the Internet; 

(iii) facsimile; 
(iv) telephone, including mobile telephone; 

(v) radio; 

(vi) television; 

I think they have tried to incorporate everything possible. If in the future some alternative means is developed 
and it should be included, I am sure the legislation will come back to this house to be fixed. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The second reading speech refers to two cases that have not been able to be prosecuted due 
to difficulties with the definition of “electronic communication”. One involved verbal communication over a 
mobile phone and the other involved email communication with photographic attachments. I am interested why 
the existing legislation did not apply to each of those cases? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The preliminary information I have is that that was not in the old act. It referred to the 
Electronic Transactions Act. We do not have the old definition, but obviously it was the decision of the 
magistrate that they were not included, and hopefully the new list will cover them all. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: While the adviser is looking for the old definition, in relation to that second case, which was 
a photographic attachment to an email, did the decision cover emails but not attachments, or were emails 
excluded altogether? I see the Deputy Premier now has the old definition. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do have the old definition. All it says, as I said in my first response — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Are you reading out section 204B of the Criminal Code or are you reading something else 
out? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, it is section 204B of the Criminal Code Act Compilation Act 2013, the second part of 
which states — 

electronic communication has the meaning given to that term in the Electronic Transactions Act 
2011 … 

We do not have the Electronic Transactions Act. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Is that a state act or a federal act? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is a state act. Whatever that definition, the magistrate was clearly of the view that those 
two forms of communication were not included in the Electronic Transactions Act 2011, hence the wording in 
this bill to correct that. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am now trying to Google that definition, but as a precursor I would like to ask whether the 
police requested that this legislation be amended because they had been unsuccessful in prosecutions. I ask that 
question, because, frankly, sometimes prosecutions falter for other reasons—for example, they have not 
produced the right evidence or the brief is in some way incomplete—and it is convenient for the police to blame 
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the legislation. While my colleague finds the relevant provision, I am asking whether the police requested that 
this legislation be amended? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: My understanding is that there was a police request to change this legislation. I do not know 
the details of those two cases, but perhaps the Attorney General does. The reality is that those two cases did not 
progress. Perhaps there are other reasons associated with that; who knows? The reality is that the reason the 
opposition supports this legislation is that there were those two cases. It makes sense to change it and to broaden 
the definition as much as possible so there cannot be that excuse. There may be other reasons as well, but clearly, 
if that is a component, we do not want to have those provisions there; we want it as broad as possible. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I now have the definition in front of me under the Electronic Transactions Act 1999. 
Actually, that is a commonwealth act, so it is no good. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes, sorry. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr K.D. Hames (Acting Premier), and passed. 

SENTENCING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 March. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [1.03 pm]: This Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill is not opposed by the 
Labor opposition. We made our observations on the flawed aspects of this legislation during the debate on the 
amendments to sections 297 and 318 of the Criminal Code back in 2008 when they were brought before this 
Parliament and we subsequently made these observations in relation to section 59A of the Road Traffic Act—
that is, failing to stop when called upon during pursuit. Of course, during the original debate in 2008 we moved 
amendments and those amendments were to the effect that there would be mandatory sentencing unless there 
were exceptional circumstances by which a shorter term of imprisonment should be imposed. Then there were 
five conjunctives: that community safety would not be imperilled, and that the offender was unlikely to reoffend. 
The emphasis was on the fact that the judge could find an exceptional circumstance only if community safety 
was not threatened or imperilled in any way and he then had to produce his reasons in writing. Because we 
moved those amendments we got hit with the false accusation that we were soft on crime. I sat there and watched 
the passage of the legislation thereafter go through. What the government will now seek to do is that which was 
patently obvious to it back then—that is, that a person sentenced to a term of imprisonment under the Sentencing 
Act be entitled to be considered eligible for parole. My one word emphasis to that is: duh. It has always been so. 
I sat watching this legislation going through thinking that in the fullness of time the penny would drop. It was not 
any part of my brief to point out to the government the obvious loopholes in its legislation. It had made all these 
expansive promises to Western Australia Police, which I said were hollow promises that would never be 
fulfilled. Once again, I will read into Hansard an extract from page 53 of the report on mandatory sentencing 
commissioned and published by the Western Australian Police Union of Workers. I read from the conclusion of 
that report — 

To make a public statement that “a very strong message” has been sent by the Government to the 
community, by way of a legislation that promises to send those to jail who “assault and cause bodily 
harm to a Police Officer ... No ifs, ands or buts”, is an insult to the Police Officers who have 
experienced life-altering assaults and then watched as justice was not served. 

That is not a Labor Party assertion; that is not a Labor Party opposition criticism of the government’s legislation; 
this comes straight from the horse’s mouth. This comes from the union that was encouraged to seek these 
amendments. The union says that what the Premier of Western Australia said is an insult to all serving police 
who have been assaulted and injured in the course of their duties. 

This bill in its terms seeks to state that in relation to statutory minimum terms for offences against section 297 
and 318 of the Criminal Code, which relate to serious assaults against public offices, and section 59A of the 
Road Traffic Act, which are mandatory terms of imprisonment for evading police pursuit, there will be no 
consideration for parole until the mandatory minimum term has been set. This is how hopeless the government 
is. It heralds these changes as the big new way—anyone who assaults a police officer will go to prison, no ifs 
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and no buts, as the Premier says. How does the police union respond to the Premier? It says that that statement is 
an insult to police who have been assaulted and injured—it is just an insult by the Premier. These provisions, of 
course, came out of the tragic case arising in the member for Joondalup’s electorate of Constable Butcher, who 
was injured. Of course, these provisions, when introduced, could not have applied to Constable Matt Butcher’s 
situation because in that case all of the charged people were acquitted. This legislation, which was introduced to 
address the Butcher tragedy, had no application in that case because the people arrested were innocent of the 
offence. Although that might gall the government, that was the decision, not of a judge, but of 12 members of the 
community chosen at random. It was the jury’s decision that the people who assaulted Matt Butcher were 
innocent. That legislation had no application to the Butcher case. I will tell members what it does have 
application to; it has application to the five or six officers in this report on mandatory sentencing produced by the 
WA Police Union; namely, Constable Bentink, Constable Jones, Constable James, Constable Saunders and 
Sergeant Godwin. All these people have suffered bodily harm, to one degree or another, as a result of an 
unlawful assault upon them in the course of their duty, and none of the offenders ever saw the inside of a prison, 
despite the Premier’s bold boast, which the police union now regards as an insult. To emphasise the level of 
insult, I wonder, Madam Deputy Speaker, whether I could lay on the table for the rest of the day the photographs 
from the police union report of the injuries sustained by the constables for all members to see. For anyone 
reading that report and following this Hansard the photos are to be found on pages 60 and 61 of the report 
showing the bite wound to Sergeant Winton’s forearm and the blackened swollen eye of Constable Gill after 
having been kicked in the face. 

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: These officers sustained bodily harm during an assault that they were victims of in the 
course of their duties. Is it any wonder the police union concludes that the Premier’s assertions were an insult. 
But it goes beyond that, does it not? Any second-year law student—sorry, I take that back; I correct that to be 
any first-year law student, which is when they study crime as part of the curriculum—will know that when an 
offender goes to prison they will be eligible at some point for consideration for parole. It is obvious. When this 
mandatory sentencing legislation was introduced into Parliament, it was obvious they were talking about a 
mandatory minimum. But it was not a mandatory minimum at all because the period a person is eligible to spend 
in the community on parole is to be deducted from the mandatory sentence. The government wants to say, 
“Whoops”, like Peter and the leaking dyke, “We’ll put our finger in it and bring back into this Assembly an 
amendment to the Sentencing Act to plug that hole. This is not the end of it because another raft of mandatory 
sentencing will be introduced. I am looking forward to debating that bill later this week, hopefully, today or 
perhaps tomorrow, I am told. I am sure that after that goes through the system the government will be rushing 
back in here to effect amendments because this government is about a headline. It got great headlines out of the 
bill it introduced. But it really insulted the police union. It is not that I just picked up this report on the internet, 
the police union sent representatives—in my case the deputy president of the police union—out to the offices of 
all members who had expressed concern about the bill, asking us to go back into the Assembly and amend the 
bill; to go and fix up the government’s mush. That is how I got this document. The police union travelled all the 
way up to Clarkson to ask me to bring amendments into this Parliament to fix up the hash the government had 
made. It is not my brief to make good the government’s legislative shortcomings. 

Remember what brought this matter on. It was the New Year’s Eve assault in 2010, I believe, by a woman in 
Northbridge, heavily under the influence of alcohol, using her handbag initially and then her nails to assault a 
please officer from behind whilst he was dealing with another offender at the rear of a police van. The whole 
incident was captured on closed-circuit television. The vision published during that treatment showing the 
brazenness with which this hussy acted, took one’s breath away. There was the crowd, half a dozen police 
officers and a young woman aged maybe 21 or 22. I had never seen the likes of it. Then again, at my age, I spend 
Saturday nights at home and not on the streets of Northbridge. She was attacking the police officer from behind, 
delivering blow after blow and injuring him. At the trial, of course, she pleaded not guilty. We will come to that 
in the other debate. Of course, everyone facing mandatory imprisonment will plead not guilty; “Give it a run; I 
can’t be worse off.” And that is what is happening. More and more of these cases are going to trial. Even though 
she was captured on TV, faced with the certain prospect of imprisonment upon conviction, she pleaded not 
guilty. It held up all those officers in court yada, yada, yada, and after a few short months she was released. The 
police asked: how could this be? The government just made a hash of it because it knew those people would get 
consideration for parole. In fairness, the current Minister for Corrective Services was not then in the ministry. He 
may have realised that and just sat quietly on his hands, but it was obvious to everyone that a person who got six 
months or more imprisonment would be given consideration for early release. The government knew that but it 
ignored it, chasing the headlines. When the woman was released after about four and a half months of being 
inside, a photo was published in the paper and the article was rerun. 

The police union goes back to its old statement that this mandatory legislation is an insult to police in the way it 
has been framed. The Minister for Corrective Services has just come in. I take him back to the reference I made 
on page 53 of the police union’s report to make a public statement that a very strong message has been sent to 
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the government by the community by way of legislation to promise to send those to jail who “assault and cause 
bodily harm to any officer … No ifs, ands or buts”. The union says in relation to that, that it is an insult to police 
officers who have experienced life-altering assaults and then watched as justice was not served. They then 
thought they were further insulted when they saw that what was always going to happen did happen—people 
were being considered for parole. That is what will happen under the new mandatory sentencing regime. There 
will be more controversy and more people saying that it is not right and we will be back in here with sentencing 
amendment bill 2015 as the government tries to do something else with the Sentencing Act, as it tries to bend the 
law to its own will to little effect. I note that the Minister for Police comes into this chamber and says there has 
been a big drop in assaults on police where bodily harm is involved, and that generally there has been a big drop 
in the number of assaults on police. Pages 17 to 23 of this WA Police Union report should be required reading 
for everyone sitting in this chamber. The police union states that when it goes to the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, WA Police and the minister’s office, it cannot get solid figures on the number of people convicted 
and imprisoned for assaults on police, and that the statistics are kept by all these agencies in different forms, with 
some agencies not differentiating between assaults on police and assaults on public officers. How about this bit 
with the heading “Statements from the Minister’s office” on page 22? The report reads — 

Since its enactment, there have been three Ministerial media statements — 

She is good at that — 
reporting the efficacy of the amended legislation. The first, made in conjunction with then-Attorney 
General Christian Porter on 22 September 2009, announced the new law. Mr Porter not only asserted 
that “about 80 per cent of assaults on public officers are committed against Police Officers” but also 
sought to clarify the definition of ‘bodily harm’: 

“Inherent in the legal definition of bodily harm is the necessity that the bodily injury be 
something more than a mere sensation of pain ... It cannot be an injury that is insignificant or 
trifling or trivial.” 

The second Ministerial media statement was released a year later, on 22 September 2010. In it, Mr 
Porter stated: 

“... we have seen ... a rapid and remarkable reduction in the number of assaults against Police 
and other officers that coincide with the introduction of mandatory sentencing last year.” 

Dr K.D. Hames: I am sure you are making things very hard for Hansard, reading that fast. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They will have a copy of it. I just did not want to use up all my time. 
Dr K.D. Hames: You have plenty of time. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But Hansard will have a copy of it. 

The report continues — 

The media statement referred to assaults generally and noted that assaults against public officers were 
down by almost 30 per cent from the previous year. Mr Johnson noted that “... since the legislation 
came into effect, reported assaults against Police Officers are now lower than at any point in the past 
five years”. Reflecting on the year that had been, the statement proceeded to detail information about 
the five offenders who had been found guilty of, or pleaded guilty to, charges of Assault Public Officer 
(Prescribed Circumstances) …. Mr Johnson reminded the media that in those 12 months, 37 cases had 
been considered for charging under the mandatory sentencing legislation, yet only 12 cases met the 
required criteria. He believed this indicated to the general public that the legislation was being applied 
“soberly, carefully and in accordance with the State Government’s expectations”. 

On 23 June 2011, the last recorded Ministerial media statement regarding the mandatory sentencing 
legislation was issued, again in conjunction with Mr Porter. The media statement referred generally to 
assaults when highlighting recent figures indicating a 13 per cent decrease in assaults in the first five 
months of the year and Mr Porter made the assertion that this was a result of the mandatory sentencing 
legislation. When praising the cautious and appropriate application of the Police prosecutorial 
guidelines, Mr Porter used the following information to highlight his claim: 

“... Police have only sought a mandatory penalty on 43 occasions and of the 19 matters 
finalised, 13 have resulted in a conviction and mandatory jail term”. 

The report also notes that — 

The document poses the question about jail sentences that have been given for assaulting a Police 
Officer and observes that: 

“Based on the nature of being convicted or pleading guilty for assaulting a Police Officer 
under prescribed circumstances, it could be assumed 20 of the above would have received 
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terms of imprisonment for this offence. Others being convicted or pleading guilty to alternative 
charges may have also received a term of imprisonment but this cannot be determined based 
on the information available.” 

The police union set out that — 

In a confidential document obtained from the DPP and WAPOL, it was noted that as there is “no charge 
for Assault Police Officer, the charge is Assault Public Officer which covers a range of occupations as 
per the definition of ‘Public Officer’.” It was further noted that Police Prosecuting — 

This is very important in view of the minister’s statements — 

did “not keep statistics on Assaults on Public Officers across the board,” but did maintain a data base 
for Assaults on Public Officer (Prescribed Circumstances) and this included assaults on Police where 
there were ‘Prescribed Circumstances’. 

WA Police was saying at that stage that it did not have separate and discrete figures for assaults against police; it 
is assaults against public officers. The minister comes into this place and says, “This is how many fewer assaults 
there are on police as a result of this legislation.” What a bowl of tripe! The police union’s own report points out 
at length the difficulties of getting any certain figures on assaults on police in prescribed circumstances, as 
opposed to assaults on public officers, which is the charge—that is, people are not charged with assaulting 
police, they are charged with assaulting a public officer. 

The report continues — 

The Minister’s Office also provided us with a table (that can be viewed in Appendix A) outlining (what 
we believe are, as the title is somewhat ambiguous) assaults on Police Officers. 

The table is for assaults on public officers and the number of offences. Whether they are going up or down, there 
is no discrete column or category for assaults on police in the information provided by the minister’s office to the 
police union. There is assaults on police with the number of incidents for 2010, 2011 and 2012, and it states that 
in the metropolitan area from 2010–11 the number was down 8.3 per cent; it does not say anything about 
whether that is against police, prison officers, train guards or any other people. In the regional area for that year 
it was down 12.7 per cent; for the whole of the state it was down 10.2 per cent. That was in the first year after the 
legislation was introduced. Thereafter, the figures started to rise again, and so any ground made has been given 
away again because in the metropolitan area for 2011–12 assaults on public officers went up by 11.5 per cent, 
and in the regional areas it went up a whacking 25.7 per cent. For the whole of the state for the year 2011-12, it 
went up 17.4 per cent! 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Does it say how many actual assaults as opposed to a percentage? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: How many actual assaults? 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Yes. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, it is in the police union report, member. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: I am just saying that it can distort by going down by 10 per cent and up by 20 per cent. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is all in the police union’s report, and it is to be found on page 21 in the table provided to 
the union by the minister. Although there was an initial dip, the minister never came into this place and said, “In 
the figures I have, in the following year there was a 17.5 per cent increase.” 

The first chart I spoke about was for the number of incidents; the chart immediately below is the number of 
offences, as opposed to the number of incidents. In the first year after the legislation came into effect, there was a 
decrease in the number of charges of minus 3.4 per cent in the metropolitan area; in the regional area, member, it 
was minus 11 per cent. In the first year after mandatory sentencing, over the whole of the state there was a 
6.7 per cent decrease in the number of offences of assault on a public officer; however, in the following year in 
the metro area the number of offences increased by 10.5 per cent, and in the regional area it increased by a 
whacking 28.4 per cent. Statewide, the number of offences has rocketed by 16.4 per cent, but the Minister for 
Police comes in here and crows about the success of this legislation. This legislation might have been successful 
in getting front-page headlines, but in terms of stemming the number of assaults on police, it has taken us 
backwards, because the government has not embraced what the Commissioner of Police has—I do not think I am 
humiliating him in saying this—pleaded for, which is for the government to at least turn down, if not turn off, the 
flow of alcohol in the entertainment areas, because that is the big driver of these assault figures, and everyone 
knows it. What does Commissioner O’Callaghan say? He says that he is sending his officers out into war zones, 
where people are fuelled on alcohol. It is exacerbated, member for Peel—sorry, Murray–Wellington! I nearly 
said “Murray”, but then I thought I would call him by his Christian name and get whacked by Madam Deputy 
Speaker! I know the member for Murray–Wellington has an interest in these matters. Ministers come into this 
chamber and say, “Look what we’ve got out of mandatory sentencing—this great big decrease”, but they do not 
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hold up in the WA Police Union report, which includes the chart they got from the minister and refers to a 
16.4 per cent increase. It got them wonderful headlines; I will not dispute that. It also got them a wonderful 
protest outside, but this is a very cynical and shallow approach to forging public policy in one of the most 
important areas—the protection of victims by the application of criminal law. 

A former Chief Justice, Sir Francis Burt—I think the second Chief Justice to have held the office after I began 
legal practice, and he went on to become Governor—was a World War II hero, having flown many missions 
over France with the Royal Australian Air Force, and he came home after the war and did a law degree, as many 
service people did. He went on to become a Queen’s Counsel and was involved in notable cases, such as the Eric 
Edgar Cooke case, and others. The John Button case was one of his last big cases before he went to the bench. 
He was one of the wisest judges I have ever appeared before, perhaps because there was such an age difference 
between us at the time. I looked to him as a font of wisdom. He said that those who expect the Criminal Code to 
fix society’s ills are expecting far too much from that document, and the document cannot deliver that. If we 
look at burglaries, for example—I look forward to debating that soon—we know that there were 27 000 in 2011–
12, and we know from the Australian Productivity Commission’s figures, after extensive research, that the 
sanction rate in the metropolitan area was 8.3 per cent, so we know that the Criminal Code is dealing with fewer 
than one in 10 offenders. How do we stop this river? When members go doorknocking, people very tentatively 
open their doors because they do not know who is there, and they are fearful for their safety in their own homes. 
We all know that; those of us in the lower house who go out doorknocking get that sort of blowback all the time, 
but the Criminal Code cannot fix that; there have to be other solutions. 

The member for Murray–Wellington was a very experienced police officer before he entered this chamber—why 
he is wasted on the back bench is beyond me but that is probably politics and has nothing to do with me—and he 
nods in assent that the Criminal Code cannot fix all these ills. Sir Francis Burt, the former Chief Justice and 
Governor, was right: to expect that book of laws to fix all these ills is to expect far too much. However, the 
government can get some headlines by talking around it and saying that it is going to be tough; the problem is 
that it does not deliver. The people who go around saying these things invariably do not, and cannot, deliver, 
because delivery would require big dollars. The problems are big, and they require big dollars to fix. The 
Commissioner of Police published in 2012 an article that I will read during the debate on mandatory sentencing, 
and more recently an article in which he said that a lot of society’s ills are brought about by the environments in 
which many of these hapless children find themselves. He gave a graphic account about how some of his officers 
executed a warrant on a house at which young children were present, and there were on the table in the lounge 
room, amongst the kids’ toys, ice-smoking pipes—little glass pipes for smoking methamphetamine. The parents 
did not work and had a string of convictions, and their own lives were laid waste by addiction to 
methamphetamine. The commissioner said that we have to separate these children from these sorts of 
environments; we have to take them into another environment where we can educate them and get them job-
ready, otherwise these problems are just going to keep on multiplying and multiplying. 

Can members imagine what it would cost to give effect to what the commissioner has identified as the solution? 
It would be massive amounts. We would have to build a new institution. He proposes one on a farm somewhere; 
he does not want them in jail, but in a nice outdoor environment with good teachers and supervisors. He does not 
want people going to prison at a very young age; this is what Commissioner O’Callaghan is proposing, and it is a 
sensible suggestion, but it will cost money. On the other hand, to put out a headline to the effect that anyone who 
offends by assaulting a police officer will go to jail, to paraphrase the Premier, “no ifs, no buts”, is regarded by 
the police union as an insult to all officers who have been injured, and nothing has happened as a result. 
Plugging this hole, which is as plain — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I don’t understand why the police union thinks it’s an insult. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The minister should read the union’s report and have a look at the two pictures, which are 
laying on the table, of officers who have sustained bodily injury during the course of an assault for which the 
assailants were never imprisoned. They were never imprisoned because prosecutorial guidelines were introduced 
that gave the greatest leeway in the world, without any transparency or accountability, to prosecutors to reduce 
or alter the charge to avoid the mandatory term. The first photo is of the female officer; that nasty injury to her 
eye is a result of her being kicked in the face. The second photo is of the bite on the forearm of Sergeant Winton. 
These are the sorts of injuries for which the Premier said people would go to jail—no ifs, no buts. Instead, what 
has happened is that prosecutors say, “Well, it’s going to cost us too much to bring the witnesses.” They say it 
will cost too much to prosecute the case, so they cut a deal with the defence. They say, “If your client pleads 
guilty to simple assault, we’ll drop the aggravating circumstance. Your client will not get mandatory 
imprisonment and we can wrap this up this morning.” That is done without reference to the victim. That is what 
the Western Australian Police Union of Workers is complaining about. The police union cited Hansard and 
pointed out how right Mr Kobelke was. I am reading from the police union’s report, which cites Mr Kobelke’s 
speech in the Legislative Assembly on 17 March 2009. The report states that Mr Kobelke showed caution when 
he said, in reference to the charging of offenders — 
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… it will leave it to the prosecution guidelines and to the prosecutors to make the decision as to whether 
an assault on a police officer should result in charges being laid. It will leave it to the judicial system to 
deal with the matter, and, if a conviction is obtained, the person will be sentenced to serve a minimum 
period in jail … We do not want to see a situation in which, because of the prosecution guidelines, 
people are getting a lighter penalty than they should be getting … I do not want people who should be 
going through the court system and who should have serious penalties awarded against them to get off 
more lightly because the prosecution guidelines will be the gatekeeper and will be determining whether 
heavier or lighter penalties are imposed. 

That is what Mr Kobelke warned would happen and that is what has happened. That is what the police union is 
complaining about and why it has cited the former Minister for Police’s speech in its report. What happens is 
that when an offender comes in, and the prosecutor looks at the photograph and sees that bite to the forearm, 
they know there will be a trial. The member for Murray–Wellington knows how it goes. It could be that one of 
their members is away on leave or has just come in from nightshift and is not available for court that morning 
and they say, “Hang it all. You plead guilty to assault of the police officer and we’ll read out in court as part of 
the facts what happened, but we won’t plead on the complaint the aggravating circumstance.” For example, they 
might say that Sergeant Winton was assaulted, his forearm was bitten and he sustained an injury. When the 
magistrate reads the charge sheet, it is not pleading the aggravated circumstance because a deal has been done 
behind closed doors, which does not involve the victim, so the offender gets a fine and says goodbye! That is 
what the police union is complaining about. The headline was very effective, and the police ran a very effective 
campaign on the front steps of Parliament House. The union even tried to intimidate members of the Labor Party 
by saying, “We know where you live!”—whatever that was meant to mean! They do not know where the 
member for Vasse lives! 

Mr M.J. Cowper: You were going all right up to now. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is what members of the police union said! They do not know where the member for 
Vasse lives because he is a princeling of the Liberal Party, but they made an intimidatory statement that they 
know where all the Labor members live! When the vice president of the police union came out to my office to 
see me, I said that I would see him, but I told him it was very intemperate to have asked where I was hiding and 
why I was not on the front steps of Parliament House. I said that because the debate was on, I was in the chamber 
trying to address some of the shortcomings that he was complaining about. The opposition understands the 
situation. We think that if the government wants this boilerplate approach to sentencing, the real amendment to 
the Sentencing Act should be to make the provisions the same as those contained in the Criminal Code. Let us 
look at the most serious crime on the criminal calendar, which is murder. Section 279(4) of the Criminal Code 
states — 

A person, other than a child, who is guilty of murder must be sentenced to life imprisonment unless — 

Even the code, in the most serious case, says “unless” — 

(a) that sentence would be clearly unjust given the circumstances of the offence and the person; 

(b) the person is unlikely to be a threat to the safety of the community when released from 
imprisonment, in which case the person is liable to imprisonment for 20 years. 

