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

EDUCATION FUNDING 
Petition 

MR M.H. TAYLOR (Bateman) [12.01 pm]: I have a petition signed by 1 006 petitioners regarding the public 
education budget, requesting the following — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 
Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say: 
We are opposed to the funding and consequent staff cuts being imposed upon public schools, being 
deeply concerned about the negative impact that such funding cuts will have on the quality of public 
education for our children in Western Australia. It is envisaged that the funding cuts will result in the 
loss of many hundreds of teaching positions; some 30% cut to School Support Program Resource 
Allocations (SSPRA); and a reduction in School Grants due to the imposed leave liability levy; amongst 
other drastic measures. 
Now we ask the Legislative Assembly: 
As our representatives to stop the Barnett Government from implementing the abovementioned funding 
cuts to the public education budget. 

[See petition 64.] 

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

PERTH ARENA — FIRST ANNIVERSARY 
Statement by Minister for Sport and Recreation 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Sport and Recreation) [12.03 pm]: I would like to take a 
moment to update the house on how successful Perth Arena has been since it first opened one year ago. Not only 
have almost one million people passed through its doors, but also the Arena has won a string of accolades and 
awards. At the National Architecture Awards last Thursday night, Perth Arena won the award for best interior 
and best public architecture. Perth Arena has hosted 90 ticketed events and 103 corporate events so far. A total of 
975 156 people have gone through its doors. Since Perth Arena opened one year ago, on average it has hosted an 
event every two days. It has also had a substantial economic impact, employing 50 full-time employees and 
2 000 casual workers. Perth Arena has become a real part of our city. The community has embraced the great 
variety of events that the managers, AEG Ogden, have secured. I want to thank the people of Perth for 
supporting Perth Arena and I hope that they will continue to come along and enjoy this award-winning, world-
class venue. Over the weekend, Beyoncé was the star performer on Friday and Saturday nights. She is the latest 
in a string of international acts to perform at the Arena over the past 12 months; others include One Direction, 
Rihanna and Pink. Still to come are big acts such as Bon Jovi, Bruce Springsteen and Michael Bublé. On the 
sporting front, the Perth Wildcats play games to packed audiences most weeks. Perth’s own Hopman Cup kicks 
off in December, after a record attendance in 2012–13. In another major coup, Perth Arena will host an 
international ice hockey game on 12 July next year between rivals USA and Canada. I thank VenuesWest, the 
owners of Perth Arena on behalf of the state government, and managers, AEG Ogden, for their hard work to get 
Perth Arena the recognition it deserves. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — 19 BRATHWAITE ROAD, LOCKRIDGE — EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
Statement by Minister for Housing 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Housing) [12.05 pm]: As members may be aware, at 
approximately 5.00 am on 6 November 2013, an explosion and fire occurred at a public housing complex at 
19 Brathwaite Road, Lockridge. When Department of Housing officials arrived at the complex, emergency 
services were on site and all tenants had been evacuated from the complex. Subsequently, the department has 
been provided access to the site only in order to identify what action is required to make the site safe and to 
assess the ongoing accommodation needs of residents. The site remains under the control of emergency services. 
Sadly, the resident of unit 16 suffered extensive burns to his body and is in a critical condition in hospital. The 



5916 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 13 November 2013] 

 

man was rescued from the burning unit by another resident at the complex, who must be commended for his 
actions. No other residents were injured during the incident. The department has not received formal advice 
regarding the cause of the fire or the explosion. However, unconfirmed reports by the media state that the 
explosion and subsequent fire was caused by a gas leak. Gas network infrastructure provider 
ATCO Gas Australia has released a statement confirming that the agency attended the complex on 1 and 
4 November 2013 to undertake works to unused gas meters in accordance with Australian standards. No gas 
works have been undertaken by the department’s head contractor at unit 16 in the last year. A property 
inspection on 13 August 2013 demonstrated that the smoke alarms and residual current devices were in good 
working order. The department acted immediately to provide temporary accommodation to tenants who did not 
have alternative options available. It has engaged with support services including the Department for Child 
Protection and Family Support to ensure that the basic needs of affected tenants are being met. Furthermore, the 
department will arrange for alternative accommodation within its housing stock for tenants who will not be able 
to return to their units, and has been in contact with the Salvation Army to assist tenants with other basic items 
such as furniture. 

WEAR ORANGE WEDNESDAY 
Statement by Minister for Emergency Services 

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot — Minister for Emergency Services) [12.07 pm]: I start by acknowledging 
the very polite and well-mannered boys and girls in the public gallery today from St Thomas’ Primary School in 
the Premier’s electorate of Cottesloe.  

I take this opportunity to inform the house that today is national Wear Orange Wednesday. It is a day when we 
take the opportunity to wear orange in tribute to our orange-clad State Emergency Service volunteers who 
sacrifice their time and their safety to help people in need. This morning I watched SES volunteers, selected 
Department of Fire and Emergency Services staff and other interested parties abseil down the enexl00 building 
on St Georges Terrace in Perth’s CBD. This impressive sight was an exciting demonstration of the diversity of 
skills of SES volunteers. I can inform the house that Lisa Barnes from radio 6PR is still recovering but is 
otherwise okay!  

Tonight, prominent buildings in Perth, including Council House, Trafalgar Bridge and the Swan Bell Tower, as 
well as the Kalgoorlie and Boulder Town Halls in regional WA, will be lit up with orange lights. Twenty-one 
SES units around the state will host thankyou barbecues for volunteers and families. These barbecues will show 
our appreciation for the significant contribution these volunteers make to our state in times of need. They also 
provide a unique opportunity for members of the public in local communities across Western Australia to meet 
SES volunteers under more pleasant circumstances rather than on a cold, stormy night. Today also marks the 
halfway point of the national State Emergency Service Week, observed this year from 11 to 17 November. In the 
past year, SES volunteers in WA have donated more than 21 000 hours of their time, in difficult conditions, to 
help communities. SES volunteers spend many more hours away from families, friends and work, training, 
updating skills, and learning how to execute technical and dangerous activities in the name of protecting the 
community and potentially saving lives. The SES responded to more than 1 580 requests for assistance in 
Western Australia in the past financial year, including one incident that required the response of 17 SES units to 
search for a missing person. Volunteers, whether they wear the orange of the SES, the yellow of the bush fire 
brigades or the blue of the Volunteer Fire and Rescue Service, all share the same commitment to their 
communities. I thank SES volunteers across Western Australia for the invaluable support they provide to our 
community in times of need.   

ELECTRICITY CORPORATIONS AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Third Reading 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Energy) [12.10 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [12.10 pm]: We will be opposing the third reading of the Electricity 
Corporations Amendment Bill 2013 because it is poor legislation that has been badly designed, it is unnecessary, 
it does not achieve the government’s stated objective, there is no plan to support the introduction of the 
legislation, there is no interest in the community to support the legislation and it has not been asked for by either 
Verve Energy or Synergy. The minister cannot tell us how much it will cost to implement the legislation or how 
much it will save. There are no documents anywhere in the state that explain the reason for the legislation. The 
decision by cabinet to merge Verve and Synergy was made without reference to either of the companies or to the 
Public Utilities Office. In fact, the Minister for Energy implied in answer to a question in this chamber that he 
was not aware of the cabinet submission until he received it. This bill is the result of a flawed process, and 
because it is a flawed process, it is a flawed bill. The flawed bill will lead to serious consequences in the 
electricity industry.  
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I want to comment on the hypocrisy of the Liberal and National Parties in proposing to move the headquarters of 
Horizon Power to Perth. We divided on this issue during consideration in detail. I remind the Parliament and the 
people of Western Australia of the media release from the Liberal Party on 21 November 2007 from Hon Nigel 
Hallett, who was the shadow Minister for Regional Development at the time. At that time, a suggestion had 
come from the then Office of Energy that Horizon Power should move its headquarters to Perth. The Labor 
government did not accept that recommendation and never acted on it because it disagreed with that 
recommendation. What did the Liberal Party say at the time? It said — 

“Fly in fly out is not an option when it comes to the provision of electricity in regional Western 
Australia” 

… 

“The excuse is that because the CEO cannot fly to these areas, travelling by car is more time 
consuming, costly and difficult to schedule, which could have a negative impact on the service provided 
to these out of the way places. 

Perth, it is argued, would be a better base as direct flights to key regional centres are readily available. However, 
the shadow minister went on to say — 

Welcome to the realities of life in regional Western Australia. The tyranny of distance and its impact on 
those living and working in regional WA is just a fact of life. People in regional areas just have to live 
with it and work around it or nothing would ever get done.  

That is exactly what the Liberal Party, with the full support of the National Party, is doing. It is clearly walking 
away from its stated commitments to regional Western Australia. It is interesting that the Minister for Regional 
Development said—I am paraphrasing; his interjection is in Hansard—that the reason he lives in Perth is the 
same reason that we need the CEO of Horizon in Perth; it is because Perth is where business gets done. I cannot 
believe that the member for Pilbara does not think we can do business in Karratha, which is in his electorate. 
That is not accepted by the Labor Party; we do not agree with that. We reject it and we will vote against it.  

The provisions that would allow the minister to have unfettered control in allowing Horizon to work inside the 
south west interconnected system and to have Verve and Synergy work outside the SWIS are bad decisions. 
Particularly bad is the decision that would allow the new Synergy, the merged entity, to work outside the SWIS. 
It is an unfettered right. Even though the bill contains directions to the companies to work within their areas of 
responsibility, this regulation-making power will provide an unfettered right to extend the capacity of these 
companies to work in each other’s area. We are afraid that the same people who made the Muja decision that has 
led to tens of millions of dollars, if not hundreds of millions of dollars, of losses at the Muja power station will 
be able to decide to build a power station in a remote area. The Windimurra pipeline is still sitting there unused 
because of an uneconomic decision by a former Liberal government to build that pipeline for a project that did 
not succeed. What is to stop a future Liberal government—these same characters who have spent $330 million to 
give a power station 10 years of additional life—from building a power station to support a project that never 
gets off the ground? The power companies in Western Australia should not be used for state development. State 
development should be separated from the operations of the power companies. We cannot have the individual 
electricity consumers of this state being asked to subsidise the business operations of the state. That cannot 
happen. It should not be allowed. This bill is designed to provide that opportunity for this Liberal government to 
make decisions without a business case. We know it does that because this bill has been presented to us without 
a business case. We cannot risk that.  

Clause 14 of the bill provides for the powers to make regulations for the wholesale acquisition or supply of 
electricity. The minister said repeatedly in his second reading speech and in media comments that the regulations 
will protect industry participants from capricious decisions of government. But proposed new section 38 
authorises the minister to make the decisions not through regulations but through wholesale arrangements. Those 
wholesale arrangements will never be presented to Parliament. The member for Mirrabooka made some 
comments last night on the nature of these instruments. Although the government says that the Independent 
Market Operator makes these decisions in this particular way, they are not analogous to the procedures that the 
IMO uses. The IMO is an independent body that brings together the participants in the market, who have a say 
on what ends up being included in those rules. This is not the situation with these wholesale arrangements. The 
wholesale arrangements will be made by the minister without reference to anybody else. When he acts here, he is 
acting as the shareholder of the companies. We heard from the minister last night that, potentially, even though 
lower cost electricity would be available in the wholesale market, he would not preference the lower cost supply 
of electricity for the merged Synergy. In other words, it will preference higher cost electricity. This bill is not 
designed to drive down costs or to get the best outcome for consumers. It is the minister’s unfettered policy to 
get the best for the merged corporation. If Liberal members are prepared to give an unfettered right to this 
minister, here is a question for them: would they give me an unfettered right to regulate this industry? If they are 
not prepared to give me that same unfettered right, why are they prepared to give it to this Minister for Energy? 
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There is no question that this bill provides an unacceptable power to the minister. The wording of it should not 
be in the form that it is; it does not provide any protections.  

I look forward to receiving the briefing on the draft regulations that last night the minister so kindly offered. I 
have asked my office to contact the minister’s office to arrange for that briefing to be held as soon as possible. 
Given my workload this week I hope it will be next week. Nonetheless, even if we see those regulations before 
we vote on this third reading—of course, we will not see them—they will be only facility provisions. The real 
power will be with the Minister for Energy to make unfettered decisions with reference to nobody. That is not 
good policy; it clearly creates a sovereign risk.  

If the people of Western Australia decide that a Labor government should have office—it will always be up to 
the people of WA—this bill will give an incoming Labor government an unfettered right to change the rules 
governing this wholesale supply of electricity, without reference to this Parliament or industry participants and 
without any check or balance on the operations of the system, in the same way that the Liberal–National 
government is taking that right. That is called a sovereign risk. When a company makes a decision about 
investing in power stations, a 26-year-old PhD graduate sitting in an office in New York will be deciding 
whether their company invests in a power station in Perth or a toll road in Europe. It will not be a decision about 
whether Western Australia needs another power station; it will be about where the company can guarantee a 
better return. Because of this provision, the company will not have confidence in the returns it can get here in 
Western Australia. When we remove the opportunity for regulatory certainty, we create sovereign risk and that is 
what these provisions will do. We know that because investors in the industry are telling us and everyone else 
they talk to, as has been said on a number of occasions. This legislation is friendless. No-one outside the pay of 
the government supports this legislation.  

The ring-fencing arrangements are the most bizarre part of the process. What does the government say about 
them? It says that it will bring together as one company the electricity generation corporation and the electricity 
retail corporation, but then it will separate the functions of that company. The government could achieve the 
objective it is seeking through clause 22 of the bill—the new power under proposed section 62—by simply 
issuing a ministerial directive. It could issue a ministerial directive to Verve to say that it is involved only in 
generation and wholesaling and to Synergy to say that it is involved only in retailing. Instantaneously, the 
government would achieve everything it is trying to achieve through this provision. It would not need to pass a 
bill.  

It is important to remember that the government continually says—I am sure when the minister stands up he will 
say it again—that the market has not worked properly, it is not efficient and there are all these problems in the 
market. Of course, as we know, the government is not seeking to change the market. The Independent Market 
Operator and the Economic Regulation Authority will remain, with all their current powers. This bill will create 
an artifice inside a merged company containing two parts of a business; namely, the generation side separated 
from the retailing function. Why would we bring the two companies together and then separate them internally? 
If the minister says that the government will save $1.1 million a year because there will be only one board and 
one CEO, he should look at what that means per unit of electricity. It will amount to only a rounding error and 
will never be able to be identified in practice. 