Even on the most serious charge, the Criminal Code provides an out from mandatory life imprisonment, and 
rightly so. We have seen from time to time tragic cases, such as the 83-year-old husband watching his wife in 
terminal decline going through agony and who then helps administer an overdose of opiate tablets to relieve her 
suffering. It is not something that I condone, but one can see what could give rise to the exception from strict life 
imprisonment—that is, it would be unjust having regard to the circumstances. This 83-year-old’s wife had been 
begging for help in suicide and he assisted, which is murder, and the exception kicks in. That would not occur in 
the case of assaulting a police officer or a public officer. 

The opposition does not oppose these amendments to the Sentencing Act. I will finally wrap up the debate by 
saying that I hope—I suspect it is a forlorn hope—that this is the last we will hear out of the mouth of the 
Minister for Police about the dramatic fall in assaults on public officers since the introduction of this legislation. 
Unless I am being misled by the police union’s published report, the chart that the union has got from the 
authority gives the lie to the minister’s proposition. We had only one year in which there was a drop in crime, 
and since then, as I said, in 2011 to 2012 we have had a whacking 17.4 per cent increase. I note that clause 4 of 
the legislation that is before the chamber defines “mandatory minimum sentence” as applying only to 
sections 297 and 318 of the Criminal Code and section 59 of the Road Traffic Act. It does not apply to any of 
those offences in the Criminal Law Amendment (Home Burglary and Other Offences) Bill 2014 that the 
Minister for Police will soon bring before the chamber for the second reading debate, and the Sentencing Act 
will remain as is with the parole provisions for that—but watch this space! 
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MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [1.48 pm]: I rise briefly in support of the member for Butler. The member’s 
contribution reminded me of the time when a few of us were on the front steps of Parliament House and some us 
were in this chamber engaging in the debate early in the Barnett government’s first term when some outrageous 
claims were made by the government on law and order and some clearly false promises were made to the 
Western Australian Police Union of Workers. Also some ridiculous, intimidatory and inappropriate threats were 
made—they were nothing less—by the then president of the police union. The member for Butler referred to 
those threats as well. I spoke to the president of the police union about those statements and made it very clear 
that I thought he was completely out of order. This legislation completely vindicates everything that the member 
for Butler said in this house at the time about the drafting of the legislation. Many members of the Labor Party 
spoke about the folly and the stupidity of implementing legislation that deprives the judiciary of discretion, and 
how it was inappropriate and would ultimately be self-defeating. That was one thing. The member for Butler, 
bringing to bear his vast experience in the law, drew to the attention of a fairly pompous and very inexperienced 
former Attorney General the flaws that he had executed in delivering the legislation at that time. The 
Attorney General said it would not do what the Labor Party claimed it would do. The former Attorney General 
told the member for Butler that. The now absent Hon Christian Porter refused to acknowledge that he might not 
be correct. So certain was he that he was right in all things, including his social experimentation, he was 
determined to change society by locking up all the crims; they would all learn their lesson and immediately stop 
and that was why he was bumping up all the penalties and reducing the opportunities for parole. That is why he 
ultimately increased the cost of the prison system by $90 million recurrent in 18 months. He overcrowded the 
prison system and completely undermined juvenile detention. As a consequence, it has made the state of Western 
Australia incredibly less safe. At that time we were not seeing mobs of 15-year-olds running around murdering 
people. We were not seeing the massive rate of violence that we are seeing at the moment. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Or 50 people invading a wedding and assaulting everyone. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: And people assaulting others in the Singleton social club on the Australia Day long weekend. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: The genius who was the Attorney General said that his antisocial behaviour orders would 
cease all that behaviour. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The former Attorney General said it would all stop. He said the imprisonment of criminals 
would stop crime in its tracks. What he stopped was any capacity within the prison system to do its job. He was 
responsible for the leap in fine defaulters clogging our prison system. Now we have the ridiculous situation in 
which one in seven prisoners are incarcerated for fine default alone. That achieves nothing. It pays back nothing 
to society and no-one learns any lessons. It undermines the capacity of the prison system to do its job. All we get 
out of this government is another stunt. It is delivering exactly the same type of political stunt without any of the 
skill and articulate nature of debates that the former member for Bateman was able to bring to the argument. 
Unfortunately what we have is all stunt without any style! 

I will not let the moment pass without making the observation that Hon Christian Porter should have been called 
the Neville Chamberlain of Western Australian law and order—peace in our time, he promised! He would 
diminish the prison population over time by increasing it in the near term. All the prisoners would learn a lesson 
and they would never offend again. That is what he promised. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: He did not promise that. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: No; he declared victory. Within 18 months, he declared victory. He said crime was on the 
way down; violent crime was diminishing. As we have heard, he claimed victory against violent assaults on 
police. Neville Chamberlain would have been proud! There was Hon Christian Porter waving about the bits of 
legislation, confirming to the people of Western Australia that the Barnett government was, and is, and for as 
long as it remains in power for the next three years—until it is finally removed from office—will be driven 
entirely by the desire to achieve an easy headline through a political stunt. We have a publicity stunt–driven 
government. That is what this legislation confirms, because it was a sham. It was a failed sham when it was 
introduced. That fact was pointed out to the former Attorney General but he was too arrogant and too conceited 
to take any advice from someone who had had far more legal experience than he had. As a consequence, here we 
are all these years later, with the Minister for Police finally conceding that the law did not do what it claimed it 
would do. The law was a complete failure. The government now needs to do what the member for Butler told it 
to do in the first place. It is extraordinary “vindication”—that word has been thrown around a bit of late—for the 
member for Butler and for the Labor Party which told the government it had not put the hard yards in. It was 
running out there in a desperate bid to try to benefit from that ridiculous rally on the front steps of Parliament 
House. That was another political stunt for internal police union politics, led by the then police union president. 
It had no other intended consequence for police officers. There was no benefit to police officers out of all of 
that—in fact quite the contrary. Instead of this government doing things to benefit police officers who had been 
injured in the line of duty or who were suffering from things like post-traumatic stress disorder, those police 
officers are being thrown onto the scrap heap while this government engages in cheap political stunts by 
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introducing more and more legislation. The legislation will not fix the problem with crime—resources, strategies 
and intelligent thought will. If the Minister for Police wants to do one thing to clarify the situation in Western 
Australia and make things a bit better, why does she not consider establishing what New South Wales has; that 
is, an independent Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research so that we do not have to rely on the minister’s 
fudged figures or the department’s fudged figures, or the Department of Corrective Services’ fudged figures, and 
can actually see what is really happening? As the minister responsible for policing, through analysis of an 
independent authority’s data and research she can determine whether what we are doing works or fails. We can 
then stop doing what is failing instead of continually rolling out political stunts of this nature and using fudged 
data as justification. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Premier) [1.57 pm] — in reply: I thought the member for Warnbro 
would go through until question time started. It is my job now to reply to the second reading responses to the 
Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, although clearly I have only four minutes to do so. In fact I have 
already told staff who are here ready to contribute that they could leave if they wanted to, but I am pleased to see 
they are still in the Speaker’s gallery, if only for a moment. 

We have heard a lot from the opposition about this legislation and what it does, and what government should or 
should not have done. The reality is this bill was introduced for a purpose. There are two components to that 
purpose: one is to try to deter people from assaulting public officers; the other is to deter people in vehicles 
fleeing from police officers. It is clearly a desired aim of any government to achieve those two tasks. There is a 
second task that is just as important, and that task is to make sure that those who commit offences against public 
officers by assaulting them in a manner determined to be severe, or those in fact who flee from police officers 
and create potential to cause death on our roads, suffer an appropriate penalty. The reason this legislation was 
amended previously is that even though magistrates had the ability to determine punishment for crimes in the 
past, it was the view of the public and the view of the Liberal Party in opposition that the sentences being handed 
down by magistrates for serious assaults on officers causing serious injuries were not adequate. Hence, we 
brought in legislation to ensure there was a mandatory minimum sentence for severe injuries. 

The documents tabled by the opposition comprise pictures of two officers: one with a black eye and one with a 
significant bruise on the arm caused by what is obviously quite a forceful bite. For the injuries depicted in those 
two pictures, an offender would have been prosecuted under the previous legislation that gave the magistrate 
discretion as to the punishment to be imposed. It is not necessarily those issues that we want the legislation to 
deal with but, rather, severe injuries that are caused to a police officer. I cannot understand the argument of 
either the member for Warnbro or the shadow Attorney General. They have two components to their argument. 
One is their opposition to the legislation because in the first place we should not bring in mandatory sentencing 
but leave sentencing to a magistrate. On the other hand, they say we have failed these two people because they 
did not come under the mandatory sentencing provisions. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2405.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS 

250. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Acting Premier: 
I refer to the local government rally last night outside this building, which was another strong and vocal 
community reaction against this government’s forced local government amalgamation agenda. Will the 
government now listen to the community and withdraw its ill-conceived forced council amalgamation agenda? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

The answer is simple and not much different from the answer given yesterday by the Minister for Local 
Government—and that is no. A large number of members of this house have served as council members for long 
periods. You, Mr Speaker, served on the City of Perth for a long period, and indeed as Deputy Mayor. I am not 
sure how many on our side have. Hands up those who have been in local government! I count seven and me, 
which makes eight. Mr Speaker, there are at least eight. 

Mr M. McGowan: Mr Speaker, are you going to allow this—people turning their backs to the opposition? 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: At least eight members on this side have had various roles on councils. I was on the City of 
Bayswater — 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I call you to order for the first time. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: It is at least eight on this side. I do not suppose members on the other side care to put up their 
hands to indicate how many have been in local government. 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, the Deputy Premier is trying to engage in audience participation. Can I seek 
your view on whether, if we respond to him, we will be called to order? 

The SPEAKER: I think we have passed audience participation now. Can the Deputy Premier now please 
proceed through the Chair? 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I have been able to determine, with the kind assistance of the 
member for Cockburn, that probably three on the other side have been involved in local government as 
councillors or in positions in local government. I think that is important because our side over the years has had a 
very strong involvement with local government. We understand how it works, we understand the pressures upon 
it and we understand the efficiencies of council. I have to say that the City of Bayswater — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: You’ve clearly been clearly in Dianella. 

K.D. HAMES: Give it a rest! 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Bassendean; I call you to order for the first time. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The City of Bayswater was an excellent council, led in my time by the honourable John 
D’Orazio, an excellent mayor. Since that time there was an amalgamation process that included Maylands being 
taken away from the City of Stirling, as I am sure members are aware. A lot of work was done at that time that 
showed the ideal size of a council was well in excess of the size that Bayswater was at the time, which was about 
50 000 people. I think that change increased to about 70 000. It was determined in various reports that the ideal 
size of a council to provide efficiencies of service was in the order of 100 000 people. The people outside this 
building last night were protesting against this local government reform at the very last minute and over a very 
long and protracted process that was initiated by the former Minister for Local Government — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Yes, because you stuffed it up; that’s why. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the first time. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Indeed, it has not been stuffed up because it has given all councils and all people — 

Dr A.D. Buti: You lie! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: Thank you. Right, withdraw that statement, please. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I withdraw that statement. 

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Armadale to order now for the second time. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Everybody within those communities had ample opportunity to have their say on this matter. 
It seems to me that the people protesting the loudest were from councils that may be amalgamated as part of this 
reform and may lose their positions. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the first time. There is plenty of time for you to 
ask questions or to make comment later in the day. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The proposal has been put forward that people living in those communities will in some way 
lose out in that the library just down the road suddenly will not be there anymore. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the second time. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The proposal being put forward is that the library down the road suddenly will not be theirs 
to use anymore or the park will be in another council area so that they cannot go to the park. That is absolute 
nonsense! Those facilities will be there for everybody to use. I go to areas in the City of Bayswater if I am in 
Dianella. In Mandurah I go to areas in Pinjarra council. I go to areas where the services are provided by those 
councils and that are accessible to me. The argument by the Labor Party is therefore nonsense. Local government 
reform is going through the process; it will go before an independent review and then come back to the minister. 
There can be no argument that very small councils are inefficient and need to be larger in size. That has been 
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argued year after year after year, and we are the only ones with the guts to move down the road to that process. I 
say more power to the minister responsible, more power to the minister — 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I call you to order for the second time. Is the Deputy Premier finished? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am finished, Mr Speaker, and I will wind up the sentence by saying that I strongly support 
the Minister for Local Government and the action he has taken. It is the appropriate action and it is in the best 
interests of the ratepayers of Western Australia. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS 

251. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Acting Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Why did the government break its promise solemnly made before the last 
election not to force council amalgamations? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
I do not think that promise has been broken. 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING IN SCHOOLS 

252. Ms A.R. MITCHELL to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 
Before the last election, industry stakeholders had raised concerns about the quality and relevance of vocational 
education and training being delivered in Western Australian high schools. What has the minister done to 
address those concerns from industry? 

The SPEAKER: I am sorry, just sit down, please. Deputy Premier, I call you to order for the first time. I do not 
want to hear — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: He might get thrown out, member for Girrawheen, but you will be with him, so I call you to 
order for the first time. Member for Kingsley, can you repeat that question? 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: Thank you, Mr Speaker. My question is to the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development. 

Before the last election, industry stakeholders had raised concerns about the quality and relevance of vocational 
education and training being delivered in Western Australian high schools. What has the minister done to 
address those concerns from industry? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
I had a great opportunity today to go out with the member for Kingsley to Woodvale Secondary College to look 
at the training services for future employment opportunities, particularly apprenticeship roles, that it provides for 
people still at high school. It is a very impressive school. I wish I had one as good as that over my way, I must 
say. It has a very high quality of standards — 

Mr R.H. Cook: You have one in Dianella! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am talking about in Mandurah. 

Very high quality services are being provided at that school. It was great to have food cooked for us by young 
people. Members will wish they had been there. It was of an extremely high quality. The service provided as part 
of their hospitality training was excellent. However, the reason we went to Woodvale is that in the lead-up to the 
last election, a lot of criticism was coming out of industry at the standard and quality of training within schools. 
In fact I heard a comment from the hospitality industry that someone getting a certificate in hospitality could not 
dice an onion. I think that was the term used. The standard was therefore being highly criticised. We said that we 
would do something about that and we have. The two things we have done include: one, we have developed a 
good practice model—that is, sitting together with industry to work out details of exactly what quality of training 
that needs to be—and, two, we have made sure that all of our schools providing that training are audited and 
brought up to the standard where they can enter the industry well trained to undertake those things listed under 
the requirements. 

Schools will have a clear set of standards that have to be achieved. We will then work with the schools to make 
sure we can provide those standards—not only with those schools that are not providing adequate standards, but 
with the schools that are—to make sure that they can get out to the lesser quality schools to show them what they 
are doing. Woodvale Secondary College is a great example of a school that is doing everything right. Given the 
fact it has two Beazley Medal award winners in its midst, we will be using them as an example to go to other 
schools to provide training to make sure we significantly lift the standard of that training. 
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NIB STADIUM — COMPENSATION PAYMENT 

253. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer the minister to the compensation deal to Perth Glory and, in particular, the minister’s payments to 
Perth Glory when the Public Transport Authority was trying to recover money owed to it by Tony Sage. Why 
did the minister claim last October in this place that he did not involve himself in the PTA debt issue when 
information obtained from his department clearly shows that the department had stated that this issue had been 
discussed at length with the PTA and the Minister for Sport and Recreation, and that he, as the minister, 
discussed the matter with the Minister for Transport? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
I thank the member very much for her question. I think I have already answered this question. I was made aware 
of the dealings with the Department of Transport. I was also made aware that Perth Glory was looking for 
Heathway sponsorship. As I have stated in this place before about Perth Glory’s compensation, it was specific 
compensation to Glory for a specific reason. We were rebuilding nib Stadium; it would impact on Glory’s 
business, and it had a right. In fact, as I have already said in this place before, I had flagged that to the cabinet 
some time earlier. When it was discussed with me, my comments were that this was completely separate and 
needed to be kept completely separate. That is what we did, because it actually applied to the impact on the 
business when we developed nib Stadium. If members remember rightly, Glory requested compensation of 
$1.012 million. The member asked the question yesterday and I say again that we went through a rigorous 
process. I was not aware of what was in the letter that the member quoted yesterday, but it may well have been 
Treasury’s view. Treasury was involved in the committee; we had State Solicitor’s advice. We went through it 
rigorously, and, just so the member for West Swan can understand, I will read the following: the claim was for 
loss of signage — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: I am trying to give the member details. The claim was for loss of signage revenue; loss 
of north east suite corporate revenue; loss of membership ticket revenue due to reduced capacity, which we ruled 
out as we did not consider that; and loss of membership revenue due to displacement of members into less 
desirable seating areas. We went through those three matters and we did not pay what Perth Glory wanted. We 
went through them and worked it out with advice from the State Solicitor’s Office and Treasury, and also acted 
on the strong advice from the department. We worked out the $1 million to be a fair and equitable amount 
because the development did impact on Perth Glory’s business by $400 000. It was a separate issue and I have 
said that I do not know how many times in this Parliament. The actual impact was from the nib Stadium 
redevelopment. We paid that out of the budget; that is what happened. Again, we have gone through this matter I 
do not know how many times in this place. 

NIB STADIUM — COMPENSATION PAYMENT 

254. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I have a supplementary question, and again ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation why he claimed in this 
house that he did not involve himself in the Public Transport Authority matter, when it has been clearly shown 
that he did involve himself in the PTA matter. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
I did involve myself in the PTA matter to seek a balancing of the two against each other; it was advice to me. I 
spoke to the then Treasurer and said that we were dealing with this individually because it applied to the 
redevelopment at nib Stadium. 

COMMONWEALTH MINING TAX — COMMENTS BY LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 

255. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
I refer the minister to comments about Labor’s commonwealth mining tax agenda made by the Leader of the 
Opposition in the wake of Labor’s disastrous results in the recent federal government Senate election. Can the 
minister please address these comments that have caused uncertainty in the community, particularly in my 
electorate of Geraldton? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 
I thank the member for Geraldton for his very good question. I know he is a strong supporter of the mining and 
petroleum industry in Western Australia, and is also a strong opponent of the commonwealth’s mining and 
carbon taxes. It was interesting to read The West Australian on Monday, and I will quote from it. It is a quote 
from the Leader of the Opposition, who states — 

Just blindly keeping faith with something that they didn’t sell well and didn’t raise much money and 
was constructed fairly poorly is stupid and so that’s my message to my Federal colleagues now. 
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It does raise the question as to when it is appropriate for the Leader of the Opposition to pass on such valuable 
information, especially — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It might have been! Two weeks ago, the federal Leader of the Opposition gave his in 
principle support to the mining — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Warnbro, I am not surprised that you cannot hear. I call you to order for 
the first time. Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the first time. Minister, through the Chair, please. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I presume from that quote that the Leader of the Opposition does not support the mining 
tax, but it does not quite say that. I assume that he does not support it. However, it would have been an 
opportune moment to join with the Premier of Western Australia to oppose it so that the public of Western 
Australia was — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: There is no unequivocal disappointment about the situation, when we know the 
opposition’s position. This is a very important point. Through you, Mr Speaker, when I was in Japan and China, 
every single meeting I had with bankers — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The meetings I had in Japan and China with bankers, investors — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: One consistent question asked by bankers, investors and government officials in China 
and Japan was: what is happening in Australia with the mining tax and the carbon tax? What I relayed back to 
them was that the current federal government does not support those taxes and it would be very handy if the 
Leader of the Opposition joined the Premier of Western Australia to raise his concern and, like we did, joined the 
Prime Minister and opposed these taxes. It is my view that overseas companies have already factored — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: If I can get it out. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I know the opposition does not like this particular issue; its members absolutely hate it. 
The mining companies already pay payroll tax; their staff pay income tax; and they pay royalties. The mining tax 
is another imposition on — 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Cannington; I call you to order for the first time. We are moving very 
slowly today. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I will try to wrap up. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The Liberal–National government in Western Australia opposes the mining tax and the 
carbon tax. We have been doing it for years; we are consistent. We support Western Australia, we support 
Western Australian jobs and we support economic development. The government’s position is unequivocal. The 
quote from the Leader of the Opposition is mumbo jumbo. I do believe—I will use the Leader of the 
Opposition’s words—that it is a “stupid” tax. We oppose the tax, and I am sure that Western Australian 
taxpayers would appreciate it if the Labor opposition joined with us and opposed it as well. 

PERTH GLORY — HEALTHWAY SPONSORSHIP 

256. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer to the compensation deal with Perth Glory and, in particular, the fact that as part of these negotiations, the 
minister’s department helped facilitate a Healthway grant to Perth Glory. 
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(1) Why did the minister claim to reporters in October last year that he did not know anything about the 
Healthway sponsorship of Perth Glory and that the Healthway grant was not connected to the 
compensation issue? 

(2) How does he reconcile this with information from his own department that shows that, firstly, the 
director general of the department canvassed the Healthway issue with him directly and, secondly, the 
same letter that refers to the other compensation states that his agency had informed Perth Glory that the 
department would assist in progressing the Healthway grant matter? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
Thanks for the question. 

(1)–(2) I remember when the director general raised this with me. I have answered this question before in this 
place. I have said that I advised the department — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: No, I did not. I advised the department that Healthway funding was a matter for the 
Minister for Health. I advised the Department of Sport and Recreation that I would not seek to be involved in or 
influence any consideration by Healthway. I was aware that Healthway had talked with the department. It sent 
me a briefing note about it, which I refused to sign, and I sent it back. As I have said the whole way through, this 
needed to be separate. I sent that briefing note back, and I have said that before in this place. There were 
discussions with the director general. I made my decision clear. I know that in the end it received Healthway 
money, but I was not involved with that. I made it clear to the director general and I sent back the note. I said 
that in this place when we had the debate last year. 

PERTH GLORY — HEALTHWAY SPONSORSHIP 

257. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I have a supplementary question. Why is the Healthway matter highlighted and discussed in one letter relating to 
the entire compensation claim, and it is noted that, as part of the compensation discussions, the department will 
assist to progress the matter with Healthway; why did that happen? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
Is that the letter that was written to Tony Sage? 
Ms R. Saffioti: Yes. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: The department put that in the letter. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You agreed to it. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: No; listen. The department wrote that in a letter to Tony Sage. It is the same letter 
that — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: No; the letter was not from me. As I said yesterday, I was not aware of the letter. I was 
aware that Treasury — 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Who was the letter from? 

Ms R. Saffioti: Sit down and we’ll deal with this afterwards. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: No; tell me who the letter was from. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I call you to order for the first time. Minister, have you finished? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: No; I have one more little thing left. As I understand, the letter was from the department 
and VenuesWest to Tony Sage. I did not see that letter. I am telling the truth. 

Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Acting Premier! Minister, can you bring this to a close. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: I just reiterate what I said last time in this place. I said that this needs to be kept just 
within the compensation for nib Stadium, because that was the reason for the compensation, and that anything 
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else outside of that should not be brought into it. That is why I sent the note back. That is why I did not do 
anything with that. 

POLICE — SOUTH EAST METROPOLITAN TRIAL 

258. MR N.W. MORTON to the Minister for Police: 
I have been receiving some great feedback from constituents in Forrestfield about the south east metropolitan 
police trial, particularly in the suburb of Kenwick. Could the minister please update the house on the results of 
this trial so far? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 
I thank the member for Forrestfield for his question and, indeed, for the invitation to come out to his electorate 
regularly and speak with his constituents about law and order matters. I am pleased to update the house on the 
south east metropolitan trial. The electorates of a number of members in this house cross over in the south east 
metropolitan policing area. The trial began on 4 November 2013 and, as at 3 February, it had reached the 
midway point. WA Police has conducted an interim review. It is really important that we acknowledge at this 
time that the south east metropolitan district has gone from being the sixth best performing district for verified 
crime reporting in the metropolitan area to the third best. We are cautiously optimistic that we are moving in the 
right direction. In addition—I know that the member for Forrestfield will be really interested in this statistic—
there has been a 7.4 per cent reduction in the number of tasks that have been dispatched in the trial period so far 
compared with a 1.26 per cent increase across the rest of the metropolitan area. The figures are definitely 
heading in the right direction. 

Out of the change in the modelling, 289 appointments have been made with the local policing teams. What we 
are doing with these local policing teams and the way that we have changed the way that police work in the 
south east metropolitan district mean that if people who call for police assistance do not require immediate 
attendance but would still like the attendance of police at a later time, they can make an appointment with a local 
policing team. Two hundred and eighty-nine appointments have been made. Police and those members of the 
community who would like the attendance of police can get together at a mutually convenient time to discuss the 
issue. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: At the commencement of the trial, the district’s overall reported crime rate was down by 
3.7 per cent on the previous year, but it is now down by 6.8 per cent, so we are heading in the right direction. 
This local policing trial may well be rolled out to other districts. In addition to this, the number of briefs for the 
reporting period has increased by seven per cent over the same period in 2012–13. That means that more charges 
are being laid by the local response teams in the south east metropolitan area than were laid previously. I know 
that a lot of members in the house will be interested in this. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the third time. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: There has been a 43 per cent reduction in repeat attendance at the top 20 repeat 
attendance addresses across the six subdistricts in the south east metropolitan area; that is a 43 per cent reduction 
in the rate of attendance at the 20 houses that cause the bulk of the issues for the south east metropolitan district 
and the members of the communities who live in that area. 