Last night, the government told us that it believes this merger will cost roughly $10 million, although there has 
been no written advice from anyone to the minister confirming that. The government expects those costs to be 
recovered within eighteen months, yet there is not a single piece of paper setting out any of the government’s 
calculations. In fact, as we know, not a single claim by the minister in his second reading speech has been 
supported by any document tabled in this house—not one. One of the problems the opposition has had in the 
debate on this legislation is that 11 pages of the minister’s 14-page second reading speech had nothing to do with 
the bill. That made the legislation very confusing for the opposition to deal with. Those parts of the minister’s 
second reading speech dealt with matters unrelated to the legislation. On a number of occasions, the commentary 
in the bill related to the market that Verve and Synergy operate in. The minister said by interjection during the 
debate, “I am not changing the market.” That is the problem. If his problem is the market, why is he not 
changing it? If there has been five years of under-performance of these bad operations, why has he not changed 
any of them? Why, even today, is the government not proposing one change to the market operations in Western 
Australia? That is bizarre. Although the government says this government is all about reducing red tape, through 
these regulations, it is now creating an artificial wholesale market inside this merged corporation. I have not 
talked about another problem with the regulations. The government is creating an extra layer of complexity in 
the energy system. It is not taking out one cost driver or one area of operation of any part of the system. The 
government is only adding one more layer of complexity. The government cannot provide a single piece of paper 
to anyone in Western Australia to show how this system will save costs. Nor is there a single piece of paper in 
Western Australia that shows the risks. It is unbelievable that the government has introduced a bill to this 
chamber that seeks to merge two companies with a billion dollars’ worth of assets without a plan or an 
explanation; yet that is what it is doing.  
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Proposed section 62 also provides that the minister can make the decisions without reference to the market 
participants or any other process. If the government is prepared to give an unfettered right to a Liberal minister, 
is it prepared to give an unfettered right to a Labor minister? That is what this bill will provide and that will 
create sovereign risk. It is interesting that some market participants say that they really want to see these 
regulated standard contracts, because they will be able to cut their lunch for the new Synergy—the existing 
Verve. They say they will be able to undercut the new Synergy to get an advantage in the wholesale market. 
Good luck to them if that is what happens; but, if that happens, let us understand the death spiral the Premier is 
creating for the merged entity. In their present form—this is one of the purposes of disaggregation—the hidden 
cross-subsidies between the two entities are separated. The effect of proposed section 62 will be to put back in 
some of those hidden cross-subsidies.  

If these competitors are able to undercut the new Synergy, those costs will go up, not down; there will be more 
costs in the system. That is not a sensible arrangement for the interests of the electricity system in Western 
Australia. But that is not a surprise because the basis of the constant complaint from the Premier about the 
current system is the loss of value. The reason there has been a loss of value in Verve Energy is that the company 
has been unable to compete with the private sector operators in the system. 

The minister raised in debate some suspicion. He said that there was something unusual about Synergy’s 
decision to buy power from the Bluewaters project. The minister needs to flesh that out. What exactly is the 
allegation that the minister is trying to imply about the decision by Synergy to buy power from Bluewaters? If 
Bluewaters were able to provide electricity at a lower cost, that would be to the benefit of every Western 
Australian. It would not be to the benefit of Verve Energy to get access to lower cost electricity but it would be 
to the benefit of every Western Australian. If the minister says that there was something unusual, something 
wrong or some subterfuge or dishonesty about that process, the minister needs to say so. It is unacceptable that 
he can leave hanging this idea that there was something wrong about the decision by Synergy to buy power from 
Bluewaters. He is the minister. He cannot allow that to happen. He needs to explain himself. He needs to tell the 
people of Western Australia whether he thinks there was something wrong with the decision by Synergy to buy 
power from Bluewaters. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Is Julian Grill involved? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yep. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If the minister thinks there was something improper in that decision, he needs to say 
what that problem was. The Premier just interjected something about Julian Grill.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Is he involved? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If the Premier is saying that the decision of Synergy to buy power off Bluewaters was 
improper, he should say it now. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I am just asking: was Julian Grill involved? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have no idea. I was not in government at the time the decision was made. 

The SPEAKER: Right, member for Cannington; carry on now.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. 

I want to know: is there an accusation from the government that somehow the Bluewaters decision was 
improper? The government is in charge here. If the government is suggesting that there was improper behaviour 
by Synergy in deciding to buy power from Bluewaters, that is a very, very serious issue. It should be referred to 
the Corruption and Crime Commission and it needs to be acted on. Let us understand that the Bluewaters power 
company subsequently went into receivership and is now under the ownership of Sumitomo and its partners. 
Sumitomo moved its South-East Asian headquarters to Perth as the base for its operations, which indicates a big 
vote of confidence in Western Australia. If the government is saying that there was something improper in that 
contract, the government needs to specify what it was and refer it for inquiry and report. The government cannot 
allow an innuendo about a major investor in this state to be left hanging without answer. It is an unacceptable 
corruption of the political process to allow an allegation to be left hanging without answer. 

It is not possible for the opposition to answer this, because we are in opposition. The only people to answer this 
are the people making the allegation, which is the government. The government has all the powers and 
authorities it requires to investigate this matter. If there is anything untoward or anything that the government is 
suggesting has been done improperly by Synergy, the government has an obligation to refer that to a proper 
inquiry. If the government has no basis for an allegation against Synergy and Bluewaters, it needs to clear that up 
and clearly state that the contract between Synergy and Bluewaters was done in an appropriate manner. The 
government cannot allow an unsubstantiated allegation to float around just because it made it. It is a bizarre 
situation and is another one of those risks that I spoke about. Making these unfounded allegations against the 
private operator of a power station and then not referring those matters to any competent authority is a sovereign 
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risk, as it makes it harder for business to be attracted to Western Australia—not just in the power industry, but 
across industry. There is an obligation on the minister, having made the allegation, to explain himself. This is a 
test of the minister’s character. He is the only one—apart from the Premier by his interjection—with access to 
information that suggests anything improper was done by Bluewaters in respect of the Synergy contract or by 
Synergy in respect of the Bluewaters contract. The minister must clear this up. He must tell the chamber whether 
he believes there was improper conduct; and, if he does believe there was improper conduct, he must refer that 
matter to competent authorities for investigation and report. It is a test of his character. The minister cannot come 
into this chamber, as the Premier constantly points out, float an allegation and leave it at that. If the minister is 
saying that there was something improper, he should please tell us what he believes was done improperly and 
then refer the matter to a competent authority for investigation and report. If he does not do that, a sovereign risk 
will hang over this market. 

I will be speaking to the leadership of Sumitomo in Western Australia to see what its response is to the allegation 
the minister has made, because the minister cannot do this. The minister has responsibilities to the people of 
Western Australia, not just to the man who sits in the chair there—the Premier. The minister needs to act 
properly. Floating an allegation about a contract with a private operator in this state and then having no 
gumption, no ticker and no character to follow through on that allegation is disgraceful and cannot be allowed to 
stand. It is a test of the Premier. If the minister will not reply to my comments in his response to the third reading 
debate, the Premier needs to deal with this matter. We cannot have the minister responsible raising an allegation 
against a private investor in this state and then leaving it at that and not coming back to clear up the matter. I say 
to the minister that if something has happened that was incorrect and improper, he should tell us what it is or 
what his suspicions are and refer it to a proper inquiry. If he does not do that, he is failing. 

I want to finish on one final thing. The minister gets upset with me when I point out things about him not having 
the capacity to tell us where the business case is or what the details are of any of these things. The minister can 
take these things personally and come into this place and pretend that he is Troy Buswell, but it does not work. 
That is not the minister’s character. Minister, I tell you what: take a look at what the Treasurer does during the 
consideration in detail stage of a bill. The Treasurer is respectful to Parliament in the consideration in detail 
stage. Although he and I and others in this chamber get into argy-bargy during consideration in detail — 

Mr P. Papalia: Robust discussions. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Robust discussions — the Treasurer still acts properly and answers the questions that 
are put to him. The opposition took a long time at the consideration in detail stage of this bill but it was not 
because we wished to delay its passage. 

I remind you, Mr Speaker, that you were in the chair last night when I spoke one word on a particular clause. I 
used one word to put the Labor Party’s position about a particular clause. We were therefore very 
accommodating of the needs of the government to have legislation properly debated while ensuring that the 
opposition’s position was on the record. However, the reason that we took one hour and 50 minutes to deal with 
clause 13 of this bill was that the minister would not answer questions or explain himself. As the Premier 
observes, this is the chamber in which accountability is held. If the minister does not know the answer, he should 
say, “I don’t know the answer and I’ll get back to you.” However, he should not get up and talk about things that 
are irrelevant to the conduct of the bill. He should answer the damn questions and move on. That is the way to 
get business done in this chamber. The minister is not any good. Nobody on this side of the chamber is scared of 
the minister. Nobody on this side of the chamber thinks that he is a good debater. But that is not the issue here. It 
is about being accountable to Parliament. The minister should get up, answer the proper questions that have been 
put to him by the opposition, and then we can move on. Then we will not take an hour and 50 minutes to deal 
with one clause.  

The government has only itself to blame for the management of this bill through this house. We oppose it and we 
made it clear from the start that we would highlight the hypocrisy and explain why we oppose it. However, we 
were not going to waste the time of the chamber. That happened because of the behaviour of the minister. It is 
not in in the interests of the government for the minister to continue to waste the time of the chamber. He needs 
to just get down and do his job, and then we will all be able to move on. It will be interesting to see what the 
minister does. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.40 pm]: I rise to debate the third reading of the Electricity Corporations 
Amendment Bill 2013 and to express my opposition to this bill. I was unable to participate in the second reading 
debate because I was paired. However, I want to put on the record my very firm opposition to this legislation. 
The member for Cannington has done a sterling job in outlining the opposition’s position in respect of this bill. It 
is important to remember that not one document in support of this legislation has been produced. The minister 
says there will be all these savings made and costs reduced, but not one document has been produced to justify 
those claims. There is not one third party outside the government in support of the government re-merging 
Synergy and Verve. The member for Cannington outlined in great detail the incredible bureaucratic nightmare 
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being created with this ring-fence proposal, when a very simple solution was available to the government. The 
member for Cannington has outlined that issue in great detail. The minister spends his time outside this place 
telling people—the private sector—that he does not really support what he is doing with this bill. When the 
member for Cannington and I, and other members of the opposition, go to various events, we are told that 
Minister Nahan does not really agree with the bill and does not really support it. He comes in here arguing for it 
anyway, but he will not produce one iota of evidence or justification for the words he says about savings. That is 
an extraordinary way to go about implementing public policy. Compare that with how the energy sector has been 
reformed over the years, and I will briefly go through some of that in a minute, where there has been great 
consultation, great review and great feedback, in particular with the industry itself and with those private-sector 
investors in the energy industry. The member for Cannington has made the point that now the minister has said 
there is something inappropriate with the way the arrangement between Bluewaters and Synergy was entered 
into. That matter now has to be referred and I look forward to that going ahead. The member for Cannington will 
pursue the matter with those private-sector investors. The member for Cannington is right, the Minister for 
Energy is not Troy Buswell—he does not have enough ability to be quick on his feet to be Troy Buswell. The 
minister’s job is not to be Mr Buswell, but to be the Minister for Energy, and that may often mean standing up to 
the Premier. That is the minister’s job and at some point, hopefully, he will get to do it. 

As I have said, in the second reading debate the Member for Cannington went into some detail, and I will not 
repeat it all. However, he made a point, and he is right: five years into the Barnett government this legislation 
represents the utter and comprehensive failure of the strategic energy initiative. When it was released the 
strategic energy initiative was to be the blueprint for the future of the energy sector in Western Australia—that is 
what it was sold as by the government. There was no reference to re-merging Synergy and Verve. There was no 
consultation with those key stakeholders—the group formed to advise government on energy; there was no 
reference and no consultation. Indeed, before the election, this re-merger was not going to happen. The one 
person who has argued for this has been the Premier. Not one other body outside the government has argued for 
this. The only reason that seems to make sense is because the Premier is trying to reverse a Labor government’s 
reform. When the government announced that this is what it wanted, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia was vehement in its response, describing the Premier’s statement as a complete U-turn on 
15 years of energy reform work. I will briefly go through the history of the CCI, particularly its chapter around 
energy reform, because it shows that at the very least the Premier has some form of consistency in his suspicion 
of and opposition to private-sector investment in the energy sector. Over the course of this year I found myself 
surprised as a Labor member to be arguing for perhaps more right-wing and conservative fiscal ideology than the 
government argues and follows, but the reality is that the Labor Party is more friendly to the private sector, 
certainly under the member for Cottesloe’s reign as Premier. That is the reality. We are more comfortable with 
bringing the private sector into the energy sector in Western Australia—much more comfortable than the 
Premier and much more comfortable than the Minister for Energy. Despite what the Minister for Energy used to 
say before he was elected to this place, he has walked away from that now and is simply selling himself out to sit 
at the cabinet of Colin Barnett. That is fine if that is what the Minister for Energy wants to do. 

The member for Cannington started off his contribution to the second reading debate with some astuteness by 
asking the question about whether the government believes it is telling the truth in respect of this issue. We had 
some debate about the Premier’s capacity to tell the truth yesterday, and I will not revisit that, but the point was 
made that the opposition was not prepared to participate in the debate. We had an election earlier this year, 
which is the key political debate point every four years in the electoral cycle. The Premier took a position that he 
walked away from—a position around not merging Synergy and Verve. The energy sector was working on the 
assumption that the Premier would stick with the truthfulness of his own words, but of course, that has since 
been walked away from. I emphasise this point: the minister has not yet produced one skerrick of evidence to 
justify on a financial basis why the re-merger of Synergy and Verve is a good thing. The member for Cannington 
outlined the ring-fencing. I went to the first briefing offered to the opposition by Mr Oates and some other staff 
and it was very useful. What struck me was the incredible bureaucratic process being constructed within this new 
entity to effectively keep it separate. I do not know whether this went through the regulatory gatekeeping unit. I 
do not know whether the Red Tape Reduction Group would have had much to say about this piece of legislation, 
but I dare say not. Within this beast, a so-called ring-fence is being created to stop it talking to itself. Does 
anybody appreciate the absurdity of bringing an organisation back together and then creating a bureaucratic 
nightmare to keep it separate within? What an extraordinary thing for a so-called conservative government to do.  

The member for Cannington also outlined the impact on Horizon Power. Prior to the election I do not recall the 
National Party, which is perhaps the most urbanised National Party in Australia — 

Ms R. Saffioti: The western suburbs–based National Party. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: A very western suburbs–based National Party was going to walk away from the requirements 
of regional representation in respect of Horizon Power. I never heard that during the election campaign. Perhaps 
if the National Party had some members living in regional Western Australia, there might have been a bit of push 
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back in respect of that particular change to the policy process. The member for Cannington has outlined the 
opposition’s opposition to that and that is another reason we will certainly not support this legislation, because 
that can only be negative for the way Horizon goes about delivering its services to regional Western Australia. 
The member for Cannington went through the fact that it is not the Economic Regulation Authority but the 
Auditor General who is involved in this, and I dare say that the Auditor General will be subcontracting the 
expertise of the ERA simply because his office does not have the expertise to do what this legislation requires it 
to do. The member for Cannington also went through the dodgy accounting around the Port Hedland power 
procurement process that, interestingly, is all about the government avoiding having to go through the capital 
works process of delivering more energy.  