On the family and domestic violence front, we had 2.5 full-time equivalents in the positions of vulnerable and 
repeat victim managers in the south east metropolitan district but we now have 144 constables who are directly 
responsible for vulnerable and repeat victims within the south east metropolitan district. That change has freed 
up an FTE to work on interagency relationships and overall district coordination for family and domestic 
violence matters. We are really pleased with this. We now have a 24-hour district control centre that provides 
immediate advice and assistance to front-line staff. All in all, the objective of the trial to realise some demand 
reduction through this focus on intrusive management of repeat victims in the family and domestic violence 
space is proving to be a step in the right direction. We are really encouraged by this. I hope to report to the house 
at the end of the trial on the success of the model. Indeed, it is looking so promising that I expect that this 
policing model will be rolled out across the metropolitan area as time goes on. 

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES — AMALGAMATIONS — 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST 

259. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to a freedom of information application lodged with the Department of Local Government and 
Communities that reveals the existence of six documents, all refused release, detailing costs associated with the 
implementation of the government’s model for local government amalgamations. 
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(1) Why is the minister hiding the cost of the amalgamation plans from Western Australian taxpayers and 
local government authorities? 

(2) Why were these costs not revealed during the public submission process to encourage informed debate? 

(3) Will he immediately release his department’s analysis of costs associated with the government’s 
amalgamation model; and, if not, why not? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 

I thank the member for Mandurah for the question.  

(1)–(3) With regard to the freedom of information request, each of those six documents is under cabinet 
confidentiality, so I cannot release them, because they have gone through the cabinet process. The 
interesting thing about the cost is that this is one of those areas that needs a fair bit of work done on it. 
The member may remember that in January, we launched the online toolkit as part of this process to 
work out the full costing of what needs to be spent. The other work we have done is investigate the 
Queensland model to look into how much money was spent on its reform process. We have also looked 
at the bottom line. If I can use the analogy of the City of Stirling, it may, depending on the process, lose 
or gain some of its current boundary. If it loses some of its current boundary, the cost will obviously be 
very minimal, if anything at all, compared with the cost of trying to put seven councils into one, which 
will cost more. We are still working through that process. We are also going through the budget process 
to make sure that we can put enough resources into the budget so that the costings are sorted out and we 
can do this. We have said from day one that the government will be up-front about the costs of this 
reform process. The costings are still being worked out. 

I can point the member also to some other data that is available to us from the reform in Geraldton and 
Northam and other areas, and also a report that was done in 2007, 2008, 2009 or 2010, I think it was, 
for Subiaco and Nedlands, which identified the savings, because to work out the costings, we also need 
to look at the savings. As the local governments work through that process in their toolkit and look at 
their management plans and workforce plans to see what the costs are, that is how we will work out the 
cost of the amalgamation process, and we will also be able to look at the savings to work out how much 
money we will have to put into this process. 

With regard to the freedom of information request, unfortunately that is out of my hands, because those 
are cabinet documents. 

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES — AMALGAMATIONS — 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST 

260. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 

I ask a supplementary question. Is it true that the minister has a basis for local government reform but no idea of 
how much it will cost the Western Australian taxpayers? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 
Does the member for Mandurah have an idea of how much it will cost? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You are doing the reform! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Okay! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You are doing the reform, you goose! You are doing the reform, and you say that there 
are going to be sustainable councils, and you have no idea of what it will cost! Give us the six and we will tell 
you! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The toolkit has been set up for this model purposely to find out what the costs will be. We 
have a fair bit of an idea about the costings. The final part of the jigsaw puzzle is what the final map will be once 
the advisory board has done its work to get — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: The jigsaw puzzle? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: What I mean is where the boundary lines come together. One of the biggest problems with 
the reform process is that one local government says that it wants more or less of the other one. But, as we know, 
when we talk about a jigsaw, it has to come together to make sure that both are sustainable and not just one on 
each side of the boundary. When the advisory board comes back with a report, and we have done the toolkit 
work to work out the full costings, we will be fully ready to make sure we can support local governments for a 
new era and make sure they are more sustainable in the future. 
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN CENTRE FOR RURAL HEALTH —  
EDUCATION AND SIMULATION LEARNING CENTRE 

261. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Regional Development: 

Can the minister please explain to the house how the Liberal–National government’s royalties for regions 
program is improving access to services in the regions through advanced technology such as the Education and 
Simulation Learning Centre—EdSIM—which was officially opened in the midwest yesterday? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

I thank the member for Moore for the question and, indeed, his strong advocacy for his electorate and all things 
in regional Western Australia. Yesterday morning, the member for Moore accompanied me to the opening of a 
facility in Geraldton that was recently renamed the Western Australian Centre for Rural Health. We opened the 
second storey, which is a new capital works program, part funded by nearly $1.2 million of royalties for regions 
funding and $2.2 million of federal government funding, to support the Education and Simulation Learning 
Centre, known as EdSIM. We all know that in regional Western Australia, we have the challenge of distance—
the tyranny of distance, as they call it—and the challenge of delivering services is sometimes difficult when we 
bring those distance factors into play. So we need to be smart about how we do it. If we go back many years, 
simply having planes called the Royal Flying Doctor Service was an innovative strategy to deliver services to the 
regions. We still need to be smart about how we deliver services, particularly training. This centre has simulation 
facilities for trainees and also for people who are currently practising practitioners, with three human-like 
simulation mannequins, two clinical demonstration areas and five customisable consultation rooms to simulate a 
range of situations and scenarios. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Two things stand out about this centre. One is that the technology that has gone into this 
centre in Geraldton in regional Western Australia has the capacity to stream information to other centres in the 
Pilbara, the midwest and the Kimberley and thereby help spread the ability to train into those areas. The second 
is the fact that it is a regionally located training facility, which means that it supports training people in the 
regions. We know from history that if we train people in the regions, they are more likely to stay in the regions 
and deliver the services from their training in the regions. We see this investment as a small price to pay for 
providing a unique facility that has significant capacity to extend health training into regional Western Australia 
and thereby keep people and jobs in that area to be able to deliver those services. 

I thank the member for Moore for his support for the project, and of course his ongoing support for his 
electorate. 

CORRECTIVE SERVICES — DRUG DETECTION UNIT 

262. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Minister for Corrective Services: 

(1) Can the minister confirm that his government cut funding to the drug detection unit and enforced zero 
staffing levels almost two years ago, meaning that if officers go on leave or are sick, they are not 
replaced? 

(2) Can the minister also confirm that there are only three regional drug detection officers, one in each of 
Greenough, Bunbury and Albany, and that when these officers are sick or on leave, the prisons are 
completely vulnerable to drugs? 

(3) Can the minister also confirm that as a result of his government’s cuts, regional prisons other than 
Greenough, Bunbury and Albany are visited by the drug detection unit only once a year, and sometimes 
only once every two years? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 

(1)–(3) The big lesson that came out of question time yesterday is that we have all learnt not to believe a single 
thing that the member for Warnbro says in here until we check it first. The member has zero credibility. 
He comes in here and waves all kinds of figures around, and we learnt yesterday not to believe a single 
word he says until we check his facts and his statements first, because he is always wrong. 

The other thing that the member for Warnbro has absolutely no credibility on is the issue of drug 
detection in the Western Australian prison system. He has zero credibility. He does not care one iota 
about trying to address the issue of improper conduct of employees of the Department of Corrective 
Services, and he does not care one iota about drugs getting into prisons—absolute silence. If he cared 
one little bit, he would have voted for that bill two weeks ago. He has no credibility whatsoever. 
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When it comes to the issue of the drug detection unit in the Department of Corrective Services, let me 
make it perfectly clear. There are over 14 prisons in Western Australia, member for Warnbro, and there 
are only about 10 drug detection dogs. They work on a random basis, all over the state, all of the time. I 
am not going to come in here and tell the member and the public of Western Australia where they might 
be tomorrow, which prisons they go to and when they go there. What the member needs to know and 
what the public needs to know is that the dogs could be anywhere at any time. Our regime is very 
different from that of the former government. If people try to bring drugs into a prison in Western 
Australia, they may well get caught. That applies to the public as well as it applies to staff of the 
Department of Corrective Services. 

CORRECTIVE SERVICES — DRUG DETECTION UNIT 

263. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Minister for Corrective Services: 
I ask a supplementary question. Does that rant mean that — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Corrective Services, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Albany, I 
call you to order for the second time.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Just a hint: the minister may want to ask whether Ken Cummings is in the internal 
investigations unit. 

Does that rant mean that the drug detection unit is on zero staffing, which means that if someone goes on leave 
or is sick, they are not replaced? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 
I believe there are 10 beagles in the drug detection unit. Each one of them has someone who can look after them. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Do members opposite not think drugs in prisons is a serious issue? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the third time. Member for Willagee, I call you 
to order for the third time. Minister, through me, I want an answer to that question. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The government takes the issue of drugs getting into prisons exceptionally seriously—very 
seriously, gravely seriously and far more seriously than the other side ever will. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister was asked about staffing levels in the prisons and he has talked about dogs. 
Will you allow him to ignore the standing orders by talking about dogs when he was asked about staffing levels? 

The SPEAKER: The minister has answered the question. 

CHALLENGE STADIUM — UPGRADE 

264. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I note earlier today the minister announced that the Liberal–National government is making a significant 
investment in upgrading Challenge Stadium. Can the minister please outline the extent of this work — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Can the minister please outline to the house the extent of this work and what patrons 
can expect as a result of this investment? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
I thank the member for Churchlands. It was very good question. I thank the member for his support of sporting 
matters. For 27 years Challenge Stadium has been a fantastic facility for this state. It hosts a mix of elite, 
community and commercial events each year, and it has done a fantastic job. Nearly one million people attend 
Challenge Stadium each year, which is an amazing figure; it is a testament to the facility and VenuesWest, which 
owns and operates it on behalf of the state. As with all of us, as we grow older, there comes a need for a bit of a 
facelift, and that is exactly what we are giving to Challenge Stadium. We are investing $1.33 million in a new 
vision project for the facility. I will outline what we are doing there, which will certainly be a boost for not only 
all those people who use the facility, but also those who work there. A new function area and open space will 
interconnect with the existing building. That will open up new community and commercial opportunities at the 
stadium. 
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Importantly, pretty much all the existing toilets and change room facilities will be upgraded. With the number of 
people attending the venue, that is really, really important. We will also remodel the entrance to Challenge 
Stadium, the facade and the areas out the front to allow more family space and to make it a more welcoming 
facility. That will be a great benefit. We will upgrade the hallways to the auditoriums and create other function 
spaces. 

When I was there this morning, I took the opportunity to visit the site of the new Western Australian Institute of 
Sport high performance centre. The slab has now been poured on that $33.7 million project. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I will tell the member for Bassendean something: I spent eight years in here listening to 
the Labor Party talk about netball stadiums and things, and we are now building them. The slab has been poured 
on this $33.7 million project and the athletes whom I met onsite this morning are really excited about the 
opportunities and the benefits that are coming. 

The high performance centre will have unrivalled training facilities with the latest technology in sports science 
and recovery. It will also have a state-of-the-art testing facility, hydrotherapy and recovery pools, physiological 
laboratories and an indoor runway. It will house the staff and coaches et cetera. The project is gathering pace. 
The performance centre is a large building at the back of the pools near McGillivray Oval. Members should look 
when they go past. It will be fully operational, as planned, by March 2015. We hope to transition some athletes 
into there later this year and early next year. It fits in perfectly with the timing of the Rio Olympics. It is another 
great and well-planned project. It is a further example of this government’s commitment to sport and recreation 
in this state. 

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES — AMALGAMATIONS — 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST 

265. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to my freedom of information application concerning advice to the minister on amalgamation options for 
the City of Perth and the City of Vincent. 

(1) Will the minister overturn his department’s decision to refuse access to at least nine documents relating 
to Perth and Vincent amalgamation options; and, if not, why not? 

(2) Does the minister agree with his department’s decision that the release of these documents “may 
mislead the public and encourage ill-informed speculation”? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 
I thank the member for Mandurah for the question. 

(1)–(2) The freedom of information requests have been coming in thick and fast during this process. The 
member may remember our first round of maps in July when we tried to come up with a proposal that 
made the City of Perth widen its footprint to take in parts of Northbridge and parts of Vincent and south 
down to the university. That model went out through the public submissions process. We had a lot of 
debate about it. I think the campaign of the member for Perth was one in, all in with Vincent, 
recognising that Vincent is an inner-city area and part of the city, so we came back with that proposal. I 
imagine there are a number of other models around. As I said before, every time we draw a line on a 
map, it impacts on one and not the other one — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: These were nine documents. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I agree. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: These documents are made up of a cabinet submission, so we have gone through a lot of 
work. I believe that the department has it right. We just finished a six-week public submission period so that the 
public could have input into this process. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I have given you a question and I will give you a supplementary 
question; I do not want to hear from you. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: This process has gone through a six-week advertising period calling for submissions from 
the general public. We are now waiting for the Local Government Advisory Board to come back with a 
response. Releasing that now will not make any difference at all. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES — AMALGAMATIONS — 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST 

266. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 
I have a supplementary question. Why does the minister rate the intelligence of the ratepayers of Perth and 
Vincent so lowly that he denies access on the grounds that the information may “encourage ill-informed 
speculation”? 

Ms E. Evangel interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I was not talking to you! 

Ms E. Evangel interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth, I call you to order for the first time. Member, have you finished your 
question? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I think I have. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 
This process is fair. We have gone through a six-week advertising period, as I said before. I do not think 
releasing any maps at all will make any difference to this process. We have gone past this point. We are now in 
the hands of the Local Government Advisory Board and it will report in July. 

ALLIA VENUE MANAGEMENT CONTRACT — PERTH GLORY SPONSORSHIP 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [2.48 pm]: — without notice: I move — 

That standing orders be suspended so far as to enable the following motion to be put forthwith — 

That this house establishes a select committee of Parliament to examine and report on — 

(1) the heads of agreement signed between the state government and Allia Venue 
Management; and 

(2) the payments made to Perth Glory, including the waiver of the Public Transport 
Authority debt and the Healthway grant; 

and that the committee report back to this house by 15 August 2014. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [2.50 pm]: The government will agree to this subject 
to the matter of public interest debate–type requirements. Therefore, I will move to amend the motion. I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” — 

, subject to the debate being limited to 20 minutes for government members and 20 minutes for 
non-government members 

We agree to this with some reluctance because the issue was debated yesterday. There is also private members’ 
time at four o’clock this afternoon and I think there has been ample opportunity for the issue to be canvassed; 
however, because we are a very accommodating government and, frankly, much more accommodating than the 
previous Labor government demonstrated in office, we will agree to suspend standing orders along those lines. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need the support 
of an absolute majority for it to proceed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [2.51 pm]: I move — 

That this house establishes a select committee of Parliament to examine and report on — 

(1) the heads of agreement signed between the state government and Allia Venue Management; 
and 

(2) the payments made to Perth Glory, including the waiver of the Public Transport Authority debt 
and the Healthway grant; 

and that the committee report back to this house by 15 August 2014. 
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I say from the outset that I appreciate the Leader of the House giving us this time to debate a very serious issue. I 
think one of the reasons he has done so is that it is a very serious issue. Over the past couple of weeks we have 
seen a deal struck by this government with Allia costing taxpayers more than $10 million. Yesterday and today 
we found out that many things said back in October regarding the Perth Glory payment are not true. Last 
October it became clear that the government had agreed on paying compensation to Perth Glory. We asked a 
number of questions about that compensation—its nature, the amount of compensation and all the details 
regarding it—and the minister made a number of claims. He misled this place on his involvement and the 
amount of the compensation. Members will recall that the amount of that compensation was hidden from 
everybody until it was disclosed through the media and this Parliament. 

On Wednesday last week the minister stood in this place and announced that Allia was terminating a contract it 
had signed with the government. Nowhere in that statement did the minister mention this massive termination 
payment that was struck by this government. It was just by chance that a document requested through freedom of 
information arrived on our desk a few days later showing the magnitude of the compensation being paid—over 
$10 million. Since October we have given this minister ample opportunity to explain what went wrong in 
relation to Allia. We have given him so many chances to tell us why that clause was put in the contracts. Why 
did the Premier last year boast that the government had inserted a new termination clause? We asked the minister 
to table the heads of agreement so we could understand exactly what is contained in that contract—but we 
received nothing. We have given this minister an enormous opportunity and he has not provided any real 
explanation of why that deal with Allia was made. All we know is that the Department of Sport and Recreation 
and VenuesWest were not keen on it and advised against it. Now we know that taxpayers are spending more than 
$10 million on a bad deal signed by this government. 

Today the minister still maintains that the payments to Perth Glory totalled $400 000, when it is clear through a 
letter that the opposition has obtained, which is now public, that the total amount given to Perth Glory for 
compensation is more than $400 000; we believe it is $1.4 million. We cannot argue with the facts. In the one 
letter sent by the government to Tony Sage regarding all of the issues to do with the compensation there are 
details about the direct payment, the Healthway grant, the Public Transport Authority waiver and reduced match 
costs—that all adds up to more than $400 000. As late as today the minister said that he was not aware of these 
things or this letter, when the letter states that the minister was informed. It is just unbelievable. As I said, we 
have given this minister a number of opportunities to explain some of the key prevailing conditions about this 
issue. In relation to Perth Glory, we have the key fact that Tony Sage was a key donor to the National Party a 
number of years ago. He attended the equivalent of a state conference and lobbied the Leader of the National 
Party at the time, who then spoke to the Minister for Sport and Recreation; we know that is the case. We know 
Liberal Party lobbyists were involved with Allia. This does not add up. All we can say is that special deals were 
done for both of these matters. Nothing that has been presented today, yesterday, last week or last October can 
have anyone thinking otherwise. The Allia deal is incredible. What is everyone asking? They are asking how 
Allia got paid out when it terminated the contract. 

I want to go through some specific issues regarding the compensation of Perth Glory and Allia. As I said, the 
issue of compensation to Perth Glory came to light last October. We asked the minister a number of things about 
the total compensation. He still maintains that it is only $400 000. I received a document about the compensation 
deal through freedom of information, and it had a number of things blacked out. More recently, I was able to get 
pretty much the full letter sent by this government to Perth Glory back in December 2012. I want to put on the 
record that all these things were included in the letter dealing with compensation. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: That is a letter to Tony Sage from who? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: From the acting director general of the minister’s department. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: The acting director general, okay; good. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The letter states that the minister was consulted on this and he agreed to it. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: I have always said I had been consulted. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Let us go through the compensation claim. Perth Glory claims $1.04 million and there is a 
section in the letter dealing with that. It shows that Perth Glory will be given a $400 000 direct payment. 

The issue of the Public Transport Authority is a key one. We all recall that at the same time that this minister was 
giving out money to Perth Glory and Tony Sage, the Public Transport Authority was trying to recover money 
from Perth Glory and Tony Sage. We asked why that was not offset. Not only was that not offset, but also the 
minister went into bat for Perth Glory. The minister said — 

While I knew that there were negotiations going on or issues between Perth Glory and the Department 
of Transport, I did not involve myself in it, so I was not aware of the amount. 

What did the letter say? 
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Mr T.K. Waldron: I corrected that, don’t forget. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Minister for Sport and Recreation corrected that he did not know the amount, but his 
correction never said that he was actually briefed on the matter and went and spoke to the Minister for Transport 
about it. The Minister for Sport and Recreation never fully corrected it; he said, “Yes, I knew the amount”, but 
he never told us that he actually went and spoke to the Minister for Transport about it. Again, there is a key 
difference between what the minister said and what the minister did. The minister said he was not aware; he 
came back and corrected it and said he was aware of the amount, but he said he did not involve himself with 
these negotiations. The letter states that he went and talked to the Minister for Transport about this issue. In 
relation to Healthway, the minister stated that they “were completely separate issues and I make that clear.” In 
this letter I have here that deals with the compensation and the Public Transport Authority debt, what do we 
have? We have the note from the department to Perth Glory, which states — 

We have discussed the matter of Healthway funding which you were seeking earlier in the year … 
The Director General of the department has canvassed this issue with our Minister … the department 
will assist to progress this matter further. 

We had this whole issue that they were completely separate, but in one letter we have the fact that the 
department was helping progress the Healthway grant. 
Another key issue came out yesterday. On numerous occasions we have asked whether Treasury approved the 
Perth Glory payment. We asked that specific question—“Did Treasury approve it?”—and the answer was that 
Treasury was consulted and then the minister went to great lengths to say how far Treasury was consulted. What 
do we now know from this letter? We now know that, yes, Treasury was consulted, and that Treasury officials 
believed no compensation should be made due to the benefits the ground improvements would bring to Perth 
Glory. Last October the minister tried to present the fact that the total benefit to Perth Glory would be $400 000. 
He tried to present the fact that he was not aware of the PTA debt issue. He tried to present the fact that the 
Healthway issue was completely separate. This letter debunks all of that. This is one letter sent from the 
department with five points covering all those issues. At the end—this is a key point, because the minister cannot 
walk away and say that all these things were treated separately—there is a paragraph that reads — 

The offer to settle compensation has been made after consultation with the Minister and Treasury and is 
a first and final offer. If you are prepared to accept the terms of this offer please sign and return the 
duplicate of this letter where indicated. 

The terms of the offer are firstly, the direct payment; secondly, the PTA waiver; thirdly, the cost to use nib 
Stadium and the deposit; and, fourthly, Healthway funding. They were the terms and conditions and they were 
all linked, yet the minister can come into this place today and not accept that. 

I return to that figure of $400 000. If I add up the total amount, there was the direct payment of $400 000, the 
Healthway grant of $500 000, the audiovisual concession worth about $270 000, and the write-off of the PTA 
debt that was worth about $250 000. I have not even included the reduction in the match deposit because I do not 
know what it went from and to; because I do not know the details, I will not include that. We estimate the total 
value to be more than $1.4 million. Again, my issue is that if a decision is made to give them $1.4 million, the 
minister should come in and tell us, but do not mislead the place. We need a committee to go through all these 
aspects because it is clear that it does not matter how many questions we ask this minister or how many motions 
we move, we cannot get a straight answer from him. 

I want to finish off in relation to Allia—this massive issue that has arisen over the past week and a half. Let us 
go through this again. This government decided to build a stadium to expand nib—I think it was then ME Bank 
stadium—back in 2010. In May 2011, the minister said the government was going to continue with Allia because 
it was doing a good job, so why change. Then the government was in the middle of negotiating this new heads of 
agreement. I heard today that the excuse for the minister signing that Allia agreement is that Allia had the 
government over a barrel. Who put the government there? Who put it over the barrel? You guys did! The 
government made a decision to upgrade that stadium even though the department was telling it all these issues, 
such as the government did not own the land and there was an existing operator. The department was telling the 
government about all the problems that have now eventuated. The government did not own the land and there 
was an existing operator, but the government decided to go and do that stadium, despite the department telling it 
about those problems. The minister said he was going to appoint Allia even though he had not actually locked 
away an agreement. Then, in a private conversation at a Glory game, these deals were done between the head of 
Allia and the Premier of the state that Allia would continue operating it. It is absolutely incredible — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: How do you know that if it was a private conversation? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier said he had a private conversation. 

We now see that Allia is terminating its part of the contract, and the state is liable for $8 million. We know that 
the contract had no causation, we know it was averaged out over years of operation when there were more 
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concerts than there are now. We need a proper committee to get to the bottom of this because, frankly, we have 
given the minister so many opportunities to be honest on this issue and tell us why he did these deals, and not to 
come in and tell us how much concrete is being poured at the new stadium but actually tell us why he did this. 

I want to finish on the key point, which is that this is the same guy organising the deals for the new Perth 
Stadium. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: For $2 billion. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A $2 billion stadium. 

The same guy will do that; the same guy who completely stuffed this is now in charge of how we are going to 
operate the new $2 billion stadium. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The horror. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is a horror when we think about it. This is a complete stuff-up, but “scandal” is a better 
word, because not only has it seen millions of dollars leaving the government’s door, but also it is doing it 
because of relationships that the National Party and the government have. 

Opposition members: Hear, hear! 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Sport and Recreation) [3.08 pm]: Last year I debated the 
Glory compensation, and I have been debating and answering questions on the Allia contract. I have tried, the 
whole way through, to make clear what actually happened. To the best of my knowledge I have been completely 
open and honest, but it seems to me that the member for West Swan continues to try to twist every little thing to 
make a story and get a headline, and, yes, she got some headlines. But it is actually all false. Let me take 
members through it. 

Mr M. McGowan: We are listening. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Okay; the opposition needs to listen, because it has heard all this before but all I can do 
is tell it what actually happened. That is all I can do. 