I briefly want to outline some of the interesting history around energy reform. I will be very brief. I want to refer 
to a document I have referred to a few times, which is a book I know the Premier enjoys. It is The CCI story: a 
history of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and its founding bodies. I went to the 
launch of this book a number of years ago—I think it was back in 2010. It goes through a number of different 
debates in Western Australia, for example, retail trading and, of course, energy, and a chapter is titled “Energy: 
A Role for Government or Business?”. The book goes through that historic question that has been discussed in 
Western Australia over the past 15 or 20 years. As I have said, the Labor Party has always been more 
comfortable with and embracing of private sector investment in the energy sector. The book refers to the 
Carnegie review, which was done by Sir Roderick Carnegie, the former managing director of Rio Tinto, or CRA 
as it was then. He did an exhaustive study on SECWA—the State Energy Commission of Western Australia—as 
it was, and noted the fact that SECWA had dominated energy policy and entrenched its monopoly over many 
years. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia made the point that when Colin Barnett, 
the now Premier, was energy minister, he oversaw a number of reforms in the energy market. I quote from page 
134 of the book — 

What was not appreciated at the time was there would be a limit to the extent Barnett would allow 
electricity reform to go. 

The book goes through the Court government’s process around the sale of the pipeline and Alinta Gas. It is an 
interesting read. But there certainly was a lot of push by the CCI for further reform and great resistance from the 
energy minister at the time, Colin Barnett. I will quote from page 139 of the book. This is in respect of the 
argument for making incremental change and that the government really engaged in incremental change of the 
energy market only during the term of Richard Court’s government. The book states — 

The rub for the pro-competition camp was the accompanying announcement that the Government 
would spend $1 billion building new publicly-owned power stations and that the role it saw for private 
sector generators would not be in open competition but in supplying Western power with a further 1000 
megawatts expected to be needed further down the track. CCI interpreted the announcements to mean 
Minister Barnett was not genuinely serious about opening up the electricity industry and relinquishing 
control. 

It then goes on to quote the chamber—it is not crystal clear who it is actually quoting—and states — 

“His (Mr Barnett’s) rhetoric implies an increasing involvement of the private sector in the generation 
and retail supply of electricity. But the detail of the program points to ongoing impediments and 
continuing dominance by the state utility, Western Power”. 

Hence, at the very least, the most positive thing we can say about this legislation is that it reflects Premier Colin 
Barnett’s strong desire to have public ownership and public control of a large energy monopoly in Western 
Australia. That has certainly been the most comfortable position that the Premier has taken in the energy debate, 
having a large publicly owned monopoly in this space. The member for Cannington has made the point that this 
bill does not consider the consumer; it does not consider the client. It is more based around ensuring dividend 
flow to government. Interestingly, there is a subheading in the book titled “Labor on side of reform”, which 
makes a point. Let us not forget that this is a history of the CCI, which also makes the point that I have just made 
that it has always been the Labor Party in Western Australia over the last 15 years that has been much more 
comfortable with and much more embracing of private sector involvement in the energy sector. But, 
interestingly, bearing in mind some of the policy differences between the Labor Party and the Liberal Party at the 
election, we had a policy position of removing the tariff equalisation contribution from power bills that the 
government and the Premier vehemently opposed, although, interestingly, back in 2002, Colin Barnett, as 
opposition leader, mounted quite a fear campaign about how the uniform tariff policy and effectively the TEC 
was going to be—I have the front page of the newspaper with me—a power tax on Western Australians. When 
the Labor Party finally went about developing a policy to remove that power tax from power bills, of course, our 
Premier, Mr Barnett, changed his mind quite considerably. 

There is one point I want to finish on in respect of the history of the debate around the energy market. Mr 
Speaker, I appreciate that you are giving me some leniency in light of the fact that I was not able to contribute to 
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the second reading debate on this bill. This is the issue around the legislation that finally passed under the former 
Labor government to split Western Power. Of course, the member for Cottesloe resisted that. Looking at what 
the CCI said about that process, the book states — 

A stalemate ensued. In an intense effort during this period, CCI took representatives of business to 
Parliament in a procession of small groups to try to win over, one by one, the Liberal and National Party 
MPs and the Greens and One Nation MLCs who held the balance of power. 

Indeed, an article by the deputy chief executive of the CCI, Ross McLean, was published in The West Australian. 
As stated in the book, he commented — 

“If ever a demonstration was needed that the electricity industry in WA requires an overhaul and 
opening up to competition, the mayhem last week was it. It showed how reliant the state is on an under-
challenged monopoly utility and that customer and market considerations are not being met”. 

That is at pages 142 and 143 of the book. 
However, after 2005, Colin Barnett gave up the leadership of the Liberal Party and Matt Birney, the then 
member for Kalgoorlie, became leader of the Liberal Party and things changed. The Premier will know this book 
that I am quoting from; he has no doubt read it at length. In relation to the Birney Liberal opposition agreeing to 
support the Labor reform to split Western Power, the book states at page 144 — 

Agreement from the Liberals came at a price, extracted from the Government on the basis that 
householders and small business deserved to be quarantined from any downside risks, such as the 
obvious investment that would be required in the new stand-alone transmission business. The deal was 
confirmed in Parliament by the Liberal’s senior in the Upper House, Hon George Cash MLC in the 
following terms: 

“Because of the uncertainties surrounding the potential cost pressures inherent in upgrading 
the network system, I am pleased that the shadow minister for energy, Dan Sullivan, — 

I think he was the Deputy Leader of the Opposition at the time — 
sought and received a commitment from the Minister for Energy to cap price increases for the 
non-contestable market for at least four years. That guarantee has been a significant factor in 
the decision of the Liberal Party to offer its qualified support to the proposals contained in the 
Bill”. 

The CCI then goes on to point out the price cap that obviously caused a problem long term. I quote from page 
145 of the book — 

… Verve appeared to suffer competitiveness problems going forward—problems exacerbated by the 
long-standing ceiling on electricity tariffs imposed by government for political reasons since the early 
90s, including the four-year price cap set down by the Liberals in 2005 as a condition of supporting 
reform legislation. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Can I just make the point that there was not a price cap during the 1990s. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No, it is not saying there was a cap. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I know you are not saying that, but as this debate gets regurgitated, there seems to be an 
assumption that the Liberal government of the 1990s had a price cap. We did not. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Just to be clear, the CCI does not say there was a cap in the 1990s; it says that there was a 
longstanding ceiling on electricity tariffs, as I said, imposed by government for political reasons since the early 
1990s, including the four-year price cap set down by the Liberals in 2005. That is when the cap is referred to, 
from 2005, as a condition of supporting reform legislation. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, that is true. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Interestingly, as I said, I went to the launch of this book, and I said in 2010, which cannot be 
right. It is much more recent than that, so it must have been about 2011 or 2012 that the book was launched. At 
page 147, in the concluding chapter around energy reform, under the heading “Policy crossroad”, the book 
states — 

The sign of an answer came in September 2011 when the Premier hinted that the Government was 
considering re-merging Verve and Synergy … The announcement Verve and Synergy might re-merge 
floored the private energy sector. It renewed the spectre of a return to domination of the electricity 
sector by a ‘gorilla’ government-owned utility and raised the issue of sovereign risk for those private 
interests who had already invested and others who might have considered doing so in the future. 

We now have Some uncertainty created because apparently some of those private interests entered into 
agreements due to improper conduct, which no doubt the Minister for Energy will deal with in due course. The 
book goes on to state, at page 147 — 



5924 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 13 November 2013] 

 

CCI was vehement in its response, describing the Premier’s statement as “a complete U-turn on 15 
years of energy reform work” and calling on him to reconsider and to work with business to ensure the 
development of a competitive energy market in WA. Said chief executive James Pearson:  

It is remarkable there has been no consultation with the business community, which is the 
major customer and biggest private investor for the energy sector, before such a fundamental 
shift to the way energy utilities are structured. 

The chapter on energy reform concludes — 

Hence, a new and critical chapter in the struggle for energy reform had begun. 
The CCI Story is a very worthwhile read, and I commend it to members because it deals with many aspects of 
reform around the Western Australian economy. But that concluding chapter is one of the fundamental reasons 
why the Labor opposition does not support this bill and, indeed, will oppose its passage, and not just because it is 
wrong to create a new “gorilla”, as it has been described by the CCI, to go back and unwind reform by creating 
publicly owned monopolies in the energy sector and to threaten private sector investment, not just in the future, 
but private sector investment that has already been made in the energy market; but also, as the CCI has pointed 
out, because there has been no consultation. Not one document has been produced to the Parliament to support 
the arguments made by the minister. There has been nothing in support of cost savings, and nothing that would 
suggest to the opposition or the people of Western Australia that this will have a downward impact on the price 
of electricity in Western Australia. There has been nothing other than, “This is what it’s going to do”.  

That is simply unacceptable; we do not go about energy reform in this way, and in that regard I refer to the 
Carnegie review that the CCI went through in its book. The energy sector is a big, important sector in any 
economy, let alone an energy-intensive economy like Western Australia’s. We do not go about reform in this 
way. There simply has not been any justification given or financial analysis done and produced publicly in 
support of this argument. The CCI, whilst it has been quiet around the most recent part of this debate, has made 
the point: for many, many years it was a very strong advocate for reform of the energy sector in Western 
Australia. This ring-fencing complexity that has been created — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not complex. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier was not here, but I made the point during — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: They were ring-fenced before they were broken up. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I was making the point, Premier—listen!—that the first briefing given to the opposition by 
Mr Oates and some other staff was all around the detail and the amount of effort that goes into effectively 
keeping the company separated from itself. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: No. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Perhaps the Premier should go and listen to Mr Oates’ briefing. That is what the focus of the 
briefing was on. The government is creating an internally very complicated and bureaucratic process to, 
effectively, keep a merged entity separate! It is a ludicrous way to go about energy reform; it is not the way to go 
about energy reform. The fact that we have not yet seen anything from the minister to suggest that this is going 
to be a good thing for the people of Western Australia, and particularly for energy prices in Western Australia, 
highlights that point. 

I conclude by re-emphasising a point I made earlier: both the CCI and the facts highlight that the Labor Party has 
always been much more open and comfortable with private sector investment in the energy market in Western 
Australia than has the Liberal Party. The last 15 years have proved that point, and the CCI confirms it. The 
creation of another large, publicly owned monopoly in Western Australia is not a positive way forward for 
energy, competition and the price of electricity in our state. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [1.03 pm]: My apologies to the member for Victoria Park; I had to whip out 
and take that phone call. Parliamentary partners ring up at the most inopportune times, sometimes—and I dare 
not miss the call! Thank you very much for giving me the call, Madam Deputy Speaker, and allowing me to 
address the essence of the Electricity Corporations Amendment Bill 2013 in the third reading debate. 

I would like to go back to some of the comments I made about the reasons for this bill, and what has driven the 
government to the necessity to re-merge Verve and Synergy. During my contribution to the second reading 
debate I raised the fact that this bill for the re-merger of Verve and Synergy has come about because of the 
Premier’s stated obsessive opposition to the disaggregation of Western Power by the then Labor government in 
2005, and his view that it is far better to have a larger entity with greater financial capacity to achieve a whole 
series of ends. I put it to Parliament that one of the key ends that the Premier has always taken to heart—not one 
that I would criticise—is state development. It is a good thing for any Premier to be obsessed with state 
development and to support it, but Premier Barnett also believes that the use of state resources, such as the 
generation and delivery of power, is a means to the end of state development. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 13 November 2013] 5925 

 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Absolutely. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes; I knew I was right in going down that path. That is why I said at the time, as a member 
of the Labor left, that I welcomed his approach; it is in keeping with the Labor left’s approach. My colleague the 
member for Victoria Park does not agree with me on this one, but — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I just find it interesting that the Labor left and the Premier are so close! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We are very close, in terms of the use of state resources for further state development, the 
Premier and I line up very closely! 

However, I have to put that in perspective. The Premier and I, and the rest of the Labor left, actually voted for 
disaggregation in 2005; whether we fully supported it is another matter! No, obviously I did support 
disaggregation, but the Premier certainly did not. 

Mr M. McGowan: But he voted for it. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, I have already pointed out, Leader of the Opposition, that the Premier voted for it! The 
reason that I and other members of the Labor left supported the disaggregation of Western Power was that, at the 
time, it was a better use of resources. It was a better use of scarce financial capital by a state government, rather 
than spending it all on power stations. Certainly, there was a significant need to increase our power output at the 
time and all through the term of the last Labor government. However, it was a better use of those scarce 
government resources to spend them on other forms of infrastructure such as roads, hospitals and schools than on 
building power stations. Had we concurred with the Premier’s view in 2005 we would not have seen the 
construction of Fiona Stanley Hospital, and we would have struggled to build the railway line to Mandurah. In 
fact, it would be questionable as to whether that railway line would ever have been built. We probably would not 
have built Perth Arena, the State Theatre and a whole series of other major infrastructure projects that occurred 
during the term of the last Labor government, because the money would not have been available for those types 
of projects. 
That was the reason for the unanimity of support on the Labor side for proceeding with disaggregation back in 
2005. As I say, the Premier, whilst he might have voted for disaggregation, did not share that view and made that 
very clear in his speech to the house. If that is and always has been the Premier’s view about the use of a larger, 
near-monopoly power — 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, but the bill we are dealing with that will create this behemoth in the marketplace, 
although it may well benefit state development, will also have major implications for the effective, efficient and 
cheap delivery of electricity to the majority of Western Australians; it will have that impact. The elements of the 
Electricity Corporations Amendment Bill 2013 were raised during the second reading debate. The first element 
is the creation of a wholesale energy market. Despite extensive questioning of the minister during consideration 
in detail, I still cannot get my head around the necessity for the creation of a wholesale energy market over and 
above what we have at the moment. There is a wholesale market, although it is not a formal wholesale market at 
the moment; there is a short-term energy market for short-term supplies; and there are bilateral contracts. Until 
now that has worked relatively well. Although the short-term energy market is quite small, it has gradually 
grown and I think it needed a little more support—a push along—to expand its capacity and operational 
visibility. I question the need for a wholesale energy market. When I asked about the necessity for a wholesale 
energy market, it was made very clear to me by the minister, through advice from the people he had at the table, 
that the wholesale energy market is needed because of the market dominance of what has been created with the 
merger of Verve and Synergy. That wholesale market was there to ensure as much of a level playing field as 
there possibly could be to allow the private sector to sell into that wholesale energy market.  