Western Australia needed a rectangular stadium—the sports needed it and the spectators needed it. Does the 
opposition agree? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: It was greatly needed. The eastern stand, as I have said, was getting to a state that I as 
sports minister was worried about the safety of it. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: This is the trouble; the opposition yells and screams and never listens. Just listen! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: The opposition has heard it all before but it does not listen; that is the problem. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I heard you, my friend, and you have misled the people of Western Australia. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: How would the member know? He never listens! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Minister, please direct your comments through the Chair. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I am trying.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: And members on my left, if you can just restrain yourselves a little. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: The government had two options. One was to redevelop nib Stadium, and the other was 
to go to a greenfield site, which would have cost the government up to around $300 million. They were the 
two options. We chose what we thought was the better option, and to achieve that option the state had to finalise 
the lease for the site with the Town of Vincent. Members should remember that the Town of Vincent was part 
way through a 20-year contract with Allia Venue Management—in fact, there were 13 years to go. The 
government had two choices at that stage. Firstly, it could terminate the management contract, which would 
result in the state being required to materially compensate Allia—it would have cost us money. Secondly, we 
could continue the existing contract with Allia to manage the venue. So that the member for West Swan knows, 
these options were clearly explored in a review that we commissioned KPMG to undertake in 2010. We asked 
KPMG to look at the contract and the governance arrangements at nib Stadium, and to give us options. They 
were the options: if we terminated the contract, Allia would be entitled to damages that included the value of 
projected profits and the balance over the time of that agreement, which at that stage had 13 years to run, and 
there would have been a payout. 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Allia is a business; it had a contract. We took over the contract. Purely and simply, the 
government knew in 2010 that contractually Allia was in a strong position. It had a contract, and whether that 
contract was terminated at that time or at a later date, Allia would be entitled to recover damages. Hence, we 
thought it reasonable to include the right-to-terminate clause, which could be triggered by either party. That is 
what we did. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Members opposite should let me continue. We accepted there was a risk there, because 
Allia was doing a good job. We would have had to pay Allia out anyway. Member opposite do not seem to get 
that. 

I will add the stuff that never seems to get picked up or even acknowledged. When the government went to build 
nib Stadium, I was planning to build the eastern stand and I also wanted to do the southern stand—or the 
government wanted to do the southern stand as well. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: I thought you were going to build it yourself! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Good one! The price at that stage was $101 million. The government thought that was 
probably too much. It is a bit like an addition to your house, and someone wants to add an upstairs bedroom, but 
they cannot afford it. What the government did was to plan and manage things really well, so we did it for under 
$95 million, which was a saving of $6 million, and the project included the southern stand. I would say that is a 
pretty good return for the state. 

The opposition is taking out one piece. The government has delivered a magnificent stadium under budget, and it 
was able to add in the southern stand. The government has done that. As the member for Victoria Park said, the 
Auditor General found that negotiations between the state and Allia went through due process with no 
inconsistency with government policy, instructions and standards. I also want to point out that the government 
has a whole heap of other — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: This is important, because the opposition is taking one point — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Bassendean, I think you are on three calls already. I do not 
want to call you again. Other members, please refrain from interjecting. 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Acting Speaker, when other Acting Speakers have been in the chair, particularly in recent 
times — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This is new. I am not canvassing a ruling of the Chair. This is a new issue. When other 
Acting Speakers have been in the chair in recent times, they have stated that the speaker was not accepting 
interjections. Clearly, the speaker on his feet is trying not to accept interjections, and I ask for your ruling in light 
of previous rulings of Acting Speakers. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members, points of order are to be heard in silence. The Minister for 
Health was making a point of order, so I expect silence. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have a related point of order, Mr Acting Speaker. Whilst you were on your feet calling 
the member for Bassendean to order, there were several members on the government benches who interjected 
whilst you, as Acting Speaker, were on your feet reprimanding the member for Bassendean. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I note that some people, despite your ruling that points of order be heard in silence, are 
now interjecting on me saying, “Rubbish!” Perhaps those people might like to review the tape and consider their 
behaviour. I make that point, because in the long time I have been in this house, when a Speaker or Acting 
Speaker rises to their feet, it is the duty of each of us to be silent. If there are members on either side who 
interject, I believe they should be called to order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: When I was calling the member for Bassendean—or reprimanding him—there were 
lots of interjections coming from all over the place, not just from the government side, which is why I decided to 
let it go. Let us get on with it. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: It is quite relevant, after what has been raised in this question, that the government saved 
money on nib Stadium and that that project also included the southern stand. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I will be brief! I will not carry on! The member for West Swan was attacking my 
credibility to manage these types of projects. So that members opposite know, since we have been in 
government, we achieved a saving of $3 million with the AK Reserve rugby training facility, which is an 
absolutely magnificent facility. Other projects included the basketball facility, nib Stadium—which we have 
talked about—and the Barbagallo Raceway facility; they have all come in within budget and on time. The 
government has a proven record. The netball centre is under construction. I sat in this place for eight years while 
the former government talked about that project, but this government is doing it. This government can do these 
projects. 

I will get to the Glory stuff in a minute. As Minister for Sport and Recreation, I have always said—I believe this 
fully in my heart—that the one thing governments of both persuasions, commonwealth and state, over the years 
have done is talk up sports and the value of sport, but when it comes to the crunch, they have not put money on 
the table. This government has put money on the table. We have recognised the advantages and social benefits. 
We have done it, with not only buildings in the city and right across country WA, but also programs that help 
thousands of kids in this state, and that will provide huge benefits to this society. The Liberal–National 
government has invested money. The opposition can challenge the amounts and challenge maybe some areas. 
However, it is important to look at this area overall for the benefit of this state and taxpayers in this state. I think 
I have covered that issue as I have covered it before. 

I will finish off by referring to something that we covered in 2012 when we had a matter of public interest on 
this very same issue. I quote from the Hansard of Thursday, 29 March 2012, in which the Premier stated — 

There are amendments to that heads of agreement; changes have been made. One of those relates to 
termination, because we had to make a choice: do we terminate that agreement now? — 

That is what I have been saying all the time — 

I understand Mr Tana was amenable to that, but that meant that the state would have had to pay out that 
agreement. That would have cost the state a great deal of money. 

Remember that there were 13 years to run back then — 

Therefore, we took a decision that Allia was providing a service. From my observation, it was providing 
a pretty good service, so we agreed to allow Allia to continue, but we also now have a clause that 
allows for termination. If the state becomes dissatisfied for whatever reason, we have the capacity to, if 
we like, buy out that contract. 

In that same debate on 29 March 2012, over two years ago, I said — 

We have made changes to the heads of agreement. Other amendments were required to achieve the 
agreement, including, but not limited to: Clauses relating to the right to terminate, which the Premier 
mentioned; 

We were up-front about this way back then. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Hello! Suddenly Hansard does not count! Hansard counts when the opposition is 
arguing its point, because it is all about what the government said. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you for the first time. The member is not on the list. 
He is lucky; it is first time.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I will refer to the Perth Glory payment. There is really not much more I can say. I do not 
know how many times I have said it in this place but I will say it again: Perth Glory was impacted by the 
construction of nib Stadium. I referred today to the reasons why it was impacted. 

Mr M. McGowan: It was a benefit to them. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: It was a benefit, of course! This is why I do not think those guys opposite understand. 
They look at just one point and try to score political points, but they forget about why we built the stadium. That 
is why I asked whether members opposite thought we needed a stadium. The reason we built the stadium is that 
rectangular sports were struggling. They play a really important role in Western Australia. By upgrading the 
stadium—I do not know how many times I have said this in this place—we were going to save those sports 
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money, particularly on match days when there would be less cost. From memory—if I am not quite accurate I 
apologise—I think the saving was to be about $20 000 for each match. That is one of the reasons we did it. We 
also included all the extra corporate boxes et cetera to benefit the sports. That is what we are about. We are about 
promoting sport. We are about giving our sports a better deal. I am not going to apologise for that. 

I will talk about the letter quoted by members opposite that came from the acting director general in response to 
other issues raised in a letter by Tony Sage. I have been really consistent in this place when talking about the 
$400 000 in compensation to do with the rebuild that Tony Sage came to us about. I will read out the advice 
again. According to my notes, it stated that Perth Glory — 

… provided the State with a formal claim for compensation in the amount of $1,012,760 for: 

a) Loss of signage revenue; 

b) Loss of North East suite corporate revenue; 

c) Loss of membership … due to reduced capacity; 

We ruled that out straightaway because the reduced capacity did not come from just the stand going; the sport 
was not getting those crowds. It went on — 

d) Loss of membership revenue due to displacement of members to less desirable seating areas. 

Those three claims therefore had merit and were gone through and examined to make sure we had a fair deal. 
Members should bear in mind that I had earlier flagged to the state that there would be a compensation claim 
because there would be a right to compensation. We went through the claim to get the figure in the end that was 
recommended to me by the committee. The committee got advice from Treasury, the State Solicitor’s Office and 
my department, which deals with these sorts of facilities all the time and has a fantastic record. It was a fair 
recommendation and the compensation recommended was paid. 

I will come back to the letter, but I will refer first to the Healthway letter. When my department talked to me 
about it, I made the point straightaway that I did not want to be involved in the Healthway issue because it was 
not my business. It comes under the Minister for Health but Healthway is an independent body and I do not think 
the minister can direct Healthway. Certainly I could not direct Healthway, so I told the department to stay out of 
it. Also on the transport issue, I made a mistake in Parliament but I corrected it the next day—I think it was the 
next day but I just cannot quite remember. I received advice from the Department of Sport and Recreation in a 
briefing note on 3 September 2012 that the Perth Glory Football Club had an outstanding debt of $177 000 with 
the Public Transport Authority. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Did you say you went and talked to them about it? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I did mention it to the Minister for Transport, and I am sure I said that then. If I did not, 
perhaps I should have. However, all I said to the Minister for Transport was that I was dealing with the 
compensation that Tony Sage had come to see me about. That is what I just read out. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: That is what I was dealing with. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for West Swan! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I cannot remember the times, but it seemed to me that this was a specific issue. Let me 
read it again, because members opposite obviously do not get it. According to my notes, it states that Perth Glory 
Football Club — 

… provided the State with a formal claim for compensation in the amount of $1,012,760 for: 

a) Loss of signage revenue; 

b) Loss of North East suite corporate revenue; 

c) Loss of membership … due to reduced capacity; and 

d) Loss of membership revenue due to displacement of members to less desirable seating areas. 

That is what I dealt with, and I made it clear to my department that it was all it was dealing with. The department 
always tries to assist sports in raising money. It does that all the time. It will assist sports to go to other funding 
sources et cetera. That is why I made sure I would not sign the damned briefing note. I said, “No, that’s not for 
me to be involved in.” I do not think I can make it any plainer than that. As for the reference to a National Party 
donation, there is absolutely no link there. I was not even aware of that at the time and I said that in Parliament. 

Mr M. McGowan: That actually happened afterwards. 
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Mr T.K. WALDRON: I have said in this place before that I was not even aware of that. I saw Tony Sage when 
he spoke at a Young Nationals breakfast at our conference. I knew Tony Sage because I had had dealings with 
him on different things at Perth Glory, obviously, in my role as minister. I was not part of any discussion with 
Tony Sage and, I think it was, Paul Kelly at the time regarding donations. That was therefore completely 
irrelevant and I made that point clear. I do not think I can say any more, other than that is what actually 
happened. No special deals were done. I did not do any special deal. The compensation payments were made 
using the right process. I think that they were fair and reasonable. I tell you what: at the end of the day this 
state — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: You’ve got a great stadium! Come on, say it! 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: What does the member for Victoria Park think? Does he think it is a great stadium? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I think you wasted $8 million in transferring the right to them to terminate the contract. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Okay; that is the member for Victoria Park’s opinion. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: That’s what you did. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: We could have gone and developed a greenfield site. If I had developed a greenfield site 
and spent $250 million to $350 million, members opposite would be saying, “Why the hell didn’t you do a deal 
and get it done?” We did the deal, we got it done and it is a great stadium. Members opposite are taking their 
minds off the sports-loving people of Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Girrawheen, you were the last voice I heard again. It is 
unnecessary. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Sports-loving people have seen for the first time in six years, or whatever it is, a real 
investment in sport. They are actually getting some damned help out there. They are actually getting decent 
facilities for their kids and for older members of families. We are improving communities; I can give members a 
hundred examples. I will not go on about it but it is a fact. Those people know what members opposite delivered. 
They delivered not very much in the sport and recreation area. They delivered very, very little. We are doing it 
and it will benefit the state not just now but also for years and years to come. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.28 pm]: This motion calls for the 
appointment of a select committee to examine these matters. If government members do not agree to vote for a 
motion to allow a committee to look into these matters, it will mean that they have something to hide. These are 
very significant questions and I will run through them very briefly. 

I will start by saying that this is a government that pays people not to do things. It pays Serco not to have 
patients; it pays the Grand Palace Restaurant not to operate; it pays Allia not to run a stadium; and in the 
meantime it costs taxpayers millions upon millions of dollars. We want to get to the bottom of why that has 
happened. The explanations that the government gives are not good enough. Any businessperson who sees you 
suckers opposite coming along wins lotto. That is what has happened here. Mr Tana and Mr Sage have won lotto 
12 times over in doing a deal with the government. The government’s explanation always is that it built 
something at the end of it. The question is not about whether it built something at the end of it; the question is 
about whether it could have got a better deal. The evidence is that a better deal could have been secured in these 
matters, and I want to deal with both matters briefly. In relation to the deal to buy out Allia Venue Management, 
the Minister for Sport and Recreation has just admitted that the government inserted the clause that allowed Allia 
to terminate the contract. Therefore, Allia, of its own volition, could terminate the contract and get paid out for 
not operating the stadium. What sort of a deal is that? No matter what the government’s excuse is, it inserted this 
clause, and the minister has just said that. I want to get to the bottom of why that clause could possibly be 
inserted into a contract. No-one in their right mind would sign a contract that would allow people to terminate a 
contract without having to show any causation or any loss and to get a huge payout as a consequence. When 
Allia saw the government coming, all it would have seen were dollars flashing. The minimum was $8 million 
plus for not doing it. 

In relation to the other deal, it was a lesser amount. The reason it was so important is that every time we have 
tried to get information from the minister, he has changed the story the whole way along. Every time the minister 
has answered questions in Parliament, the story has changed as it has gone along. Our view is that Parliament 
was misled and there was a cover-up of those issues. I think Healthway has been compromised. Treasury gave 
advice and the minister ignored it. The Department of Transport was not listened to on these matters. The 
minister has misled Parliament every step of the way since this issue came to public attention, and guess what? 
Suddenly, a major donation to the National Party appeared. That deserves further inquiry and investigation. The 
minister’s explanation, which changes every time he says something about this matter, is not good enough. The 
government can chair a select committee to look into this matter. It has been done before in my time in this 
Parliament. Otherwise, the government has something to hide. 
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DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [3.32 pm]: In the couple of minutes left, I want to 
make a few brief comments. The first is about select committees. I tried to get select committees up when the 
Labor Party was in government, and there was absolutely no way that it would accept one select committee in its 
whole seven years in government. Secondly, I want to spend the last two minutes defending Healthway. Both the 
member for West Swan and the Leader of the Opposition made some dreadful comments about Healthway. Not 
only did they denigrate someone I regard as the best Minister for Sport and Recreation we have ever had in this 
house while I have been in Parliament, but also they denigrated Healthway. They will know that Healthway is 
independent of the minister. They will find no record in any inquiry of me trying to influence Healthway, which 
I am responsible for. If I did, Jan Stewart would not be there now. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: He cannot direct it because it comes under my responsibility. How would Healthway’s 
contribution to that have anything to do with him? 

Not only did members opposite denigrate the minister, but also they denigrated the chief executive of 
Healthway, Jan Stewart, who is absolutely above reproach. Members should be ashamed of themselves. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you for the second time. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr P. Abetz) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (16) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr D.J. Kelly Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms J. Farrer Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (32) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.P. Jacob Mr N.W. Morton 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms W.M. Duncan Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.F. Johnson Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.J. Grylls Mr R.S. Love Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Mr B.S. Wyatt Mr C.J. Barnett 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr T.R. Buswell 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Dr M.D. Nahan 
 Dr A.D. Buti Mr J.E. McGrath 
Question thus negatived. 

SENTENCING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Premier) [3.38 pm] — in reply: I will continue the comments I 
began before question time and I will reiterate some of the points that I made, because clearly some members 
who are now in the chamber were not here then. I put to the house that there are two reasons for bringing 
forward this legislation. The first is to act as a deterrent. The shadow minister repeatedly made the point that, 
although the numbers had gone down in the first instance, they have subsequently increased, and that is true. 
Clearly, the deterrent effect is perhaps not as great as we would like. We all know how that works; namely, in a 
scenario of alcohol-fuelled violence, a person does not always stop to think, “Well, I might go to jail if I hit this 
police officer.” There are persons who might well continue with that violence regardless of the potential 
consequences. The reality is that, in some cases, for this type of person, perhaps mandatory sentencing is not 
considered as great a deterrent as we would like.  

However, the second component, and the main reason for bringing in the legislation in the first place, is that this 
government wanted to make sure that those who committed those sorts of violent offences were suitably 
punished. That is why we brought in the legislation in the first place. I know the police wanted it, because their 
view was that it would be a strong deterrent. It should be remembered that we created this legislation when in 
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opposition, given the dissatisfaction of the public towards the Magistrates Court in assessing the punishments to 
be handed down to those who committed violent acts against police officers. It was felt that these offenders 
should be suitably punished. As a result of our view and the public’s view that people were not being suitably 
punished, we sought to introduce a mandatory sentence for the upper end of those crimes—that is, serious crimes 
that caused significant damage. The sort of severe damage like the injuries inflicted on police officer Butcher 
should have a mandatory sentence. The member for Butler made two points that I wanted to address. He said that 
he opposed the legislation when it originally came through Parliament. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No, we did not. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Because he did not support the mandatory component that it should be left to the magistrates 
to decide, after taking all things into consideration, what the punishment should be. He did not oppose it. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: That is not right; I didn’t say that. I was talking to the amendment. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is the impression I got from the comments the member made. Then he talked about the 
two persons who did not get included in the mandatory sentencing. They were, in effect, under the old system—
the system under which the member thought magistrates should have a say. Well, the magistrates did have a say. 
The offences committed by those two persons were not deemed serious enough to be included in the mandatory 
sentencing component, but violent offenders still face the full force of the law. The offenders faced a magistrate 
who looked at the circumstances of the aggravation and the outcomes for the police officers and made a decision 
about the punishment that warranted. That is how it was before we brought in mandatory sentencing. 

The issue is where we as a government would like the line to be drawn. It is very hard to tell because, as the 
member for Butler said, we need to take into consideration the aggravation, the circumstances and what exactly 
was happening at the time that those injuries occurred. Does causing a black eye warrant jailing someone for six 
months? I would probably prefer that decision to be left in the hands of a magistrate rather than we as a 
government saying, “Oh well, she’s got a black eye, so therefore you must put the offender in jail for six 
months.” I would not feel comfortable making that decision or recommendation. I would much prefer that sort of 
standard of injury, although it is serious and warrants going to court and receiving a punishment, to be left up to 
a magistrate to decide. In both of those instances, the magistrate would jail the offender if the magistrate decided 
that the level of behaviour by the offender was sufficient to put them in jail for six months. Our mandatory 
sentencing legislation for causing severe injury to a police officer does not prevent a magistrate from putting 
someone in jail for a long time if the magistrate believes that the circumstances warrant that sort of punishment. 
That is not what mandatory sentencing is all about. It is not about taking away the magistrate’s discretion in 
determining a sentence about people who have caused injuries that would be regarded as less severe; for 
example, a severe bruise on the arm in one case and a black eye in the other. In my view, it is appropriate to 
leave it in the hands of the magistrate to determine how serious the degree of injury as a result of an assault was 
and what sentence it warranted. We need to take those circumstances into consideration, especially in the case of 
a female police officer who is punched in the face by some big bruiser. I would think that a magistrate would 
regard as much more severe an assault on a policewoman who was on her own by a group of people punching 
her. Even if the injuries were not very severe, I would regard that matter very seriously, as opposed to a situation 
in which a policewoman with a group of police officers received a black eye from a violent offender who was 
resisting arrest. Clearly, each circumstance needs to be considered on its merits when making a decision, and we 
are happy for the magistrates to do that. 

What we are neither happy about nor prepared to accept is when someone severely assaults a police officer, 
causing severe injuries. We believe there needs to be mandatory sentencing for that type of offence, hence the 
legislation. We introduced the legislation and wanted it to act as a deterrent—perhaps it has not—and we want 
those offenders to be punished. We have found that in some circumstances magistrates have allowed people to 
go on parole and people have not served the mandatory sentence that we as a government wished to see. The 
Attorney General told me that since September 2013, when this legislation was brought into this place, 55 
assailants have been jailed under the terms of this legislation, which is not very many. Some 55 people 
since September of 2013 — 
Ms M.M. Quirk: They may have been jailed in any event, minister. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Maybe they would have; I cannot determine that. But we should remember the reason that we 
introduced mandatory sentencing in the first place; namely, the clear evidence that some offenders who were 
involved in serious crimes were not going to jail. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Could you answer my question? When I asked the Attorney General of the day to name the 
cases or point us to the cases, he could name only one case. We were ad idem on that; there was only one case in 
Western Australia when a magistrate had failed to imprison a person for a serious assault occasioning bodily 
harm. Do you have any others? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I was not in the chamber, I do not think, at the time. It does not matter; if that is the case and 
they were being jailed anyway, members opposite may say this legislation is irrelevant because it is happening 
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anyway. I personally prefer the certainty of having the legislation there as a clear indication of support for the 
police officers who, as we know, campaigned for a long time for this legislation. As much as the government 
desired to make sure those types of offenders were put in jail, it was also our desire to make sure that we were 
seen to be supporting our police officers, who do such a magnificent job in the field. 

I have had some experience in this matter. Firstly, my grandfather—I have to say this was before my time—was 
a police officer. In fact, he was a police secretary for the Fremantle police in his early days to such an extent that 
the Labor Party asked him to run as a candidate in the Kimberley when he moved there. Secondly, my stepfather 
was a police officer and I followed him on his postings throughout much of my life when he was alive. I saw 
some of the things that he had to put up with as a police officer. I clearly remember one occasion in Kalgoorlie 
when he walked into a house and was held by someone who was well known to police—an extremely large 
person of Maori descent—with a machete at his throat saying, “I’m going to kill you, copper.” I had to watch 
him get out of that situation. Both the government’s and my desire is to strongly support police officers who are 
assaulted and severely injured. Hence the legislation and the member opposite saying that he supports it, even if 
he is concerned about the numbers and the reduction; I understand that would be desirable, but not essential. We 
want to punish people who commit those types of crimes. Again, this legislation is here and I am pleased to hear 
that the opposition is supporting the bill. I look forward to its conclusion so that it is in place. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 85 amended — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The minister said that 55 people have been jailed under this legislation. Has any modelling 
been done into what is likely to happen to the prison population once mandatory minimum sentences as defined 
in this clause are brought into force? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not think I am in a position to answer that question—that would be for the Minister for 
Corrective Services or the Minister for Police, and even then it would be only a guesstimate of what the number 
might be. The reality is that since this legislation has been in place, 55 people have been put behind bars, as we 
have heard. There have been only a couple of occasions on which we have been thwarted in our desire to get 
mandatory minimum sentencing by people being granted parole. Therefore, we would assume that this would not 
lead to a large difference in the prison number, unless the magistrates started to grant parole to every prisoner. 
There have been 55 in the last six months. The member made some comments about the deterrent effect of this 
legislation. I accept that this may not be as vigorous a deterrent as we would like, but time will tell. We certainly 
saw the number come down at the start of this process, and it has gone up 17 per cent since that time. However, 
as I have said, that is not what I want to see out of this legislation. I want to see the people who have done these 
deeds punished. If the secondary result is that people stop doing these deeds and there is a reduction in the extent 
of these crimes, that would be excellent. But it is not something that we are bound by in putting forward this 
legislation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Although I accept what the minister says about deterrence, the likelihood of deterrence to 
an inebriated or drug-affected person on the streets late at night might be minimal, because not everyone will be 
cognisant of the provisions of mandatory sentencing in the Criminal Code. It has long been held to be a policy of 
criminal law that benefit is to be had from a term of parole, because if there is no period of parole, the state has 
no grip on the continuing conduct of the prisoner. I am wondering what has brought about this shift, and why the 
minister thinks it will be an improvement if, once the person has served what might be considered the non-parole 
period, the person then has to serve as a mandatory requirement the balance of the term, at the expiration of 
which the state will have no leverage at all over the former prisoner. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member is right in what he says about the benefits of parole. It is very hard to get 
someone to behave appropriately if we do not give some reward for that improved behaviour. This will set a 
mandatory minimum sentence beyond which parole cannot be granted. But that does not mean that parole cannot 
be granted. It clearly depends on the length of the sentence. If the person gets a one-year sentence, they can get 
parole on a component of that, but not so much that it will bring them below that mandatory minimum sentence. 
That is what was happening before. People would get a term of imprisonment of, say, eight months, and they 
would get parole and end up serving four and a half months less than the mandatory minimum of six months. We 
want to stop that from occurring. People can still get parole for a component of the sentence. It is always up to 
the magistrates to determine what the total sentence will be, and they can build in a component that allows for 
parole and that will help improve the behaviour of the person who has been sentenced. 
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Ms M.M. QUIRK: As we heard in the second reading speech, this amending legislation has come about because 
there is what is described as an anomaly between the Sentencing Act and the Criminal Code. How many people 
have been affected by this anomaly, and when did this anomaly first become apparent? I would have thought it 
would have become apparent when the first person was sentenced under that legislation and that person’s earliest 
release date was calculated. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This first became apparent in the case of a particular individual. I will not mention the name 
of the person, not because there is a good reason not to do so, but because I prefer not to mention people’s names 
unless I have to. In that case, the person was sentenced to nine months’ imprisonment on 14 December 2012, so 
that is some 14 months ago. There was a maximum component of mandatory sentence. The assault actually took 
place on 1 January 2011. The Prisoners Review Board considered the person’s application for parole on 16 April 
last year and determined to release this person. That is when it became apparent that there was an anomaly. It is 
since that time that we decided to do something about it. As the member knows, the processes of government can 
be relatively slow. A decision needs to be made by the minister, the minister needs to get approval to draft 
legislation, it then goes to cabinet and the minister gets approval to print the legislation. The member has been 
through the process as a minister, so she knows that sometimes these things can take a long time. It also has to fit 
into the current legislative program. It has taken from April of last year until now to get the legislation to this 
stage. But when we consider the other legislation that we have in this state, this was one person, and perhaps 
another, who was affected by this anomaly, and, in the same period, 55 people were convicted and either have 
served or are serving their sentence. I cannot defend the time that was taken. I was not involved in it. But that is 
the time that it took. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am surprised that it was not picked up earlier, because when a person is in prison, a 
calculation is made about what their earliest possible release date will be, so that should have started to ring 
some alarm bells then, but it clearly did not. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 5 to 11 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS DISORDER 
Motion 

Resumed from 2 April on the following motion moved by Mr P.B. Watson — 

That this house — 
(a) recognises the effects of post-traumatic stress disorder on Western Australians who have given 

service to the state and this country; 

(b) recognises and supports the need to raise awareness of the symptoms and effects of PTSD in 
the wider Western Australian community; and 

(c) formally declares the last Friday in June each year as “Invisible Wounds: PTSD Awareness 
Day” and encourages Western Australians to support events dedicated to marking this day. 