If that is so, there were plenty of other ways of achieving that end without the creation of an energy market; 
further changes to the vesting contracts could have played a role. The expansion of the STEM, as I said, could 
have been another option for achieving the very same end as the government is seeking to achieve now. I think, 
given the market rules that will have to be created around the creation of the wholesale energy market, and the 
complexity of that wholesale energy market—particularly for a private player working out where to sell their 
electricity that may not be bilaterally contracted—it will be confusing for players. I question whether we will see 
a significant increase in the level of trade on that wholesale energy market going into the future. I might be 
wrong, but I question whether that is going to be effective. If that is the extent the government has to go to to 
effectively contain the market power of the corporation it has created through this merger, then we have to ask 
again why it is being done in the first place. Why go through all those complex processes and create other 
markets simply to contain a monster in the marketplace that has been created by a decision of government? 
Maybe it was the wrong decision in the first place.  

The other issue I want to refer to is how we got to this path in such a relatively short period. Remember that 
before the election, a clear commitment was given by the Premier that the merger was not going to occur, and 
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then the Verve–Synergy letter emerged after the election and the Premier indicated that the merger would occur. 
A significant amount of work was done for the disaggregation of Western Power in the lead-up to the 2005 
election. As Gareth Parker from The West Australian stated in his article entitled “In the dark on power games” 
on Thursday, 31 October 2013 — 

The path to disaggregation was long and complex. The public debate and stakeholder consultations took 
five years and the degree of published analysis and modelling of the changes was unprecedented. The 
process was transparent; the outcome was far from perfect. 

When dealing with the level of complexity in the market rules of electricity, it is quite easy not to get it right in 
the first place; they are very, very complex rules. The minister concurred when we discussed that statement. 
Nevertheless, once that disaggregation was underway, those market rules changed. They were modified, and in 
the first term of the Barnett government the vesting contract rules were changed and other modifications made to 
the market rules to improve the relationship between publicly generated and sold electricity and privately 
generated and sold electricity. That is normal; it happens in every marketplace. That is part of the process of the 
evolution and creation of an electricity market.  

However, with the creation of this new wholesale energy market and the rules around it and changes that are 
likely to impact particularly on private sector players in the electricity market, the amount of effort, time and 
consultation that was engaged in in the first round of disaggregation leading up to 2005 has not occurred. In fact, 
there has been very little, if any, consultation whatsoever with some of the key private electricity generators in 
the marketplace on their input into those market rules and the model of the wholesale energy market and its 
impact on their generation. As Mr Parker wrote in the article in The West Australian, there was five years’ 
consultation and public debate; it was a very transparent process. This bill is, effectively, the result of six 
months’ development for a complete overhaul of the electricity sector in Western Australia, and there has been 
very, very little, if any, public consultation, and very, very little, if any, consultation with the players in the 
Western Australian electricity market, particularly the private sector players. That is the difference. It is a 
difference that has been identified by a political observer from The West Australian, and, I might add, every 
other player and commentator out there in Western Australia who is either in the electricity market or knows 
anything about the electricity market; they all hold the same views as expressed by Mr Parker in that article, and 
also hold the same concerns about the government’s direction, and the lack of consultation and involvement of 
key players to create a new structure that will not have an impact on either the electricity market or the future 
generation of electricity in Western Australia.  

The second issue that forms the body of this bill is the segregation component. The segregation and physical 
separation, as the minister told us in consideration in detail, of wholesale energy unit from either the retailer or 
the generator sections of the new gentailer organisation is also a complex change to the nature in which 
electricity is generated and sold in Western Australia because of the decision to bring the two together. These 
Chinese walls and the separation and complexity now being introduced in Western Australia by way of this bill 
is coming about as another means of ensuring that there is no overt or covert market influence by a monster in 
the marketplace—the new gentailer being created by this bill. Two of the key issues that form the basis of all the 
changes brought about in this bill are being created and put into law only because of the decision made to join 
Verve and Synergy. Effectively, they are there as protection measures to the private marketplace because of the 
massive market dominance of the organisation that the government is creating. That brings us back to 
questioning the wisdom of taking this approach in the first place. 

The third issue goes to the oversight of the new body that is being created. I questioned the minister yesterday on 
the role of the Economic Regulation Authority in providing advice to government on electricity prices, 
particularly for the general public. The ERA, as the member knows, comments on a whole series of things in the 
electricity sector, from transmission tariffs through to wholesale energy prices and franchise tariffs. It has been 
encouraged to comment on those by way of reference in the existing Electricity Corporations Act 2005. When I 
asked the minister about whether the Economic Regulation Authority’s role will remain the same in the advice 
that it gives to government about future electricity price increases for the general public, he indicated that it 
would remain the same and would not change at all. We moved along quite quickly last night towards the end. 
As I pointed out to my colleague the member for Cannington, we should have picked up that the whole of 
section 72 in division 2 under “Role of the Economic Regulation Authority” will be deleted from the Electricity 
Corporations Act 2005. Given the minister’s statement that the Economic Regulation Authority’s advice and 
comments will remain as they are, how will that be the case given that the “Advisory function”, “Public 
consultation” function and the “Advice to be published” function under sections 72, 73 and 74 of the act will be 
deleted? There will be no role for the Economic Regulation Authority. I would like the minister to address that in 
his response to comments on the third reading debate. There seems to be a complete contradiction between what 
he told Parliament last night about the role of the Economic Regulation Authority and the bill, which deletes the 
role of the Economic Regulation Authority.  
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If those sections are deleted, who will oversee the marketplace? Who will comment on the tariff structures; the 
generation of electricity through Western Power’s powerlines; the effectiveness of the wholesale energy market; 
or future increases in the franchise tariff rate for households or business? Who will have that oversight power to 
make those comments given that it appears that under the bill before the house the only role for oversight is 
given to the Auditor General to ensure consistency in the separation of the roles of the wholesale market and the 
retail and generation arms of the new gentailer. I might be wrong, but I just cannot see where those changes are. 
All I can see so far is that there is an oversight role, but that oversight role is for only the Auditor General and is 
quite specific and relates to the Chinese walls within the new gentailer. There does not seem to be any role for an 
external body to comment on a series of things within electricity generation, transmission and sales to the 
general public and business.  

I question the necessity for the bill. I do not disagree with the overall philosophical intent of the Premier in using 
the capacity of the government’s infrastructure and resources to supercharge and bring about state development. 
I think it is a laudable approach and certainly one that, as I said, we on the Labor left support.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Keating would have said that the left supported it during the 1970s.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Even Paul Keating supported it. Keating probably would have said that he had invented it!  