MR I.M. BRITZA (Morley) [4.00 pm]: I rise to conclude my remarks on this excellent motion moved by the 
member for Albany. I realise that the women from the organisation that sought to bring the post-traumatic stress 
disorder issue before Parliament are not here, but they really need to be acknowledged. 

Mr P.B. Watson: It was the Partners of Veterans Association of Australia. 

Mr I.M. BRITZA: Thank you, member for Albany. They really are the silent sufferers in the community along 
with those who suffer from this disorder. 

As I concluded my remarks last week, I spoke about spending a day with the Campbelltown police department’s 
forensic unit back in the mid-1990s. When I first arrived, only a group of six in that police department dealt with 
the forensic side of policing. Before I could even speak with them, they brought in about four photo albums and 
about four videos and told me to look through them before they came back at 12 for lunch. I opened the albums, 
and I really was not prepared for what I saw. They were full of photographs of homicides. The videos had been 
taken by the forensic unit. After I went through them, we all had a cup of tea and I started to ask questions of the 
forensic team about what I had seen. During the course of that afternoon some of the officers began to remark 
about incidents that had happened, sometimes 10 to 15 years ago, that none of their peers had heard them say 
anything at all about; they had kept things to themselves. 

This is not the place to be too gruesome, but a young man with a young family told me about an experience he 
had. I think he had an 18-month-old girl at the time. A child had been killed by its mother and they could not 
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find the child. They looked everywhere for it for several days and this young constable found the baby in the 
house oven in pieces, and his little girl was roughly the same age. As he was telling us this, he began to break 
down. I realised that, as did his team, he had never spoken about this. I remember leaving those men thinking to 
myself: if I ever have the opportunity to raise the issue of how these men are looked after or how they—I do not 
like the word “counselled” because it has a lot of negativity associated with it—get it out of their system, I will 
endeavour to do it. At that stage, university students with clipboards interviewed these seasoned police officers 
about what they had seen during the day. I came back to where I was, realising that this was a forensic 
department. They were not the first ones on the scene; these were the people who were given the call to get ready 
for the scene and to come down with their cameras. They were told information over the phone so that they 
could prepare themselves. These were not the young men and women, the constables, who came upon horrific 
scenes and had to deal with the aspects of that. I remember once again saying to myself: if I ever even get close 
to doing something about this, I will do it. 

It was not long, nearly two years later, that an elderly woman who knew she had only a couple of months to live 
asked me to conduct her funeral. I did not know her personally, but I knew her son and daughter and a couple of 
her grandchildren. When I spoke to the son and the daughter and the grandchildren about their mum and 
grandma, it was horrific—they could not wait for the old girl to die. She was full of bitterness, anger and 
frustration. She was full of complaints; life had dealt her a hard blow. I went to her house realising that I would 
have to do eulogise this lady and I wanted to think of something nice to say, but the whole family was rejoicing 
that she was going. I sat down with her for what I thought would be about half an hour but it ended up being 
about two hours, and I found out she got married just before World War I and her husband fought in the 
trenches, where he was gassed. She was already pregnant with her first child and when he came back from the 
war, he was not the same young man who left. I do not want to bring the house into any disrepute by saying this, 
but he was willing to make babies but had no desire to be a father or a husband. He would retreat into the foetal 
position on his own. As she talked to me, she began to say things such as, “I don’t think he knew what he was 
doing. He would fly into a rage. My children never knew their father and I never knew my husband.” He was 
affected by the gas and all the effects of war and he eventually died in the late 1930s. This woman felt that life 
had passed her by and she had been dealt a bad blow. She was bitter about life and what had occurred to her.  

There was no support back then and her husband was not being kindly thought of as a hero. Instead, he was 
remembered as a miserable husband and a miserable father, hence her hard and tyrant-like attitude in the home. 
All of a sudden I began to realise why she acted the way she did. I will never forget that at the funeral I said that 
everyone knew her as this angry and aggressive woman, but I began to talk about why she became this way and 
as I said this, I could see the change in her children and grandchildren; they got an understanding of why she was 
the way she was. I will never forget that experience because that was my first time speaking to someone who had 
to deal with a husband who had suffered terribly and had no hope. Not to bring any humour to a situation such as 
this, but I recall it being such a successful service that about five elderly women came up and asked me whether 
I would do their service! Therefore, I think it was good to listen to these people. 

It was, many, many years later that I all of a sudden found myself a member of Parliament and a member of the 
Community Development and Justice Standing Committee. The former member for Armadale, Alannah 
MacTiernan, was the chair, and I will not comment about her in the house, but I want to tell members that I 
learnt a lot from that woman as chair; I watched her keenly. Being a new member, I thought that we should not 
be too quick to get on to the next inquiry, but when the opportunity came I realised this was my time to bring 
before the committee the idea of looking at how our front-line services were looked after when they had dealt 
with fatalities or horrific scenes. We knew we had to really limit our terms of reference, otherwise they would 
envelop everybody. Although the terms of reference only included emergency services and front-line services, 
we could have included the armed services and we did not do so only because the terms of reference would then 
have been too great. We conducted an inquiry and it opened our eyes in a way that I never thought possible. We 
saw the results of Hurricane Katrina; we saw the results of 9/11; and we went to Christchurch and saw the results 
of the earthquake and the effect it had on families.  

When the member for Albany moved this motion, and particularly when he talked about the men and women 
who had given their lives for the state and the country, I realised this was the perfect opportunity to support an 
issue that needs recognition from a community that just goes on with its life and does not understand it. Death is 
horrific and terrible for any family or individual and people are very supportive for about six weeks, and then 
after six weeks life goes on. Everyone goes on, but the person with the loss is usually sitting at home or trying to 
deal with life, and they are just forgotten because life goes on. I think it is the same for people who have suffered 
from this terrible disorder through those who are living with it. I feel that maybe I am like some other members 
who have spoken to women with husbands who have suffered from post-traumatic stress disorder. My brother-
in-law fought in the Vietnam War. He was a forward scout and he would never even talk about what he saw, 
what he did or what he had to do. I am not even sure they were his words, but I know that whenever that issue 
came up, he became very quiet and very protective of those around him and his team. 
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I am honoured and delighted today to talk about this issue, but on the other hand, member for Albany, I feel the 
solemnity I think is due. Our society did not used to have the recognition of women that it does now. I despise 
the phrase “Suck it up, princess”, yet I feel that the community to a certain extent looked at these women and 
said, “Come on, get on with life. That has happened; now get on and get over it.” The fact is that this is not a 
disorder that someone can just get over and brush under the carpet. It is something that members of the armed 
forces have to deal with. They go on the battlefield, they come back and they do not get rid of what they have 
seen. I am thrilled and delighted to support this motion and I am extremely happy that our government supports 
this motion. In closing, however, I will move an amendment to the motion. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr I.M. BRITZA: I move — 

To delete the words after (c) and substitute — 
formally declares the last Friday in May each year as a day to recognise and raise awareness of 
post-traumatic stress disorder. 

I realise that there are lots of days possible, but I do not think this day should clash with any other. 

Mr P.B. Watson: It could clash with my birthday! 

Mr I.M. BRITZA: It could clash with the member’s birthday; May is a good month! 

I believe sufferers of PTSD should have their day, and the Partners of Veterans Association is an organisation I 
want to be associated with. Along with other members, I want to play my part in supporting this cause and I 
wholeheartedly support the motion moved by the member for Albany. I thank him for bringing up this issue 
because it is something that needed to be done. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.15 pm]: I will just briefly comment. I 
thank the government for supporting the motion moved by the member for Albany, the shadow Minister for 
Veterans. I also thank the government for finding a more suitable day than the one that was originally suggested 
by the state opposition—one that is agreed to by both sides of the house. I also thank members for their 
cooperation in supporting this motion and, in the main part, for the sensible, sensitive and well-researched 
speeches members made about this issue. I was one of those who made a contribution last week and I met the 
women from the Partners of Veterans Association who brought forward this issue. They were a fine group of 
women who had the interests of their husbands at heart in bringing this issue forward. Their husbands in the 
main part were Vietnam veterans who had suffered from post-traumatic stress disorder. The wives indicated to 
us that some of them felt that as a consequence they had also suffered post-traumatic stress disorder through 
living with and experiencing the pain and ongoing mental health issues that their husbands had suffered. Of 
course, their husbands acquired this condition by service in the Australian Defence Force, predominantly in the 
Army, in the Vietnam War, and therefore there is a joint responsibility as a nation in relation to these issues. It 
was a good initiative of the member for Albany to listen to those women, to take their words to the house and 
seek the support of both sides for this initiative. I expect this initiative will now be taken up by other states and 
over time become a national event. Often, one Parliament starts something, another Parliament follows and 
pretty soon everyone is clamouring to jump aboard, and I expect that will be the ultimate outcome of what the 
member for Albany has commenced. Often, the footprint a member leaves during their parliamentary life is not 
necessarily large but this national footprint will be something that the member for Albany has left as a 
consequence of taking up this issue. 

In closing, I thought there were some very interesting contributions made by people on the history of post-
traumatic stress disorder and its former names over time—combat fatigue, neurological disorder, shell shock and 
the like. The contributions were interesting and informative, and when we raise this issue, we always think of 
those people who served in wartime, peacekeeping missions or other things, but, of course, there are also those 
others—the police officers, the ambulance officers, the people who might witness a traumatic tragic event, 
people who are victims of crime and the people who lose a loved one in traumatic circumstances. Those 
traumatic circumstances are unable to be coalesced into one group because they are so dramatic and so many. 
This event is about acknowledging all those people and the fact that there is a big group of people who might 
suffer an ongoing scar, illness or condition in their minds because of an event or a set of events that were beyond 
their control. As a Parliament, we are demonstrating to all those people that we acknowledge what they are going 
through and we want to see that acknowledgement transferred to the broader community nationally. Once again, 
I thank the member for Albany for his efforts.  

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [4.20 pm]: I would like to thank everyone for their contributions to this motion, 
and I would like to thank the Minister for Veterans for his support in sorting out a day that could turn out to be 
my birthday! The first day we had would have been Red Nose Day; that was the day suggested by the ladies 
from the Partners of Veterans Association. I would like to thank the president, Sandra Cross, the secretary, 
Kerryn McDonnell, and the other ladies who came in—namely Gloria Fox, Jude Firth, Lynn Wesson and 
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Ros Whitney. They gave an interesting aside to what we would normally think about post-traumatic stress 
disorder. They said they and their children suffer from it too because they live with it. Life can be very hard in 
their households, especially if — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Excuse me, member, are you speaking to the amendment at this 
point? I need to put the amendment if you are not speaking to it. 
Mr J.M. Francis: I’m not going to take a point of order on relevance. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: What would you prefer me to do; talk to the amendment first? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I will put the question, and you can talk to that if you want. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: Okay. This side of the house supports the amendment to change the date to the last Friday 
in May. 
Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [4.22 pm] — in reply: I would like to thank everyone who made a commitment 
to this last week. It is very, very important to the ladies of the Partners of Veterans Association. They had the 
courage to write to everyone in state and federal Parliament about it. Instead of sitting on their backsides and 
feeling sorry for themselves, they did something for not only themselves, but also for their husbands. It was 
funny; one of the ladies was saying she had had a terrible night because her husband was going to Vietnam—he 
had been there a couple of times. He said to her, “Well, have you organised me?” She said, “No, no, you have to 
organise yourself.” He said, “Okay, I have to be at the airport at 10 o’clock tonight”, and she said, “No, it’s 12.” 
Those ladies are running their husbands’ lives at the moment because the husbands do not have the confidence to 
do it themselves. 
I will just read out some of the causes of PTSD: war or ongoing terror; living in a place with ongoing terror; 
being a refugee; being kidnapped; fire, flood or other natural disasters such as bushfires; a life-threatening 
illness; being beaten as a child; domestic violence; being beaten by anyone else; being held-up or threatened with 
a weapon; and rape or sexual abuse. There are also biological issues that include biochemical changes in the 
brain; a history of anxiety and/or depression with increased vulnerability; genetic vulnerability; psychological—
a pre-existing mental disorder can influence the development of PTSD—a traumatic experience; and low self-
esteem. The social issues that can trigger PTSD include: childhood experiences; exposure to war; family 
instability; and lack of support. The important message that every member of Parliament has to get out to their 
community is that treatment is available. There is psychological intervention and/or counselling, psychiatric 
treatment, medication, relaxation, mediation, education, and support groups to provide support and 
understanding to the individual, friends and family. These people are not alone, but they do not know that, and it 
is our job as members of Parliament, as stated in today’s motion, to recognise the effects of post-traumatic stress 
disorder on Western Australians who have given service to this state and this country, recognise and support the 
need to raise awareness of symptoms and the effects of PTSD within the wider Western Australian community, 
formally declare the last Friday in May each year as “Invisible Wounds: PTSD Awareness Day”, and encourage 
Western Australians to support events dedicated to marking this day. 

As I said when I last spoke on this, it affects not only the people who come back from war, but also our 
firefighters, the emergency crews who go out on the roads and the police. I have a good relationship with our fire 
and emergency boys, and young kids join up and see some horrible things. In regional areas like mine, they can 
go out there and there will be a very good chance they will know the victim or the girlfriend of the victim. I have 
come across accidents driving along the road in our area and seen people I know. Members can imagine the sort 
of stress and counselling they need in situations like that. I also mention Hon Dave Grills from the upper house 
who spoke on this issue. 
I know the Partners of Veterans Association will be very, very happy today. We were not quite sure whether this 
motion was going to get on today so they did not come along. I would like to congratulate everyone on all sides 
of the house. This is what Parliament is about. There is the biffo and all that in question time, but we are here for 
a purpose; we are here to help people. We make laws, but we are human beings and we have to look after other 
human beings. I fully support this motion today. 
Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM 
Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.26 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for introducing a deceitful local government reform 
process that has created confusion across metropolitan councils and despair for mayors, councillors, 
their staff and tens of thousands of ratepayers. 
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That motion, I think, was justifiably expressed by the thousands—not hundreds—of people who turned out at 
7.00 pm last night outside Parliament House to express their anger and despair over the local government 
process directly to the Minister for Local Government. I am very glad this motion came on today because it is in 
keeping with the emotions and comments expressed last night by the thousands of people from across 
metropolitan Perth who expressed their views and concerns about the so-called local government reform process. 
This motion gives words to their despair. 

I will firstly deal with the issue of deceit. The Leader of the Opposition addressed the crowd last night and 
referred to a number of statements that had been made prior to the last state election by members of the 
government. Of course, one of the most prominent members of the government—the Premier—made his views 
clear on the so-called local government reform in his summer 2013 newsletter to residents, many of whom were 
outside Parliament last night. There were residents from Mosman Park, Claremont, Cottesloe and part of 
Nedlands, all of which fall into the Premier’s constituency of Cottesloe. Those residents and constituents, 
including the ones who were outside Parliament House protesting last night, received a Residents’ Newsletter 
from the Premier in the summer of 2013, in which he stated — 

I have always believed that a combined council covering Claremont, Cottesloe, Mosman Park and 
Peppermint Grove makes sense, however claims that the State Government will use its powers to force 
such an amalgamation are simply not true. 

That is what the Premier said in the summer of 2013. That statement has been proved to be incorrect, misleading 
and deceitful. The Minister for Local Government will stand and say that there are no forced amalgamations. 
However, when the minister and the Premier realised that they were unable to force amalgamations on local 
councils in the metropolitan region because their own backbench members were opposed to the removal of the 
Dadour provisions, they chose instead to take the path of boundary changes. The end result is exactly the same—
effectively, forced amalgamations—but it is achieved through a different method, one that does not mean the 
Premier and the Minister for Local Government have to fight their own backbenchers in the Liberal party room. 

Let us consider the statements made by the Minister for Local Government as reported in The Armadale 
Examiner on 21 February 2013. In a debate between the member for Armadale, Mr Tony Buti, and the Minister 
for Local Government before 50 prominent Armadale businesspeople over breakfast, Mr Simpson was reported 
as saying that he supported forced amalgamations. Later on 21 February 2013, the minister, as the member for 
Darling Range, put out a statement that reads — 

I recently made some remarks at a local forum that the Liberal Party supported forced council 
amalgamations. The Liberal Party does not support forced amalgamations, I got it wrong, it was my 
mistake. I apologise for the confusion this has created. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Member for Cockburn, I remember that debate very well, don’t I? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member was there! 
Dr A.D. Buti: When the member for Darling Range mentioned that forced amalgamations were Liberal Party 
policy, I asked him to repeat it. The minister repeated it, so it is interesting that he got it wrong. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I think in his heart of hearts what the minister said at that debate in Armadale was exactly 
what he truly felt and believed he was able do as the Minister for Local Government. He probably got a phone 
call from Dixie or the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to say, “Tony, you’ve got it wrong. Remember, we 
don’t support forced amalgamations; we do support boundary changes. Of course, Tony, they are exactly the 
same, but we do not support forced amalgamations.” 

Dr A.D. Buti: He is a much more honest man than the Premier. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Armadale is probably right: the Minister for Local Government says what 
he thinks! Unfortunately, he was forced to say what he does not think when he was forced to put out that 
statement saying he got it wrong. 

The minister cannot honestly say that this motion is incorrect, given what I have just said to the house. This 
motion refers to the deceitful local government reform process and the confusion created across metropolitan 
councils. The minister cannot possibly say to me, or other members in this house, that there is no confusion and 
the process was not deceitful. It is impossible for the minister to say that. The minister was confused about the 
process. He said one thing to a meeting of 50 prominent businesspeople at Armadale and later on he had to 
retract what he said. If the minister was confused, how does he think the millions of ratepayers across the 
35 councils feel? 
Mr R.F. Johnson: Hundreds of thousands, not millions! 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: There are probably over a million, as Perth is a big place now. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes, but some live in the country. I am not speaking against your motion, as I agree with it. I 
believe in the truth. 
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Mr J.M. Francis: I know that, member for Hillarys. If it created confusion for the minister, it has to have 
created confusion for the ratepayers in the 35 councils in metropolitan Perth. 

Mrs G.J. Godfrey: There are only 30. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Thank you very much, member for Belmont. 

I do not want the minister to get up and say that this motion is incorrect and I have it all wrong, because he can 
see from what I have presented to the house that I am quite correct in using the words “created confusion” and 
that in fact the minister himself was confused. 

The despair that has been created is paramount for some people. Members in this chamber have all received a 
letter from Mr Len Glamazina—if they have not, they will—who is a constituent of mine in Cockburn. 
Mr Glamazina is a heartfelt, strong supporter of Cockburn council and a very active member of the community 
in Cockburn. Mr Glamazina, along with many other people with Croatian backgrounds who live in Cockburn, 
feels absolutely let down by the state government because the proposal that the Minister for Local Government 
has put to the Local Government Advisory Board splits Cockburn council into three. The minister would be 
aware—he knows Cockburn very well—that a significant amount of the infrastructure around Cockburn, from its 
days as the local roads board to the very excellent council it is today, was contributed to and built by local 
members of the community, particularly the Italian and Croatian communities. The site on which the council 
offices are located was given to the Cockburn council by the Spearwood fruitgrowers association, which was 
mainly made up of Italian and Croatian farmers, for the purpose of establishing a proper local council building 
and associated facilities. The map that the minister has put to the Local Government Advisory Board has the 
head office and depot of Cockburn council being siphoned off to Fremantle council. Members of that community 
are beside themselves, and I will give the minister an idea of how angry they are. When the previous leadership 
of Cockburn council proposed moving from its current location to Cockburn Central, where the council owns 
land, to make it part of that growing town centre, the local Italian and Croatian community nearly lynched them. 
They said, “You can’t do that. We gave you this land. You are here because we gave you the land and we said 
this is where the heart of the community is going to be. You are not going anywhere”, and the proposal was 
defeated. That happened about a decade ago. The Minister for Local Government can imagine what they are 
thinking now—“Here it comes again and this time the government is doing it.” The minister can therefore 
understand why they are beside themselves with anger over the proposition that he has put to the Local 
Government Advisory Board on the proposed carve-up of the City of Cockburn. It is because they feel their 
contribution to local government is a personal thing and they are bitterly opposed to what the minister is putting 
forward. 

That is an example of the despair that I refer to in the motion that tens of thousands of ratepayers feel. Despair is 
felt by not only the fruit and vegetable growers of Cockburn, but also residents across metropolitan Perth. The 
residents of the City of Canning, for example, are as angry and bitter at what has been put forward over the 
destruction of Canning council as are the ratepayers of Cockburn. Shire of Kalamunda residents and ratepayers 
are equally as angry and bitter with the government and with the whole supposed reform process because of the 
propositions the minister has put forward to the Local Government Advisory Board. 

Mrs G.J. Godfrey: They have put in a local government amalgamation plan. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know that they have put in a local government amalgamation plan, but that is not what this 
government—the member for Belmont’s government—is doing. Wake up! Just get with the program! Do not 
think about what they are doing; the member for Belmont should think about what she is doing. She, as a 
member of the government, is causing absolute heartache for people out there. If she thinks that she is not doing 
that, she should have come outside Parliament last night and told the crowd that and seen the response. 

I turn now to some of the issues surrounding the local government reform process and the impacts on finances, 
both at the local government and state government levels. On 25 October 2012, nearly 18 months ago, former 
member of the Legislative Council Hon Ed Dermer asked the minister representing the Minister for Local 
Government a question without notice about local government amalgamations, which reads — 

For each of the financial years 2008–09, 2009–10, 2010–11 and 2011–12, what is the total cost to the 
state government of the local government authorities’ amalgamation process, including, but not limited 
to, spending on reports, inquiries and departmental work? 

Therefore, at that time, 18 months ago, Hon Ed Dermer effectively asked the minister representing the local 
government minister how much the process of local government reform had cost to that date. 
Hon Robyn McSweeney replied — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. Over the past four financial years, the 
total cost of amalgamation activities has been $8.8 million. The 2008–09 figure is $0.4 million, the 
2009–10 figure is $3.1 million, the 2010–11 figure is $3.1 million and the 2011–12 figure is 
$2.2 million. These figures do not include departmental staffing costs. 
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Therefore, 18 months ago the cost for the process was $8.8 million without including departmental staffing costs. 
At that time, as the minister would be aware, nothing had been achieved. At that stage four years of investigation 
had been undertaken, the Robson report had been undertaken and requests had been made of both the Western 
Australian Local Government Association and the 30 individual local councils to investigate their own processes 
of amalgamation and boundary changes, and to be involved in the whole local government reform process. The 
sword of Damocles had been hanging over their heads from the first WALGA meeting at Exmouth with the 
former minister, the member for Bunbury, who had threatened them that if they did not get involved in the 
process and did not amalgamate voluntarily, he would force them to amalgamate. That is how this whole local 
government reform process started, the minister will remember, back in 2008–09; yet in October 2012 at least 
$8.8 million had been spent and nothing had been achieved. It is now mid-April 2014. I expect that the figure is 
now well over $10 million and probably higher, again not including departmental staffing costs. And where are 
we? We are in a process in which the minister continues to say to this house, to ratepayers such as those outside 
Parliament last night and to councils themselves, “I can’t do anything. I can’t interfere. Everything is now 
currently in the hands of the Local Government Advisory Board. I will wait for it to report back to me and then 
I’ll either agree or disagree with it.” That is what the minister is telling people. The minister very carefully skates 
over the point that he has already put his proposition to the Local Government Advisory Board. I note that the 
minister never refers to that. He never says, “There’s not much I can do because I am waiting for the Local 
Government Advisory Board to advise me. But, by the way, did I give them a proposition in the map that I put 
forward to them as my proposal?” He does not say that because that involves a whole series of boundary 
changes, which has created even more anger among the 30 councils. The minister skates over that all the time. 
He never mentions that in this house. He certainly did not mention that outside the house last night when he 
addressed the angry ratepayers from the councils. That is part of the confusion that in turn is part of the despair 
that this motion goes to. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: But you do know that eight councils put in for boundary adjustments in that process? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Absolutely, and I will be coming to one in a minute. Cockburn council has as well, but it is 
doing that as a result of frustration and having been worn down. Remember, the council has been going through 
this process that this government initiated with threats in 2008–09. The minister cannot deny that threats were 
made, because they were. There were threats, and Cockburn council has been going through this process for the 
last six years. We know that up to October 2012 it has cost the government $8.8 million, and it is probably over 
$10 million now if we count up to today. It has cost local governments themselves a far greater amount than that. 
Millions and millions of ratepayers’ dollars has been spent by local councils themselves on this supposed reform 
process. It is not that they wanted to do it; they had to do it. The minister himself knows that when he speaks to 
councils they say that they are required to respond because the minister has asked them to put in propositions, 
suggestions and boundary changes that they seek or suggest to the government. They were bound to respond to 
the Robson report. They were also bound to respond to other proposals and directions that the previous local 
government minister had given them. A continued effort has been put in over and again by local councils over 
the past six years to comply with the wishes of the state government in this supposed reform process. For 
example, the City of Cockburn put a significant amount of effort into responding to the directions given by the 
minister prior to the Robson report. Then it put a significant amount of effort into responding to the Robson 
inquiry, which, as the minister knows, suggested that the boundaries of Cockburn remain where they are. There 
were a number of options, but one of the clear options, and the best option, was that the boundaries remain where 
they are.  

Where is the Robson report today? It is in the bin. The proposition that the minister and the state government put 
to the Local Government Advisory Board was not based on the Robson report. That report has gone; it is in the 
bin. We cannot possibly say that councils are not confused. Of course they are confused. Does the minister know 
how many twists and turns and somersaults they have done over the past six years to comply with the local 
government reform process? So far, all they are going to get is carved up through this deceitful way of forcing 
amalgamations. It is deceitful because the minister is using boundaries changes, and, as everybody in this house 
knows, the minister is using boundary changes because the government was in fear of bypassing the Dadour 
provisions. The minister knows that and I know that. Everybody in Western Australia knows that because they 
saw the Premier get out of his car at the steps of Parliament House and change his view on the whole process 
before he went into the Liberal Party meeting room on a Tuesday. The minister knows that; we all know that. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: The Kwinana, Fremantle and Melville councils are all fully supportive of the minister’s 
proposal. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Why would they not be?  
Mr M.H. Taylor: I think it’s a good model. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am sure the member does because he is a ratepayer in Melville. Why would those councils 
not be supportive? A financially sustainable council such as Cockburn, which is worth hundreds of millions of 
dollars, is to be chopped into three and given to Kwinana, Fremantle and Melville, and the member for Bateman 
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says that they all agree. Of course those councils agree. Why would they not agree? They will get one-third of 
Cockburn. Does the member know which part of Cockburn Melville will get? It will get one of the richest parts 
of Cockburn. It will get the Bibra Lake industrial estate. The member for Bateman should check the amount of 
rates that are paid by the Bibra Lake estate. No wonder Melville is rubbing its hands with glee. The member 
should check how much money comes out of that industrial estate. He says that those councils agree. Of course 
they agree. They would have to be stupid not to agree to such a proposal. Just because those councils agree, it 
does not mean that it is right. There are two reasons why it is wrong: morally and ethically it is wrong; and 
economically it is wrong. A sustainable, self-reliant local government will be carved into three. 

I want to turn to the costs of carving up the City of Cockburn, and the member for Bateman touched on this 
issue. 

Mrs G.J. Godfrey interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I am getting interjections from someone who was a prominent 
member of a local government. She is somehow defending this process. If she had stepped outside last night and 
said that, she would have been lynched. I am ignoring the rubbish that is being put forward by the member for 
Belmont. 

I turn to the economic costs of carving up the City of Cockburn as an example. This is also for the benefit of the 
member for Bateman and the member for Belmont, if she can understand it. This study was done by the AEC 
Group Ltd, which is an international company based in Queensland that specialises in economic modelling and 
local government financial sustainability. I would like to address this study at length, because the modelling 
done by this economic group for the City of Cockburn is extremely important. I hope that the Local Government 
Advisory Board takes it on board very seriously. The AEC Group concluded that the state government proposal 
represents a high-risk approach that introduces significant additional complexity, challenges and uncertainty. 
The self-nominated boundary changes that have been put forward by the City of Cockburn to the Local 
Government Advisory Board, which the minister just referred to, are, according to the AEC Group, simpler, less 
complex and less disruptive. Let us see what the AEC Group said about the proposal put forward by the minister 
to the Local Government Advisory Board to deal with the City of Cockburn. The member for Bateman has said 
that Kwinana, Melville and Fremantle think it is great. The AEC Group study shows that, firstly, the state 
government proposal will cost nearly $100 million to implement changes to Cockburn, Fremantle, Melville, 
Kwinana and East Fremantle when compared with $24.3 million for the Cockburn community’s proposal. 

Mr M.H. Taylor interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Bateman should read the report, and I will quote from it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member for Bateman, do not talk back to the speaker. If you just 
wait a minute, you will have a chance to speak. I am sure that you will contribute to this debate, because it 
sounds as though you are really interested in it. Instead of yelling interjections from behind the speaker, I ask 
you to wait and give your contribution. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The AEC Group study shows also — 

2. Claims of stranded assets — 

That is what the member for Bateman has just referred to — 

and disruption to services from the State Government’s proposal are correct. 

3. The City of Fremantle (rated as having “vulnerable” finances in 2012) is less sustainable under 
the State Government proposal than it is under the Community Proposal because it ends up 
with less revenue to assets coverage. 

4. There will be a $43 million impact on the current Developer Contribution Scheme that 
supports hundreds of millions of dollars worth of future development in the Cockburn region. 

5. There will be a significant impact on statutory planning processes across the Cockburn region 
that will have a substantial economic impact. 

6. Rates increases for those residents who live in Cockburn but end up in new other local 
Government areas under the State Government proposal. 

The minister knows that is correct. Finally — 

7. Rates decreases for Kwinana ratepayers in a united City of Cockburn–Kwinana under the 
Community Proposal. 

The Cockburn community steering group put its own proposition to the Local Government Advisory Board and 
made the following comments on this report — 
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“The economic study demonstrates that uniting Cockburn and Kwinana does result in a bigger, stronger 
city and it provides more benefits to people in both communities than the carve up proposed by the 
State Government. It also shows that Fremantle is more sustainable not less if it does not have to look 
after suburbs with old assets and growth areas needing new infrastructure currently in Cockburn,”… 

“We strongly urge the State Government to read this report from cover to cover as it is the most detailed 
and up to date economic study conducted by anyone during the current Proposals period. We encourage 
the State Government and other Local Governments to put forward their financial figures for the cost of 
local government reform so that there can be a fully informed debate on this important issue.” 

That goes to the heart of this local government reform process. It is not economically rational to do what the 
minister is proposing to do. It is deceitful in the first instance because of what was promised to the voters of 
Western Australia prior to the last state election and what is happening to those voters, particularly the 
metropolitan ratepayers, now after the state election. 

As members can see from the final point, the only groups that have come up with an economic rationale for any 
future amalgamations or boundary changes are the local governments themselves. The minister has been called 
upon on numerous occasions in this house, and as late as last night outside Parliament by the thousands of 
ratepayers who came from across metropolitan Perth to protest about the so-called local government reform 
process, to present the business case for this process. The minister has been asked to present the financial 
modelling that would justify his proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board on this so-called local 
government reform process. The councils have done their bit. Cockburn council has done probably more than 
many other councils have done in economically modelling what the minister proposes and comparing that with 
what it would have sought to achieve had it been allowed to go about this process in a voluntary manner. It has 
done significant economic modelling to compare the two, and it has presented that to the Local Government 
Advisory Board. I believe it has presented that to the minister as well, or has sent copies to the minister. Yet the 
minister and his predecessor, and the government that the minister is a part of, have done nothing to justify the 
reasons behind this so-called local government reform process. The minister has presented no business case for 
this process. He has presented no financial modelling to show that savings will be made, efficiencies will be 
gained and ratepayers will be better off. There is nothing to say that—nothing. I am certainly waiting for 
contributions from members in this house to prove that. If the minister has something to show, he should show 
that. When the minister gets up to speak, he should show where the savings to the state and to local government 
will be, and where the ratepayers will be better off, and argue his case. That is what the minister should do when 
he gets to his feet to speak on this motion. 

I want to come now to the proposal put forward by the City of Cockburn. The City of Cockburn has put forward 
a very significant and detailed proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board. As the minister knows, the 
City of Cockburn has compromised on its boundaries. It has made the suggestion to the Local Government 
Advisory Board that it lose part of its boundary to the City of Melville. That will only partly please the member 
for Bateman, because the City of Melville will not get its hands on the really juicy part, which is the commercial 
and industrial ratepayer rich part of the Bibra Lake estate. It has also suggested that parts of Leeming go into the 
City of Melville and parts of Hamilton Hill go into the City of Fremantle, and that the northern boundary be 
brought to Winterfold Road and Farrington Road. 

Had this government gone about this task in the way that the Labor government has argued for—that is, that 
local governments that want to amalgamate and change their boundaries should be able to do so voluntarily and 
should be supported by the state government—the government would probably have reached this outcome. 
However, that is not the path that this government has chosen. Under the proposal that has been put by the City 
of Cockburn to the Local Government Advisory Board, the ratepayers will probably have to cover the funding 
for that proposal. Over a three-year out year timetable, the boundary adjustment costs as put forward by the City 
of Cockburn will total $6.5 million, with $0.2 million in 2013–14, which has nearly passed; $3 million in 2014–
15; and $3.3 million in 2015–16. That will be the cost of bringing together the City of Cockburn and the City of 
Kwinana and changing the northern boundary of the existing City of Cockburn. 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am not sure of the total number of ratepayers that will be passed over. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: An interesting point can be made about the rating differential, and that will be a challenge for 
the reform process in trying to equalise the rates. The member mentioned the industrial area of Bibra Lake and 
also the commercial part of it. What has amazed me as the minister in this world of rates is that whenever I meet 
with the Cockburn ratepayers, one of the things that comes back is that it is quite expensive in terms of rates. I 
notice you were very quick to point out from the financial statements that the council has $7 million in the bank. 
But it still had a five per cent rate increase last year. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It did. 
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Mr A.J. Simpson: This area is one of the things that comes across my table quite regularly—that is, trying to 
find equity in rates where you can get an even keel or a rating bracket that can be worked on so we get what is 
called an even rating across the metropolitan area. Cockburn, like many other municipalities, is experiencing a 
lot of growth. There is new stuff happening—greenfields and that does cost money, so it’s always hard to 
balance. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I concur with the minister over the disparity in rate increases from council to council and the 
justification for those rate increases. I am sure all of us as ratepayers sometimes scratch our heads when we read 
the bill coming through the door with a note saying, “By the way—your rates have just gone up by 9.9 per cent.” 
We cannot understand what we have got for it. I point this out to the minister, although I am sure he is aware that 
Cockburn is sustainable not only in terms of its economic fundamentals, but its annual cash flows. Its sinking 
funds are probably the envy of most councils in Western Australia and its rates are still less per household than 
that of the City of Kwinana. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It is a small council. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, of course it is a small council. In terms of the services—the minister knows this—the 
services that Cockburn provides to its ratepayers are, I would put to the minister and members in the house, 
unequalled when compared with those of other councils in Western Australia. Its services are superb! The 
minister knows the extent of services the City of Cockburn provides, particularly its social services, yet it is still 
able to have a rate base per household that is less than that of surrounding councils. That shows the City of 
Cockburn’s level of economic sustainability. It is financially sound, it has significant savings and it has a surplus 
in its income, yet it still has a lower rate base per household than those of surrounding councils. That is evidence 
of a sustainable council. Why would the minister chop it into three? Why would he take a successful model for 
local government, chop it into three and give the portions to higher rate–based councils that have less in terms of 
what they can offer ratepayers? Why do that? That is not local government reform. As the minister knows, I have 
put forward petitions with thousands of signatures to this house, and I still have got thousands more signatures to 
put forward. The petitions state that this is not local government reform; it is politically motivated destruction of 
a local government. Is it politically motivated? Yes. I will quote the Premier, who provides the government’s full 
justification for the local government reform process. In this house on 27 February this year, the Premier 
stated — 

It is self-evident that we should reduce the number of local authorities to around half of what it is, and 
local government understands that. 

It is “self-evident” that we should reduce the councils—this is the Premier speaking. There is no justification for 
reducing the number of councils by half. There is no business case; there is no financial modelling. It is just 
“self-evident”. That is what the Premier believes. Every member of the Liberal Party knows that this local 
government reform process is coming straight from the Premier, who has been driving and pushing the process 
from day one because he believes there should be half the number of councils in metropolitan Perth than there 
currently is—namely, there should be 15 instead of 30. All government members know that. We know that they 
know that because a number of the minister’s own colleagues who are very dissatisfied with this process have 
told us that the minister knows about this. That is why this motion stands before the house. It stands before the 
house because the process has been deceitful from day one. It has created confusion, anxiety and bitterness 
across the 30 local councils of metropolitan Perth. That was most self-evident last night outside this house in the 
dark when thousands of ratepayers from a significant number of councils—some as far away as the other side of 
the hills—made their way into Perth to voice their dissent at this process, to voice their dissent to the Minister for 
Local Government and to demand that this process stop. I fully support their call, and I ask the members of the 
house to support this motion. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [5.16 pm]: We have been through a very long and laborious process 
with the government’s so-called local government reform process. The sad thing is that, initially, when the 
process was commenced by the previous Minister for Local Government, there was broad-scale support for 
reform by many involved in the local government sector who were engaged in talking about what local 
government should look like into the future. Indeed, as we continue to modernise our economy, and as our 
population in Western Australia continues to expand rapidly into a much more diverse community, the 
willingness to talk about the future is there. I maintain that the initial comments of the previous minister about 
the government’s proposal to reform local government were not based on any sound principles or arguments that 
were presented as reasons for it, but the government still had people in the truck who were prepared to start the 
journey in determining what local government would look like. However, this truck of local government reform 
very quickly became bogged, it very quickly got out of the bog and became becalmed and it hit a number of 
obstacles, and, now, of course, it has deviated around some very important principles that have, as the member 
for Cockburn said, only angered the sector even more. 

This whole process from 2009 onwards has been botched. I will tell members why. It has been botched because 
the government consistently has changed its words and assurances about the reform process to the sector. The 
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only consistent thing the government has done is to be inconsistent. That is why the government has betrayed the 
trust of everyone involved in the sector. The government could have been open and honest and said to the people 
involved in the sector—to its elected members, its staff and its communities—that the government was going to 
reduce the number of councils in the metropolitan area or in Western Australia generally, remembering that the 
previous minister’s original comments were that the government was going to reduce the number of councils in 
Western Australia. 

If from the beginning the minister had presented to the people of Western Australia, councils and the sector a 
clearly articulated evidence-based analysis of why the number of councils needs to be reduced and how that fits 
in with trying to ensure that councils are viable and deliver appropriate and effective services, and that ratepayers 
would not be worse off, we probably would not be here arguing and debating this motion. The very fact that 
from the beginning the minister did none of that means he has failed to even get to the starting line in explaining 
it. The new minister has never been able to articulate to the community the basis for why his proposed reform is 
required and is so necessary. He has never articulated in public forums what the reforms will cost, with local 
government electors, at Western Australian Local Government Association conferences or Institute of Public 
Works Engineering Australia conferences—he and I were at one recently—or with Local Government Managers 
Australia. He has never articulated what a sustainable council’s profile will look like or underpinned why he 
seeks to do what he is doing now. 

The member for Cockburn gave a good overview of some of the things that the government did earlier with the 
Robson report findings and responses and asking councils across Western Australia to submit sustainability 
plans and to provide ideas about what made their councils tick. All those things were done in good faith. The 
councils thought, “If this is part of the process of reform, we will do it.” It cost them money and the minister 
keeps moving the goalposts. Every time councils thought they understood what the minister was on about, he 
would suddenly change it. He has been consistent at being inconsistent. What do we know now? We know that 
the minister made public statements that the government would get rid of the Dadour provisions because they are 
outdated. The Premier himself said that they are undemocratic. He said the government would bring legislation 
into this place to get rid of the Dadour provisions. We have not seen legislation to delete the Dadour provisions. 
Why? It is because the minister started to show his inconsistencies again. Some of his backbenchers and so-
called friends in the National Party suddenly said, “Hey, wait a second. This might be a slightly broken 
promise.” Therefore, the minister had another thought bubble. In a pattern of inconsistency the minister said the 
government could get around that. Last November, or late last year, the minister brought in the Local 
Government Amendment Bill and the Labor Party was criticised for not totally opposing it. However, nothing in 
the Local Government Amendment Bill jumps out that is ultimately controversial, because the government took 
out the bits it was going to put in because its backbench and National Party members told the minister not to put 
in that bit about the government directing policy. Therefore, that bit was taken out. The minister’s second 
reading speech was different from the actual bill that was introduced into the house because the government’s 
first two amendments took out provisions that were the key planks of the bill. The minister took them out and 
again showed his inconsistency. The minister is consistent at being inconsistent. We were left with a bill that was 
gutted. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: Did you inconsistently support us? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Bateman should be very careful. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: Still inconsistent. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There was nothing to vote against. The government said it would eliminate the 
Dadour provisions. If it had done that, there would have been blood on the floor, but the government was gutless 
and could not do it. Government members knew that their constituents out there — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Member for Mandurah! Thank you, member for Bateman. I am 
listening to the member for Mandurah. Member for Mandurah, direct your comments through the Chair, please. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I would like to, because there are a few things I want to say about you, Mr Acting 
Speaker, in the nicest terms, about a meeting we went to in Kalamunda a few weeks back; I will talk about that 
in a minute. The member for Bateman will rue this. A fellow used to sit in that seat over there; his name was the 
late Hon Phillip Pendal, and he used to say, “You will rue the day.” The member for Bateman and anyone else 
on that side, including the member for Belmont and the Acting Speaker, the member for Forrestfield, will rue the 
day if they do not take this seriously. If they reckon a few thousand people out there was not a big number or an 
example of the anger that they hold for the government — 

Mr C.D. Hatton interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: For the benefit of Hansard, the member for Balcatta said there was only a few 
hundred. He may be a one-termer as well. Sunshine, be very careful! The fact of the matter is this: there were 
people out there last night and there are people in the communities of Cannington, South Perth — 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In your own electorates, you goose! Who are some of the most vocal people against 
local government reform? They are in your own electorate, you goose! If you do not see that, sunshine, you will 
be a one-termer and you will be out of here at the next election and we will see you in the courtyard as a former 
member pilfering around and looking for something to do! Do not be so stupid and think that what happened last 
night in front of the steps of Parliament House and what is happening in communities throughout the 
metropolitan area is not serious. Government members cannot discard them as this minister is doing; that is what 
he has done. He said that these people here are misinformed and misled and they do not understand what is going 
on. Members opposite are very, very wrong if they think that. There is a growing sentiment of absolute anger 
with Liberal members of Parliament, the Premier and the minister. There is a growing anger and disdain for the 
government because people now recognise that not only were they lied to at the 2013 election when the 
government said there would be no forced amalgamations, but also all throughout this process the government 
has not told the truth and it has not let them have their ultimate say. The government has now, through its 
minister and its proposals to the Local Government Advisory Board, said to the people of Belmont, Kalamunda, 
Forrestfield, Cockburn — 

Mrs G.J. Godfrey: Mandurah. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Not Mandurah. The member for Belmont should be careful about what she says in 
this place because it is very often wrong. The people in South Perth, Victoria Park and Serpentine–Jarrahdale, 
the electorate represented by the minister, are saying that the government has abused their trust. There are no 
better people of community standing to quote to government members than the Liberal Party’s own people—not 
Labor members of Parliament. It is not Labor supporters in Kalamunda or Forrestfield but the government’s own 
Liberal Party supporters who are saying that government members are idiots. The government is not listening 
and it does not understand what it is trying to do to our communities. Let us hear from some of them. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, there are a lot of interjections going across the chamber. I am trying to 
listen to the member for Mandurah. For the purposes of Hansard, could we just refrain from that commentary 
and could the member continue. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: On 6 March, Hon Clive Griffiths, a long-serving member of the upper house—
Liberal Party establishment—went to the meeting in South Perth that I attended along with the member for 
Victoria Park. He said there that there needed to be strong representation from the seven elected members of 
Parliament and that constituents were not getting it. He urged the crowd to do a whole range of things—some of 
those people were here last night. He put pressure on the Liberal Party and told it that it is not listening to and 
standing up for the community it is supposed to represent. Let us talk about Gordon Masters, who was at the 
Forrestfield — 

Mr M.H. Taylor interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: You had better be quiet, member for Bateman, because I tell you what, son, you 
might have a 15 per cent majority, but we all know that in politics there ain’t no such thing as a safe seat, 
sunshine! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, through the Chair, please. Member for Bateman, thank you. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Let us look at Gordon Masters, another member of the Liberal Party who is an ex-
member of this place. He spoke at the meeting that you were at, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr N.W. Morton)—I am 
glad you are in the Chair now because you cannot counter any of this! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, on that point, I just remind you that under the standing orders you are not 
allowed to draw the Chair into debate. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am not. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am just warning you. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The fact is that at that meeting Gordon Masters said this is trickery and that people 
are being conned. The same message was given at the South Perth meeting when my very good friend the 
member for South Perth, who is becoming a better friend all the time, spoke and was quoted afterwards in the 
media. He said that what the minister is doing to use boundary changes rather than amalgamations is 
inexcusable. He said, “We’ve been conned.” They are not words from the Labor Party, but from the 
government’s own member. Read the transcript of what happened in the upper house when members were 
debating the amendment bill and look at who else spoke out. There were the same things. What did Simon 
O’Brien say? He actually went even further and said that what this government is trying to do is tripe. 

Mrs G.J. Godfrey interjected. 
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It is tripe, member for Belmont; it is a bit of offal. It looks awful and some people eat it. The people of South 
Perth and the people of many communities in Western Australia are not accepting the government’s tripe. They 
think it is tripe. It looks like tripe, it smells like tripe; it is tripe! That is what it is. Government members are 
stupidly defending it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, direct your comments through the Chair, please. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They are stupidly defending it, just like the member for Forrestfield, when he went to 
the meeting that I was at. There is one thing that I hope people in politics learn, and I have learnt this from the 
theatre. Good people in theatre know and sense their audience. People have to have a sense of their audience; 
they have to know when the audience is against them, for goodness sake. They have to know when the audience 
does not like them and when the audience is not listening to them. Last night the Minister for Local Government 
had no idea. It was the most flawed performance in front of a crowd I have ever seen; it was awful. It was like 
watching a scene from Game of Thrones of someone being drawn and quartered in front of me—it was awful; it 
was ghastly. Things were spilling over onto the steps; it was awful. The same thing happened to the member for 
Forrestfield at the meeting — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am allowed to use that term, because you were there, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I have warned you once already and I am warning you again that you 
cannot draw the Chair into the debate through your contribution. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This was ruled on previously by the Chair. It is allowed to simply explain what the 
member sitting in the Chair has said. That is not drawing him into debate; it is simply reporting the truth. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Thank you, member. I am just warning the member for 
Mandurah. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: When a member of the public asked the Liberal member who was present at the 
meeting that afternoon why he was doing this and what it would cost, which is a very good point, the respondent 
said that he would try to find out. I got up and said he did not know and that not even the minister could tell us. I 
said we had asked the minister the same question and he could not tell us how much this whole process would 
cost. Then a Liberal gentleman got up and asked where Hon John Day, the member for Kalamunda, was—the 
member who represents Kalamunda. He was missing in action. I wrote this down. The gentleman said, “John 
Day has done absolutely nothing in 10 years. He has shafted us in Kalamunda.” That was a comment by a 
constituent there. Number after number stood up and said, “I vote Liberal; I am a Liberal. I am a lifetime Liberal 
voter.” That is what they were saying. One bloke got up and made what I thought was a beautiful comment 
towards the end of the forum when there were a couple of hundred people there. People were asking why the 
government was doing this to Kalamunda and asking for the analysis of why the government, this minister and 
this Premier had arrived at this policy. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Just on time; I am hitting my stride! 

At the end of the meeting, the gentleman I mentioned stood up and said, “Look, I will use this analogy: this is a 
forced marriage. We are a very reluctant partner and it will be a very expensive wedding, which we the 
ratepayers will have to pay for, and it will end up in a very messy divorce.” I thought that was a beautiful 
analogy. He and others asked why the government was doing this. Never in this whole process has the 
government asked why. I have been asking why because there have been legitimate questions asked about what 
the Labor Party’s policy is. I will say, again, what our policy is because I think it is a legitimate question to 
answer. I have told this to the Western Australian Local Government Association, to Local Government 
Managers Australia, to the Institute of Public Works Engineering Australia and others. Firstly, this is our 
approach: any local government reform—this is substantial—must be done from a level playing field and must 
be evidence based. Come at it from an evidence base. Say why it is being done and show the analysis that has 
been done: this is why the plan works and why it will be good. Make it evidence based. The government has not 
given us any evidence at all; it has not given any analysis. Secondly, recognise that any reform affects people 
and people cannot be dismissed, members for Bateman and Balcatta. Do not dismiss people who come out at 
seven o’clock at night to stand up for their communities. The government’s comment was that there were only 
couple of hundred people at the rally. Sorry, I do not care whether there were only a couple of hundred; I do not 
care how many people there were. They are people who are concerned about their communities. Do not dismiss 
them because it will be to the government’s political disadvantage if it does. I think the government has already 
done so and those people have already judged it. Do not remind them of that. Remember, there will be losers 
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from this process, and if there are losers, compensation will need to be paid. The government has not told us 
about what happens to a person who has been working in their local government council for a long time and who 
ends up being a victim of an amalgamation. What happens to them? Thirdly, the local government sector, 
through a process like this, which is not evidence based, threatens to lose the very important people who make it 
tick. The government is threatening the loss of people from the sector who are valued for their expertise. That 
expertise needs to be valued and retained, particularly as we move towards 2020 and a whole range of future 
challenges. The talent and experience that exists in the sector needs to be acknowledged and valued. Fourthly, 
the minister has to tell us how much it is going to cost and who, ultimately, will bear that cost because he has not 
answered that question either. Who will bear this cost and what will it be? 

Fifthly, the community is central to all this. This is not, as the minister has said and some of his colleagues seem 
to think, just an elected members–driven campaign. This is not just a couple of mayors getting together and 
saying they do not like it because they will lose their fiefdom, although some might be saying that. The minister 
has badly misread them. This campaign throughout communities in the metropolitan area includes people who 
are involved in communities and have been involved in communities for many decades, and others who simply 
care about the community. Do not undermine their say by taking away their opportunity to have a direct say 
through the Dadour provision. That is what the minister has done; he has taken it away with his sneaky, 
underhanded — 
Mr F.M. Logan: Deceitful. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: — deceitful approach of putting in reforms that simply propose boundary changes so 
that the minister can avoid the community having a say. That is what those people are really angry about. A lot 
of them last night, if the minister was out there, were chanting “Give us a say.” 

Mr A.J. Simpson: They can have a say. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, no—come on. 

Finally, the most important thing: the minister has abused the trust of the sector because he changes his mind 
consistently. He has been consistent in his inconsistency in his message. He has changed the way the proposals 
were to be considered, in terms of not using amalgamations as the key process but actually changing the 
boundaries. It is, as many say, amalgamation by stealth, and the minister has forced it upon them. The minister’s 
own members have said—a couple of members in the upper house and his own members in this place, including 
the member for South Perth, who has been the most vocal—that the minister has conned them. When people 
have to be conned to try to get through a reform, the minister fails in his argument. 

The minister has failed in his argument, but he seems hell-bent on pushing this through. I do not know whether 
some of the comments I have heard are true, but he has this view, “Oh well, even if we don’t win the next 
election at least I’ll go down as having achieved something.” He may, but does he know what he will go down in 
history as having achieved? The destruction of communities. If that is what the minister really wants to do, then 
he will achieve that in the way he has approached this—he will destroy communities. With the minister’s 
throwaway lines of, “Oh, the streets will be in the same spot and the neighbourhoods will be the same”, he 
fundamentally does not understand that people want to have a say and want to determine what their community 
is and will be into the future. The minister has taken a key plank out from under the community; he said, “We 
propose this change, but we are not going to allow you to have a say.” I think that is deceitful and appalling and I 
think the minister and his government will be judged in the future on the outcome. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [5.44 pm]: I rise to make a contribution because the issue we are 
discussing tonight is very important to the community I represent and the people in surrounding areas. The 
motion reads — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for introducing a deceitful local government reform 
process that has created confusion across metropolitan councils and despair for mayors, councillors, 
their staff and tens of thousands of ratepayers. 

I seek to lay on the table part of an article from the Canning/Victoria Park Examiner of 12 March 2014, and it is 
the photo on the front that I am particularly interested in people having a look at. It depicts two Riverton 
residents, Ian and Barbara Ford, and the caption reads — 

Riverton residents Ian and Barbara Ford expressed their frustration at the Liberal Party. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Member, do you wish to lay that on the table? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will, but I will just read it before I do that. The woman is holding a handmade sign that 
reads “Please forgive me. I voted Liberal. Sorry.” That is the problem the government has. 
[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The problem is that this reform has been designed by a Premier who thinks that talking 
to people is a weakness, that listening is a mistake, that consulting is a bad process and that allowing 
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communities to make their own decisions is wrong. I do not understand why the Liberals support that position, 
but with a few noble exceptions that is what is happening. Sometimes in criticising the campaign against these 
wrong-headed proposals from the state government, people say, “Oh well, it’s just a couple of mayors and some 
councillors worried about their future titles.” Of course, for the residents in seven of the nine suburbs in my 
electorate that is not true, because they do not have any elected councillors, so the backlash against these 
proposals in the City of Canning is driven entirely by ordinary ratepayers. That is who is driving it in the City of 
Canning; it is not being driven by the elected councillors because there are none; there are no elected councillors 
in the City of Canning. We have to get away from this idea that this somehow is just a narrow band of self-
interested people who are running a line for their own benefit. 

It is interesting that the member for Riverton has accused the commissioner of the City of Canning and made 
certain allegations. He said — 

“It is deeply concerning Mr Reynolds and Ms Russell, — 

Mr Reynolds being the commissioner and Ms Russell being the chief executive officer of the City of Canning — 

who are very experienced local government professionals paid to work on behalf of the constituents of 
Canning, would deliberately mislead the residents in order to promote their own agenda. 

To point a few things out, I will quote a media release of the member for Bunbury in his capacity as a former 
Minister for Local Government on 27 November 2012. In part the media release states — 

The Minister said the former mayor of the City of Armadale, Linton Reynolds would take up the role of 
commissioner, effective immediately. 
… 
Mr Reynolds has more than 22 years’ experience as a local government councillor, including 10 years 
as the mayor of the City of Armadale. 
He is also chairman of the WA Local Government Grants Commission, a role he has held since 1995. 
“Mr Reynolds will provide the leadership required at the City of Canning … 

It is interesting to look at the curriculum vitae of Linton Reynolds, AM, LGM, JP. It reads — 
Linton was born in Armadale. and raised in Mundijong. 
Following six years army service in Queensland and South Vietnam, he returned to Western Australia 
where he was employed in the Australian Public Service for 25 years before being set free with a 
redundancy in 1998. 

First elected to Council in May 1989, Linton was elected Mayor unopposed five times between May 
2001 and October 2011 when he retired. He served for 6 years on the Western Australian Local 
Government State Executive, including two years as Vice President. 

Linton was made a Life Member of WALGA in 1996 and in 2005 was awarded WALGA’s prestigious 
Local Government Medal. In 2006 he was made a Member of the Order of Australia for services to his 
local community, to local government generally, and for the development of transport policy. On 
retiring from council, he was made a Freeman of the City of Armadale. 

Currently Chair, he has been a member of the WA Local Government Grants Commission since 1995, 
and led the local government team that negotiated the first two road funding agreements with the WA 
State Government. These agreements resulted in a significant increase in funding for local roads. 

Linton was also the inaugural Chair and spokesperson for the National Growth Area Alliance, a body 
representing 25 rapid growth Councils on the fringe of Australia’s major urban cities. A position he 
held until August 2011. 

In his final year as Mayor Linton chaired the Roleystone/Kelmscott Bushfires Recovery Committee. 

Following a brief period of retirement, Linton was appointed Commissioner to the City of Canning on 
27 Nov 2012 

I read Mr Reynolds’ CV to members to make it clear that this is a man of substance; he is a man who 
understands the fundamental issues of local government. I will again quote from the Canning Examiner of 
6 March in which Mr Reynolds said of himself and Ms Russell — 

“We are both using our experience to recover a council the government should see as a pearl, it has 
been in our view mismanaged in the past but you don’t solve that by slicing it and dicing it, you solve 
that by improving the quality of elected representation. 
“Ms Russell and I are here doing a job and we are simply responding to what we believe the community 
is saying to us. “Given the overall impact of the minister’s proposal on all residents of Canning, it is our 
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clear, carefully arrived at, objective assessment that it does not represent the best reform proposal for 
this part of the metropolitan area. 

“We believe the second version to be so flawed that we have responded to community wishes to change 
our formal position and now recommend our boundaries should remain intact.” 

I do not understand why the government does not want to listen to Mr Reynolds. The government appointed him 
to the job, and he is doing the job he was asked to do, which they are paying him to do, and now the government 
wants to demean and belittle his contribution. It is bizarre that the Treasurer has so frequently been in the media 
criticising Mr Reynolds. It is hard to fathom why anyone would do that. The member for Mandurah asked the 
Minister for Local Government whether he still had confidence in Mr Reynolds. The minister said, “I have full 
confidence in Linton Reynolds.” He went on to say, “I think Linton Reynolds is doing a fantastic job.” 

I cannot remember the Premier’s exact words, as I am not quoting from Hansard, but he said that the elected 
representatives of the City of Canning had exhibited disgraceful behaviour. We do not know whether that is the 
case, because the Inquiry Panel into the City of Canning will not report until June. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: I think it is before then. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Whenever it is, the panel has not reported yet. The people who have all the information 
in front of them about the City of Canning have said that what the government is doing is flawed, yet the 
government is going to the media attacking Linton Reynolds, the City of Canning commissioner. 

I refer to the Canning Examiner of 12 March 2014, which quotes Mr Lekias, a former Mayor of the City of 
Canning and now a freeman of the city. Mr Lekias stated — 

“We were looked to by other councils for guidance, we are a very active and progressive council,” he 
said. 
“I can’t understand why we are being threatened with amalgamation. 
“When I resigned the city was financially sound, by 2005 we were debt free.” 

I will pause in the quote to say that I think that the Canning council has $46 million in cash reserves. I cannot 
access the latest financial figures, but that was the figure for the end of 2012 and I am sure it has not changed 
significantly in the last 18 months. The article continues — 

Mr Lekias said some local members were not representing community views. 

“Politicians are elected to represent the people and should do that regardless of party views,” he said. 

“To suggest there are agendas is simply shooting the messenger because you don’t like the message.” 

Mr Reynolds is quoted in the same article, in an address to a public meeting convened by the City of Canning. 
The paper estimated that 800 people attended, although I thought the number was closer to 1 000; it was 
certainly a large crowd. In addressing that crowd, Mr Reynolds stated — 

“I am open to you agreeing or disagreeing with the city’s views but I think it is important you have a 
say,” he said. 

The City of Canning has a considered position. I did not write down the exact words of the Acting Premier in 
question time today, but I think that he said something to the effect that a good city has about 100 000 residents. 
That is the number of residents in the City of Canning. In fact, when I was elected to Parliament as just a humble 
backbencher, a brand-new guy, I read with interest the Western Australian Local Government Association’s 
report, “The Journey: Sustainability into the Future”. One of the most interesting things is that the government 
has not taken up any of the recommendations arising out of that report. The government is not doing the reform 
that the sector asked for; all it is doing is amalgamations and boundaries. The City of Canning has estimated 
there will be a 27 per cent increase in rates. The government says that estimate is wrong, but does not say what is 
correct. When Commissioner Reynolds pointed out that if the Riverton Leisureplex were transferred from the 
ownership of the City of Canning to the City of Melville, there can be no guarantee that that service will 
continue into the future. When he pointed out that there will be pressure on the City of Melville to ration services 
because two-thirds of the people who use that facility will not live in the new City of Melville but in the new 
City of Gosnells, the government said that was scare-mongering. However, the government has provided no 
evidence to say why it is scaremongering. 

An article in the Canning Times of 18 March, reads — 

RIVERTON MLA Mike Nahan is concerned the City of Canning has used ratepayers’ money to 
scaremonger and misinform residents as part of its Fight For Canning campaign opposing council 
mergers. 
The City spent $160,000 on a campaign website, banners for council buildings, promotional videos, 
petition postcards and letters, newspaper advertising, and a billboard. 
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The article quotes the member for Riverton, who refers to Linton Reynolds as follows — 

“Given that he was originally a proponent of change, I find the misinformation and propaganda that he 
has recently released to be appalling.” 

Continuing the article — 

Mr Reynolds said the aim of the campaign was to give Canning residents an opportunity to have their 
say. 

“This is the most important decision to impact the City of Canning and its future in the last 50 years or 
50 years to come,” he said. 

“The cost is $1.60 per resident in order to give them a voice. It’s the same as we would spend on any 
public consultation. It’s pretty normal spending for a $100 million-a-year business.” 

Later, the article reads — 

Mr Reynolds estimated it would cost $15 million to amalgamate Canning with the four surrounding 
councils. 

“If I didn’t think we had a defensible case, I wouldn’t do it, I wouldn’t just give myself more work for 
the fun of it,” he said. 

Mr Reynolds is a fine Australian with no skin in the game, if you like, because he is a resident of Armadale, not 
the City of Canning. He goes to work on behalf of the government because he is a fine individual. He looks at 
the information available that has been provided by the government and is available to the council. He listens to 
the community and works out that this is a dud deal. Why will the government not listen to him? It is because 
this is a political decision. 

I will take members through some of the silly decisions that have been made in the carve-up of the City of 
Canning. For example, the industrial land in Welshpool will be taken off the City of Canning and given to the 
City of Belmont and the Shire of Kalamunda. There is no proper reason for that—none at all. It is just a 
sweetener for the City of Belmont to try to buy its support for an amalgamation that is opposed by the majority 
of ratepayers in the City of Belmont and, indeed, in the Shire of Kalamunda. This decision will have a negative 
and direct impact on the residents in the City of Canning. The decision to cut out the waste transfer facility in 
Canning Vale and to give it to the City of Melville will result in a city of 200 000 people, which is what has been 
proposed with the amalgamation of the rest of Canning and Gosnells, not having a waste transfer facility. Talk 
about sustainable planning! I note that the minister is nodding his head as I say that. The original proposal in the 
carve-up—not the Robson report or any of those things but government’s original proposal, which was also 
rejected by the City of Canning—at least allowed the waste transfer station to stay with the amalgamating 
councils.  
Yet for some reason this minister, the one nodding his head on the other side of the chamber, changed the 
proposal that went to the Local Government Advisory Board to take the waste transfer facility out of the new 
council and give it to the City of Melville—the City of Melville that lost $10 million on subprime loans in the 
United States! Talk about rewarding good work! A council in the City of Canning with $45 million to 
$46 million in cash, its road maintenance program up to date — 
Mr A.J. Simpson: Three inquiries in 19 years, three dismissals, complete dismissal of the council three times. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but that has nothing to do with the ratepayers, with respect. Could I have an 
extension? 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister is actually wrong. What he said is misleading because the council has not 
been dismissed at this stage. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: You are right. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister knows that, because it is his inquiry that is going on at the moment. What 
an outrage for the minister to come into this place while he is paying for an inquiry and falsely claim that the 
council has been sacked. He should apologise to every person for that. That was misleading. I do not know 
whether it was deliberate, but certainly at the first available opportunity the minister has a responsibility under 
the standing orders to correct the record. That is one of the problems with the Barnett government: it does not 
think being honest in this chamber is important. We have seen that so many times with Muja power station, the 
solar feed-in tariff, the treatment of these contractors at nib Stadium—the list is almost endless. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Big deal! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Big deal, the Premier says about telling the truth in the chamber. There is a major 
obligation on ministers to tell the truth in this chamber. It is about time that ministers understood their 
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obligations to the people of this state through this chamber and started telling the truth. I imagine that there is 
some spin doctor sitting somewhere in some office who has told the minister to use that line. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Or might be in a car texting it to him. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, they might be in a car texting it to him. The reality is that it is not a justification for 
increasing by 27 per cent the rates of the people who live in the City of Canning. Also, the Minister for Local 
Government—not this minister but the previous incarnation of the Minister for Local Government, the member 
for Bunbury—appointed Mr Reynolds to the job because he was such an outstanding citizen. I agree: he is an 
outstanding citizen. So, why does the minister not listen to him instead of making cheap shots like the one he just 
made about the elected councillors? 

I was interested to note when I went through the paper in my electorate that plenty of people are showing anger 
about what is being proposed, and also anger over the member for Riverton’s behaviour. I will give an example 
from a letter dated 26 March. The printer has cut off the heading so that I am not sure whether it is the Canning 
Times Community or the Canning Examiner, but I am sure I can work that out later. It states — 

I READ the article in last week’s edition headlined “MLA accuses City of waste”. 
If Dr Mike Nahan is so concerned over the actions of the City of Canning administrator and chief 
executive, why did he not attend the meeting held on Wednesday evening, March 5 behind the council 
offices? 
It was a public meeting, therefore anyone could attend. People did not require an invitation. 
The MLA for Riverton could have stood and explained himself to the large gathering of people who are 
very worried about the loss of their City for no good reason that is evident to us. 
JOHN KING, Ferndale. 

I point out that the member for Riverton and Treasurer said that he did not attend the public meeting because he 
did not receive an invitation. I did not receive an invitation but I still attended. It was not as though the meeting 
was a secret. There were, after all, advertisements in the newspaper and signs around the city advising of the 
meeting. 

Another letter of 19 March from the Canning Times Community—the other one must have been the Canning 
Examiner—states — 

I am appalled at the statement from Mike Nahan regarding our commissioner having a hidden agenda 
… and I believe this is an attack on Linton Reynolds’ character. 
The interesting thing is that when our council was suspended and a commissioner was appointed many 
believed that was a hidden agenda. 
Since then the Canning residents have had the opportunity to meet with and discuss issues with Mr 
Reynolds and chief executive Lyn Russell and found them both to be open and extremely honest. 
They don’t hand out platitudes and nod in the right places. They tell it like it is and give us the facts, 
facts that can be verified. 
We can stand on our own financially, we live in a sustainable council, we are all part of a growing and 
vibrant community that has vision and creativity, we live in a multicultural community and we want to 
stay as Canning. 
If Dr Nahan believed that our commissioner had a hidden agenda and was misleading us, where was he 
at the meeting? 
Why did he not front up to the members of Canning? 
The people of Canning at the rally last week spoke loudly and clearly and it was very anti-Liberal. 
This week I see that Dr Nahan suggested he did not get an invitation to the rally—well I did, every 
person who lives in Canning did. 
The local newspaper advertising clearly stated it was open to the public. 
Another statement suggesting the commissioner agreed with a merger is a divisive one—I have 
attended council meetings and I have never heard Linton Reynolds suggest anything of the kind. 
The point is we have not been given a choice we were just presented with a fait accompli and suddenly 
we hear the boundary may change again and another slice of the pie is swallowed up by Melville. 
If Dr Nahan is acting as his constituents have asked him then he will go to the government and tell them 
we wish to stay as one council, one city, one community. 
If Dr Nahan is so sure he is acting in the interests of his constituents then ask us to vote on whether we 
want to stay as the City of Canning. 
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Oh that’s right—that would be democracy. 

Margaret Adams 
There is one from the Canning Times Community of 25 March, which states — 

Guess what Mikey, I am more than a little bit downright miffed with the Liberals. Concerned would be 
too mild a word. Since taking power, the Liberals have done nothing but let us down. Starting with 
firing our democratically elected councillors and mayor … the Liberals have perverted democracy. Stop 
wasting our tax money killing sharks. We demand an election in Canning. We demand our democratic 
right and we demand them now, Save Canning. 

Richard the Great 
I do not know who that is, but that is the name as it is in the newspaper. 

A letter of 1 April states — 

SO Mike Nahan does not approve of Lynton Reynolds spending ratepayers’ money on the “Save 
Canning” campaign. 
Perhaps Lynton Reynolds is doing what Dr Nahan should have done from the beginning; he is listening 
to the people, he is spending our money because that is what we want him to do. 
Let me spell it out for Dr Nahan—we want Canning city council to remain as it is. 
When is Dr Nahan going to present any credible evidence that this demolition of our council is a good 
move for us, the ratepayers, his electors? 
Riverton has always been a marginal State Government seat and if this merger goes ahead then it will 
swing again. 

And if Dr Nahan escapes by moving to a safe Liberal seat as a reward for his complicity, then the 
person who follows him will be the one to suffer defeat. 

Be warned Dr Nahan, we will not forget. 

LES and MAUREEN DAVIES, Riverton. 
It is interesting. I could go on and on and read all the letters in the local papers. Almost without exception—
perhaps one or two were in support of the Liberal Party’s agenda for the City of Canning—there is a clear and 
absolutely overwhelmingly opposition. There was a crowd at the council’s meeting to run through its evidence-
based assessment of the Canning merger. If the paper is to be believed, 800 people were there but my view is 
that there were about 1 000. However, one way or another, a large crowd of people on a Wednesday night was 
clearly putting its point of view. Last night I had only a brief moment to go outside Parliament, as I had other 
responsibilities, and speak to a number of my constituents and a number of residents from other parts of the City 
of Canning. The views were very clear. The overwhelming majority of the people in the City of Canning want to 
have a say in what happens to their future. They do not want to be railroaded and forced into an amalgamation 
that they do not support. The fact that there is no evidence, not a single piece of paper, that the government can 
provide to us to show why anyone will be better off with the proposal that the government is putting forward is a 
clear demonstration of the fact that the government does not know what it is doing in this matter. The fact that 
since these amalgamation proposals were originally mooted there has been a series of changes of the boundaries 
on the proposals without any consultation with the community is another demonstration of why this is not a 
sensible change.  

I want to point out something else: the City of Gosnells pays its staff more than the City of Canning. The staff 
are covered by separate enterprise agreements. For the same classification, City of Gosnells’ staff get a higher 
rate of pay. The instant result of changing the boundary of the City of Gosnells to include the majority of the 
City of Canning will mean that all the staff at the City of Canning will get a wage rise! That is increased costs. I 
have never once heard the Minister for Local Government talk about that. I do not understand why the minister 
will not explain himself on any of these issues. We know why—because this is not an evidence-based decision. 
This is not a rational decision. There is no business case, there is no plan and there is no failure standard. Since 
the 1970s there has been a concept in public policy called a “failure standard”. If the proposal does not work, it is 
called a failure standard. There is no failure standard for this. It means the government, no matter what happens 
afterwards, will claim it is a success because it does not actually have a plan. It is like re-merging Verve and 
Synergy. There is no plan, there is no outcome and there is no benefit. There is no way of measuring whether or 
not it is successful. It would be great if people took their responsibilities seriously. It reminds me of the Allia 
Venue Management deal. Imagine a 40-year-old employee walking into the boss’s office to say, “I want to retire. 
Will you pay me until I am 65?” That is what the Allia deal was. Here we do not have any way of measuring 
what the government is trying to achieve. The government keeps using this wonderful word “reform”. The 
Premier stood on a number of occasions to talk about 138 councils. I understand we will end up with 127. What 
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an enormous achievement! Let us face it, if the government is interested in the headline number, it means it has 
to amalgamate councils in the bush because it cannot actually impact the headline number in the metro area. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So why does the Premier raise it in respect of these issues? It has nothing to do with 
what the government is doing. It is another example of the false process that the government has used to get us to 
where we are today. It has nothing to do with any of the things it talks about and there is no change to what local 
government does; there is no rearrangement of responsibilities between the levels of government and there is no 
change to the way rates revenues are shared. There is none of that. All that happens is the number on that piece 
of paper changes. If that is reform, the minister is a genius. But it is not reform. The minister barracks for 
Collingwood, so I do not want to say anything bad about him. There is no business case. This is not a rational 
process. Everybody who has looked at it without an agenda, including Mr Reynolds, concludes that what the 
government proposes for the City of Canning is a dud deal. 

MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean) [6.14 pm]: I rise to contribute to debate on the motion that this house 
condemns the Barnett government for introducing a deceitful local government reform process that has created 
confusion across metropolitan councils and despair for mayors, councillors, staff and tens of thousands of 
ratepayers. The nub of this motion is the deceitful nature of the government’s agenda in this area. The 
government said a lot of things prior to the last election. Once elected, it backtracked on them. One promise the 
Liberal Party made before the election was that there would be no forced amalgamations. Clearly it has now 
broken that in government. One could say, “What a surprise that they’ve broken that promise.” When the 
promise was made prior to the last election, we knew it would be broken. Prior to the election, the minister 
responsible could not say with any confidence or any credibility that the government would not force 
amalgamations. In fact, the minister said the opposite; he said the Liberal Party supported forced amalgamations, 
but he was quickly beaten around the ears. That is right; the minister is nodding—he was beaten around the ears 
and told, “You can’t say that. That’s not our policy. Our policy is no forced amalgamations.” When that 
happened, there was a very strong likelihood that once the Liberal Party was re-elected, it would revert to the 
original position put by the minister—that is, some form of forced amalgamations. That is exactly what 
happened. 

The opposition can tell when the government makes a promise that it will not keep. When the Premier was asked 
about electricity prices, he said, “We will keep electricity prices at or about the rate of inflation.” As soon as he 
said those words “at or about the rate of inflation”, we knew that electricity prices would go up by more than the 
rate of inflation, and that is exactly what happened. They went up four per cent when the rate of inflation was 
2.5 per cent. That is not a five or 10 per cent error, that is not a little bit of rounding; that is a significant increase 
above the rate of inflation. It is not easy to lie. When people make promises before elections that they have no 
intention to keep, people can often tell. When the Liberal Party and this minister had to make a commitment that 
there would be no forced amalgamations, it was delivered in such a way that most astute observers thought this 
is not going to last much after the election. Sure enough, it has not. We are now in a process in which any 
rational observer would say that it will lead to forced amalgamations. 

The government says that it has not forced any amalgamations. It has not yet, because it has not achieved 
anything. Not a single council amalgamation has been effected under this process. No, the government has not 
broken its promise; no council has been forced. But we all know that that is what this process is all about. A 
good indication of that is the way this government has walked away from its commitment to the Dadour 
provisions. People assume, rightly or wrongly, that if their council was going to be subjected to some sort of 
amalgamation process, the Dadour provisions would enable them to exercise their democratic right not to be 
forced into an amalgamation. At least the Dadour provisions would be there so they could at least have their say. 
There was a huge amount of backlash about that, even from the government’s own backbench. A number of 
government MPs said it would be unacceptable to remove the Dadour provisions. 

What has this government done? It has come up with a process whereby it will not amalgamate councils; it will 
just make boundary changes. The boundary changes will have the effect of abolishing a number of councils. No-
one believes that that makes the minister someone who is abiding by the commitment given prior to the election 
that there would be no forced amalgamations. No-one believes that. It just makes the minister look tricky. It 
makes him look dishonest. It would be much better if the government fessed up, said what it wanted to do and 
dealt with it in a rational way. Coming up with this contrived process just lays bare what this is all about. It is a 
dishonest and deceitful process, as outlined in the motion.  

It is making a lot of people very unhappy. 

Three local governments operate within the boundaries of the electorate of Bassendean—the City of Bayswater, 
the City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean. They are all good councils. They have tried to make sense of the 
process that the minister has laid out in front of them. The council that will in effect be swallowed up and 
disappear as part of the boundary changes that the minister is promoting is the Town of Bassendean. The 
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majority of councillors of the Town of Bassendean—I do not say that I speak for absolutely every one of them—
would prefer for the town to stay as it is. Most residents of the Town of Bassendean would say that their 
preference is to have a stand-alone council. That is not because they dislike the City of Swan or the City of 
Bayswater. It is just that no-one has made a case to the residents of Bassendean for why they would be better off 
if they were part of some amalgamation process. The government certainly has not made that case to the 
residents of Bassendean. They like living in Bassendean. It has quite a distinctive feel about it. It has a nice town 
centre. It has a community sense to it that some other parts of Perth do not have. The preference of most 
residents of Bassendean is for the boundaries to remain as they are, simply because no-one has made the case to 
them for their town to be consumed by a neighbouring council. It is not because they are old-fashioned stick-in-
the-muds who cannot see the future. A compelling business case with pros and cons for amalgamating with 
either the City of Swan or the City of Bayswater does not exist from the point of view of most residents of 
Bassendean. 

Be that as it may, I believe the town would prefer to stay as it is. The Mayor of the Town of Bassendean has not 
stuck his head in the sand on this issue. He and the council saw the writing on the wall when the state 
government wanted, for whatever reason, to reduce the number of councils. The Town of Bassendean said that if 
that is what the government wants, it will try to come up with a proposal that seemingly meets the government’s 
agenda and, at the same time, will be a good deal for the residents of Bassendean. It looked at its options and 
decided that it would like to work towards an amalgamation with the City of Swan. The Town of Bassendean has 
spent money and hours of staff time on meeting with representatives of the City of Swan to come up with an 
amalgamation proposal that the residents will be happy with, albeit it is not their first preference. The Town of 
Bassendean did that for months. The City of Swan was happy to cooperate and it worked cooperatively with the 
Town of Bassendean. The City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean came up with an amalgamation proposal 
that both councils were happy with. However, what has happened to that proposal? The minister has said that his 
preferred option is not for the Town of Bassendean to amalgamate with the City of Swan, but for the Town of 
Bassendean to amalgamate with the City of Bayswater. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: I often wonder why they did not put in a proposal to the advisory board back in July. I 
mentioned it last year. I said in July to put in proposals and no-one did anything. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The minister can blame the Town of Bassendean for not doing this or that, but there is much 
confusion about this process. It has been extremely difficult for councils to figure out what the government is 
going to do and how they should best respond to it. It is disingenuous for the minister to ask why the Town of 
Bassendean did not speak up at that stage of the process and say that this is what it wanted to do. I think it is 
particularly harsh. The minister’s proposal is that the Town of Bassendean amalgamate with the City of 
Bayswater. I understand that the City of Bayswater is happy with that proposal; it thinks it is a good idea. The 
Town of Bassendean does not. Instead of having a cooperative amalgamation that would have a small impact on 
the Premier’s headline number of councils in Western Australia, the minister is now forcing an amalgamation by 
changing the boundaries of the City of Bayswater to consume the Town of Bassendean. I do not know whether I 
have used the correct terminology to describe the minister’s proposal, but, in effect, that is what he is going to 
do. Understandably, a lot of people in Bassendean, whether they are ratepayers, staff or councillors, think that 
that is a pretty lousy outcome. 

What also concerns the ratepayers of the Town of Bassendean about this process is that when this takes effect 
from 1 July 2015, they will lose their representation on the new body. Until the next election, which will be three 
months later, the ratepayers of Bassendean will be ruled by the elected councillors of Bayswater. How can the 
minister say that that is an acceptable process? The ratepayers of Bassendean will effectively be consumed by 
the City of Bayswater and for a period of three months, the ratepayers of Bassendean will have no representation 
whatsoever. They will not have one or even two councillors—zip. I do not know what decisions will be made by 
the City of Bayswater during that three-month period. Maybe the councillors will just sit around and do nothing; 
I do not know, but I doubt it. I am not suggesting that there will be any malice on behalf of the councillors of 
Bayswater. I am sure that they are good and honourable people. However, as a matter of principle, it is 
fundamentally wrong for the services for the ratepayers of Bassendean to be controlled by an organisation that 
they have no representation on. The minister has set up the local implementation committees. Representatives of 
Bassendean are meeting with the councillors of Bayswater to talk about how this process will work. My 
understanding is that it is a complete waste of time because there is no mechanism to resolve any matters that are 
in dispute. With the best intentions, the City of Bayswater could have a discussion and make a decision that its 
policy will be X, but the representatives of Bassendean could tell the local implementation committee that they 
would like Y to happen, and the representatives from Bayswater could say that, unfortunately, they are bound by 
the decision of their council and that the option has to be their point of view, and so it would go nowhere. 

This motion is about the deceitful nature of this process, and the confusion and despair that has been caused, 
which has been epitomised by what the minister has done with the Town of Bassendean. I also talked with 
councillors from the City of Swan and some from the City of Bayswater who are also completely confused by 
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the whole process—so it is not just the people of the Town of Bassendean in my area who are unhappy about 
what has gone on. The City of Swan put a lot of work into the amalgamation with Bassendean as well. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.J. KELLY: What the minister has done to the Town of Bassendean is unhelpful. Across the board to date, 
this process has been a monumental waste of money. Councils across the metropolitan area have spent countless 
hours, reports and staff time trying to figure out how to approach this to get a better deal for their ratepayers, and 
it has produced nothing. One of the big questions that people have is: how much will this whole process cost 
when it is implemented or when something happens, and who will pay for it? I have not heard the minister tell us 
how much will be in next year’s budget for this process, and whether the state government will be footing the 
bill for the amalgamations. Local government representatives have asked me whether the government will fund 
these amalgamations by dipping into local government reserves. Can the minister give us a guarantee that local 
government reserves will not be dipped into to fund the amalgamations? That is certainly one of the views that 
have been expressed to me. Will the government sell some land owned by local governments or other assets? 
The minister has just raised his eyebrows. Perhaps I have put an idea into his head that he has not already 
considered; that would be a shame. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It would be dangerous, too. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: It would be dangerous. Tonight it is a suggestion, tomorrow it is policy, by the end of the 
week it is another failed proposition, and by the following Monday, it is back again as government policy. Who 
knows? That is how these things work. The huge question that must be answered by the government is: who will 
pay?  

One of the other concerns raised with me is the impact that this process will have on local government staff. 
Who would answer an advertisement for a job with a local authority now? If there was an ad for a town planner 
to work in local government and, worse still, it was with one of the councils earmarked to be eliminated through 
a boundary change, who would apply for that job at this time? Someone who is planning to go overseas in three 
months might apply because they want a job for only three months. An English town planner who is 
backpacking around Australia and needs to do a bit of short-term work might apply. We would not find too 
many top-class planners looking at this ad, because they need a long-term job as they have a family to support 
and a mortgage to pay. We would not find that type of candidate applying for a job in one of the councils that 
has been earmarked to be abolished because no-one would know what the future held. Councils are finding it 
very difficult with staffing issues at the moment. People leave, as they do, to go off and do other things. How 
does a council attract people to its organisation when people want to know whether their job will be there in 12 
months? Even if a person is applying for a job with a local government authority that will not be “abolished”, it 
may be that even in those amalgamated councils some positions will be rationalised and some positions will go. 
This is a huge problem. People do not have any confidence in how this process will play out. 

The member for Cannington mentioned earlier that some council staff are paid under certified agreements with 
different conditions from those in the council into which they will be absorbed. What happens under those 
circumstances? Earlier today in question time we heard about this. Perhaps the minister can raise his hand if he 
can answer this question. If two councils with different employment conditions are amalgamated, what happens 
with those employment conditions? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Sorry—is the member asking a question? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Yes, we talked about this a bit in question time today when members were asked to put up 
their hands if they knew the answer. Can the minister answer that question? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Under the current Local Government Act 1995, all staff are guaranteed employment for two 
years from 1 July if a new identity is formed. It is then up to the new local government authority to go through 
the process and work out the employment agreements and how they can be brought together. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: On 1 July, when the Town of Bassendean effectively becomes part of the City of Bayswater, 
and if staff have been employed under separate certified agreements with different conditions, which conditions 
will apply to the staff who were previously employed by the Town of Bassendean? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Each member of staff has their own agreement, and they will have to negotiate a new 
agreement when the new identity has been formed, but all staff are guaranteed employment for two years under 
the act. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Minister, I am grateful — 

Ms L.L. Baker: I understand that the member for Mirrabooka asked a question about this in the other house and 
was told that it would be highly likely that, for instance, a librarian working on a salary with a particular 
agreement would find themselves working next to another librarian who is paid, for example, $200 more under a 
certified agreement. That will be the case for maybe two years. 
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Mr A.J. Simpson: Until you work through that process—yes. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Minister, there is complete uncertainty out there about how this process will be played out. 
The minister might say good luck to the librarian who is on $200 a week more, but at the end of two years, that 
librarian will want to know what their employment conditions will be. Most people have financial commitments 
that go beyond two years. The minister might say that it is just one of the things that will be ironed out in the 
fullness of time, and that at the end of the day after all things have been considered, the council will just have to 
work it out. It is causing a great deal of uncertainty. A person working in local government, such as a librarian 
working under those conditions, might think either that they can go through that process or they might apply for 
a job as a librarian somewhere else where they know their conditions will not be potentially churned up in two 
years. That is a very real issue. On the one hand I am surprised that the minister has not sorted this out, but on 
the other hand I am not surprised because everything else about this process has not been sorted out. That is a big 
issue. 

I have touched on the fact that the government has come up with a proposal to avoid the Dadour provisions by 
using the boundary change process. I say to the minister that when he does things that he thinks will give him 
what he wants, he does himself and the government damage. The minister is giving everybody the clear message 
that this government cannot be taken at face value for what it says. The government said before the election that 
there will be no forced amalgamations and that the Dadour provisions will not be changed. However, when the 
Premier flagged changing the Dadour provisions, he got complaints from his back bench, and he has now come 
up with this other process. This will not end well. People will remember this minister as the minister who 
wriggled, writhed, twisted and turned in order to deliver this local government reform for the Premier. The 
minister will probably be in Parliament for a lot longer than the Premier. When the Premier has gone from this 
place and has handed back his new mobile phone and is back on the farm—does he have a mobile phone? I do 
not know. 

Ms L.L. Baker: He probably doesn’t know how to use it! 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Yes, and it weighs a kilo and a half! 

When the Premier has gone, the minister will be left with the legacy that he was a minister who could not be 
trusted and could not be taken at face value. I will use the word tricky. I also liked the description of tripe. The 
minister will be left with the legacy that he was a minister who served up a load of tripe to local government. I 
am sure that is not a legacy that the minister as an individual would want to take forward, but that is where the 
minister will end up. That just reinforces to the public that this government will say one thing before the election 
and will do another thing after the election. This is part of a pattern of behaviour by this government. That is why 
we have moved this motion. 

Government members come into this place after an election win and they are awash with the glow of having 
been elected. But, after four years of being in government, it would have been better if they could have come 
into this place knowing that they were elected on a platform that was honest. The government came into office 
on the promise of fully funded, fully costed; no forced amalgamations; electricity prices at or about the rate of 
inflation; and MAX light rail. The government said a whole raft of things to get elected, and it is now running 
away from that. That is not good. It actually makes all of us look bad. People say that politicians cannot be 
trusted. It is not only members opposite who will come out of this process poorly — 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: You come from a platform of incompetence! 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Who was that from? Was that from the restaurateur? No. Sorry. It was from the member for 
Churchlands. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: The restaurateur is not a union hack who managed to solidify his position! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member! The member for Bassendean has the call. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Members opposite get called for being dishonest, and what they do is attack the person. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands, one more time and I will call you. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: That is absolutely typical. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore) [6.44 pm]: Tonight I rise to make a contribution to the motion put forward by the 
opposition. I have listened with some intent to the discussion that has taken place. It disappoints me, as always, 
to hear my area of the state—a regional area—held up as being somewhat of a basket case and in need of forced 
reform, whereas the metropolitan area is not, at least according to members of the opposition. I draw attention to 
the metropolitan local government review that was conducted in 2012. I think that has been mentioned by 
members of the opposition already. That review highlighted a number of councils in the metropolitan area that 
face serious long-term sustainability issues. The councils of Cottesloe, Kalamunda and Peppermint Grove were 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 April 2014] 2431 

 

ranked as being highly at risk and unsustainable. Bayswater, Bassendean—the member for Bassendean has just 
left the chamber—Claremont, Fremantle, Kwinana, Mundaring, Nedlands and Swan were ranked as being 
marginal. 

Mr P.B. Watson: What about Peppermint Grove? 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I have already mentioned Peppermint Grove as being highly at risk and unsustainable. 
Cambridge, Mosman Park, Rockingham, Serpentine–Jarrahdale, South Perth, Victoria Park and Vincent were 
ranked as being vulnerable local governments. 

Local government itself knows and understands that its long-term sustainability is an issue. As a former local 
government president, I attended the session at the City of Stirling at which most of the local governments in this 
state, with the notable exception of the Shire of Dalwallinu, voted to accept the systemic sustainability study, 
known as the SSS, which highlighted that there are strong and deep-seated sustainability issues in local 
government that need to be corrected. There is also a history of uncertainty, with Western Australian now being 
one of the few states not to have had some type of local government reform. The member for Bassendean talked 
earlier about the difficulty in getting people to enter local government, because who would want to be a local 
government employee or local government planner given the uncertainty that exists in this state. This is not new. 
This has been going on for many years now, and it needs to be brought to a conclusion. 

The government is engaged in a reform process that is aimed at the metropolitan area alone. That process is 
being undertaken without, at the moment, any legislative change. Therefore, to characterise this process as being 
deceitful is a bit far-fetched. It is being carried out under the Local Government Act, which has been in place 
since 1995, albeit with a few corrections along the way. So, all in all, what is being put forward and what is 
being done is being carried out under the normal local government procedures that have been set forth over 
many years. It is being done by taking a holistic look at the city of Perth, which is a new approach. It is not being 
done by making any change to the legislation. 

Ms L.L. Baker: When you say that it is not a deceitful process, are you telling me that you went into the election 
and did not tell people that you would not force amalgamations? That is the point that needs to be made. 
Whether you call it deceitful or a change of position, I do not mind, but, on the one hand, you said this, and, on 
the other hand, things are a bit different. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: All I have ever said is that there will be no local government forced amalgamations in regional 
areas, which is the area that I represent and have at heart. We all play a part in what happens in the city, as the 
member knows. But as a group, our party is most concerned about regional areas, and we will not accept forced 
amalgamations in regional Western Australia. 

Ms L.L. Baker: I don’t blame you! 

Mr R.S. LOVE: But, having said that, we accept and understand that there are serious sustainability problems 
for local governments in country Western Australia, and we want to work very actively towards hearing those 
problems and helping those local governments to overcome those problems. 

Ms L.L. Baker: I think you would agree with us on that point then, because that is our position too. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I do not know. I have heard some of the opposition members in this place talk about the need 
for forced amalgamations in country areas, and that disappoints me greatly. 

Ms L.L. Baker: That is certainly not my position. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: It is certainly not my view either. 

Local government in country areas needs to find a path that makes it economically sustainable, ensures that it 
can attract a workforce into the future and provides varied services right across the state. Local government may 
be somewhat homogenous in the metropolitan area but its requirements and the demands placed upon it by its 
constituents are very different in country areas. They are not the same across the country; they vary according to 
the region and the needs of the population. 

Our party would like to work with other members of the government to ensure that innovative models are put in 
place to achieve economic sustainability and that ability to provide service. To that end, at some stage in this 
Parliament we would like to introduce subsidiary legislation to help local governments find methods whereby 
they can come together and share the services that need to be provided in a more sustainable fashion. 

I am also aware that the Western Australian Local Government Association has introduced a country reform 
policy forum, which looks at different models, including the subsidiary model I just spoke about, regional centre 
models and other regional models that may work hand in hand with local government to provide a wider range of 
services across a greater area at less cost but without losing local identity, which is very important to everybody 
in country areas. I understand that that forum will report back at some stage this year. It will then look at 
approaching members of Parliament and asking for their assistance on sustainable local government reform in 



2432 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 April 2014] 

 

the regions. I think it is very important that we do not fall for the easy temptation of doing what has been done in 
other areas and saying, “Here’s a line on the map; let’s do that”, and thinking that will make a sustainable local 
government. It will not. Reform comes from the bottom up. The people at the coalface who understand their 
communities, understand the cost pressures that face them and understand where the natural alliances and natural 
synergies lie within the region are best placed to come up with the models and the final boundaries. We do not 
need to get too antsy pantsy about dissolving local governments; we can let them become comfortable working 
with each other and in time they may come to the conclusion that they would rather come together as one formal 
local government. Trying to force the issue will only end in tears all round. 

I believe that the process that needs to be followed in country areas is different from the process that needs to be 
followed in the metropolitan area. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It makes a lot of sense. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, it makes a lot of sense. It is different from the metropolitan area because metropolitan 
issues are different from country issues, and probably much easier to solve. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: We in the regions know all about that. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Mandurah is in a regional area. I accept the member’s point. 

I do not really think that I can agree with the opposition’s characterisation of the reform process as a deceitful 
process. It certainly remains to be seen whether it has caused confusion because the proof of the pudding will be 
in the eating. We are not at the point at which we are ready to eat the pudding. We need to let the process sort 
itself out and let the proposed reforms come to fruition. When that happens, we will be able to see whether it was 
a successful process and we can then pass judgement. The time is not yet here. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range — Minister for Local Government) [6.54 pm]: In the short time that I 
have—I do not think I will get a chance to finish my comments—I will start by thanking members for their input 
on the debate into the local government reform process. As I said during question time yesterday and today, this 
process of reform started with the Western Australian Local Government Association’s “Systemic Sustainability 
Study: In Your Hands: Shaping the future of Local Government in Western Australia: Final Report” into local 
government. That was a very interesting report. I think it stated that 83 local governments were not financially 
sustainable into the future, even in 2006. That led to a summit in 2007. We came into government in 2008 and 
tried to bring this to a head. History has paved the way for this process over the past five years. 

When I came into this job in March last year, one thing that the sector clearly said to me is that it had been 
through a fair bit of pain in this whole process and it needed to make a decision about how it would move 
forward with this reform agenda. On my desk after coming into the job was the Robson report. Submissions on 
local government proposals closed on 5 April last year. We collated all that information. There were two 
proposals in the Robson report: either nine metropolitan councils or pairing up around the metropolitan area. I 
took the opportunity to meet with all the local governments in zone meetings throughout March and April last 
year. Those meetings were basically a chance for me to be introduced, but we also spoke about how we were 
going to unfold this. I said that I was happy to work with local governments and if they could come up with a 
proposal, I was happy to find a way through it. In July last year, we brought all the local governments to the City 
of Cockburn and asked them to come up with some proposals. There were some maps to look at. I said that if 
they wanted to put a proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board, they were more than welcome to, but I 
made it very clear that if they did not put in a proposal, I reserved the right to put one in for them. On 13 March 
this year, we closed off round 5 of the public submission process. We had five rounds of proposals so we could 
work out the best model for local government. 

The important thing for us to note is that 75 per cent of the 1.4 million people in Western Australia live in the 
metropolitan area. The state is growing at eight or nine per cent a year. It is estimated that over the next 10 to 
12 years, half a million people will be coming to Perth and the state. The boundaries that are in place have not 
moved over the past 100 years. The ones in the western suburbs all have a river frontage as they used to use the 
river to get their stores delivered to dwellings and communities before they became road boards and then 
morphed into councils. 

It is important that we identify that reform has to happen. For example, there are seven local governments along 
Stirling Highway, while up and down the coast there are 12 councils and about 15 councils around the river. 
Local governments are trying to deal with issues such as coastal development and river walls. I think everyone 
would agree that local government has to look at this process and hopefully reform. We kicked off the reform 
process in July last year, asking local governments for proposals. As I said, the boundary adjustments should 
have come as no surprise to them as I told them I would put in some proposals. At the last round of proposals, 
eight local governments opted to have boundary adjustments as well as some amalgamations. In fact, Kalamunda 
put in for an amalgamation but also resubmitted for a boundary adjustment after the proposals came out. I 
understand the issue around the boundary adjustment. Members need to understand that as we move forward as a 
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new identity, if one identity stays operating and the other one is dissolved, it makes it a lot easier to work with 
because the local government is already set up and we can give it money to spend as part of the process of 
reform. It can work through that process for about three months. If the local implementation committees work 
well, we will have a situation in which council B has been dissolved and it would move all its motions prior to 
1 July. It will pass its budget and do all the work it has to do for the next three months. Only a very small number 
of motions will have to be moved on behalf of council B, and they can work together. 

I take on board a couple of issues that members spoke about. The member for Bassendean mentioned the local 
implementation committees. I recognise that in working through this process, we did a fair bit of work around 
the Queensland model. That is where we got the idea of the local implementation committees, trying to work out 
how local governments can best work together. The fact is that those LICs have no power so we are relying on 
people to sit around and have a conversation to try to resolve a number of issues. One of the reasons they may 
not be so keen to come together is that the LICs have no power but also the actual order from the advisory board 
is not signed off by the government so it is not set in concrete. There is an opportunity there, but it may change. 
That is one of the areas that we need to address as we move down this road. 

There are now 36 proposals with the Local Government Advisory Board. The government has put in only 
12 proposals. There is quite a bit of detail there. I understand that a few more proposals have been submitted 
over the past few weeks. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 
 

MANDURAH LICENSING CENTRE 

1971. Mr D.A. Templeman to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Mandurah Licensing Centre in Mandurah and ask: 

(a) what was the full-time equivalent (FTE) staff allocation to the Mandurah Licensing Centre in 2009; 

(b) what is the FTE staff allocation to the Mandurah Licensing Centre in 2014; 

(c) how many across counter transactions were recorded at this Centre, on average, in 2009; 

(d) how many across counter transactions were recorded at this Centre, on average, in 2013; and 

(e) what are the average wait times for customers at this Centre to be seen by a staff member? 

Mr D.C. Nalder replied: 
The Department of Transport advises: 

(a)  19 FTE 

(b)  16 FTE 

(c)  The automated queue system was installed in June 2009 and became live in December 2009. The 
average number of transactions per day for December was 343. 

(d)  339 per day 

(e)  9 minutes 50 seconds. 

__________ 
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