Disaggregation has occurred and has worked, despite some of the criticisms made, particularly about the flow-on 
effect of the cost of expanding the electricity network, which was one of the big flow-through costs that hit 
Verve. Massively expanding the electricity network combined with the holding down of household tariffs and 
tariffs generally through the 1990s and again through the 2000–2010 period for such a long time was always 
going to lead to a financial impact on someone in the electricity market. The entity at the end of the line in the 
electricity market was Verve because it was standing there as the basis of generation in Western Australia and 
the last entity standing in the electricity market. It copped all the costs associated with those two components—
the financial impact of the expansion of the transmission system and the holding down of electricity prices. That 
is a criticism which I think is fair to be levelled at anybody who has created the disaggregation process. 
However, at the end of the day, to defend the Labor government’s decision to do that, what else could we do? 
There was a requirement for us to hold down prices between 2005 and 2010 because that was what was sought.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who was running the state—the opposition of the day? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It does not matter, Premier. As the Premier knows, Labor did not control the upper house. 
We would not have got that legislation through. It was a political game played by a former leader of the Liberal 
Party, whatever the Premier thinks about him, and the impact was catastrophic, because it did not allow the 
government of the day to begin the process of increasing electricity tariffs.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So you should never have agreed to it.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We had no choice. I believe the Premier would have done the same thing.  

If the Premier had supported disaggregation, which of course he did not, and Labor had controlled the upper 
house, he probably would have done the same deal. The impact of it was catastrophic. It created that flow-on 
effect that did not make Verve whole. There are other aspects of not making Verve whole, including huge 
increases in fuel costs over that period, labour increases and maintenance and general cost increases. All of these 
issues led to the need for a significant increase in tariffs from 2010, when it was available for a government to do 
that. That does not mean to say that the whole process of disaggregation was wrong. Just because the political 
decisions and the decisions that were external to the control of government occurred and had an impact on 
Verve, it does not necessarily mean that the whole disaggregation process was wrong and that the creation of the 
market structure that subsequently emerged was bad. The only two people in Western Australia who are saying 
that are the current Minister for Energy and the Premier. Everybody else agrees that it was a good decision. It 
had problems, but those problems could have been fixed. What the Labor government did was a necessary and 
good decision and a good use of public resources. It is not good public policy to change that simply because the 
Premier has a philosophical obsession with using electricity and the market power of a publicly owned electricity 
generator to push state development. It is not good public policy to throw out the market structure that is 
currently in place and replace it with one which is more confusing and more complex and which even the 
minister himself does not know anything about—when questioned in detail about it, the minister had no idea 
how it will work and had to rely continually on advice from the people with him at the table. It should not be 
supported. I believe that the minister will rue the day that he has been in the unfortunate position as Minister for 
Energy of introducing this bill to the house. He will rue the day he introduced this structure to the electricity 
market, because it will have an impact, particularly on private sector investment. It will then necessarily have a 
flow-through effect on electricity prices. I asked the minister what pressure there will be to keep prices down. 
The minister gave a series of examples of what he thinks will occur. I do not think he is right. I think electricity 
prices will increase and it will all be because of the minister and others in the Liberal Party not standing up to the 
Premier’s whims. 
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MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [1.33 pm]: I rise to speak to the third reading of the Electricity 
Corporations Amendment Bill 2013. I note the usefulness of the discussion we had in the consideration in detail 
process. A lot has been revealed. The thing that strikes me most is the spectrum of views on this issue. At one 
end of the spectrum people are advocating strongly for a nationalised electricity system, while at the other end of 
the spectrum people are arguing for a completely privatised electricity system. It is interesting to consider where 
we currently are, where we have been, where we were under the Gallop and Carpenter governments, how the 
electricity reforms moved us on the spectrum and how the Barnett government, through the current minister, is 
repositioning us on that spectrum. When considering that, it struck me that a lot of the positioning on this 
spectrum between nationalised and privatised electricity systems depends on the stage of development of the 
electricity system, the various technologies that are being deployed and the types of technologies that are being 
nurtured and brought into play. 

We can look at some situations around the world and the history of electricity systems. One of the most intensive 
phases of investment in an electricity system was done under a nationalised government. I am thinking of the 
government of France in the 1950s and 1960s when a conscious decision was made to bring nuclear energy 
onstream, along with an extensive hydro program and a tidal project. We can see that, with that level of 
investment at that time, the nationalised model worked. It was the only government that would have done it. 
Given the situation of nuclear power plants now, it is still the case that there would only ever be a nationalised-
type arrangement. The private sector would never want to build a nuclear power plant in a western democracy. It 
would only ever be heavily subsidised or underwritten by a national government. That was the situation in which 
France found itself in the 1950s and 1960s. That was the time when we heard such expressions as nuclear being 
“too cheap to meter”. When there is that level of investment, a nationalised arrangement is probably the way to 
go. To put that in an Australian context, in more recent times—I have acknowledged the Premier’s contribution 
in this area—the first major grid-connected wind farm in Western Australia was developed under the old 
Western Power. I think the planning for that work began in the mid-1990s and the wind farm was completed in 
around 2001. At the time it took $30 million of investment to create some 12 wind turbines to produce about 
21 megawatts of electricity, if my memory serves me. That project was cutting edge at the time. It required an 
enormous amount of community consultation. There was a lot of angst in the Albany community about the 
impact of the wind farm; there were various appeals through the planning process and people wondered how that 
technology would fit in. In the end, it gave us a good outcome. 

The point I am making is that there is an issue of timing. If the electricity system is rolling out a lot of very new 
technologies, it probably makes sense to position the whole electricity system towards the nationalised end of the 
spectrum. That is not the situation we are in now. The fact is that currently a lot of technologies are perfectly 
viable; they just have to be given the right market circumstances. Private business is one of the main drivers of 
the sorts of new technologies that I certainly support—renewable energy technologies that should be given ready 
access to our grid system. That is why I think the disaggregated model of the Gallop and Carpenter governments 
put us at the right place on the spectrum. It did not put us right towards the privatised side of things, but it did not 
go down the nationalised route, because we recognised that, with the behemoth of Western Power, there would 
be a suppression of the commercial capacity for privately owned generators to get grid connections and to sell 
electricity into a market in which they would have equal status with other organisations. This government is 
seeking to move us towards the nationalised end of the spectrum, to move us from the previous situation of 
disaggregation with the various elements of Verve and Horizon Power for the south west interconnected system 
areas and to move us away from the Western Power network and transmission lines and the retailing Synergy. 
By combining the retailer and the generator, this government is moving us closer to what could be described as a 
nationalised system. 

There is another dimension to this issue of where we are placing ourselves on the spectrum. That dimension is 
whether we believe that our electricity system should be subsidised. Private users and householders need 
electricity. It is an essential service that people depend upon. Therefore, there is some justification for a degree 
of subsidisation for people who need electricity. However, there is also the view that an electricity system should 
be based wholly and solely around the profit motive; that is, every activity should be based on the ability of 
electricity providers to make a substantial profit. 

So I put it to the house that we have not just a spectrum but an X and Y axis, and we can plot where we are 
situated on that axis. I think it is fair to say that, strangely, the Liberal–National Party is putting us on the 
X axis—that is, at the nationalised end—but at the same time it wants to create a situation in which profit can be 
made. That leads me to only one conclusion. That is that we are looking at a situation in which the combined 
generator–retailer operations will be so dominant, so powerful and so profitable that there will inevitably be a 
privatisation. Therefore, we could find ourselves switching from this nationalised situation to a sudden sell-off of 
the new Synergy. That is a real fear that I have.  

The problem is that the government is not being entirely clear about where it stands on this matter. If the 
government does want to move us closer to a nationalised model, is that for the purpose of creating a super-sized 
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new Synergy that will be highly profitable and can eventually be sold off? All sorts of issues arise from that. 
That is why I have put it to the house that the previous disaggregated model was at the right place. It was the 
Goldilocks model. Under that model, things were nicely split up. There was no domination by one organisation. 
Most importantly, it enabled the smaller generators to gain access to the grid. There were definitely cases in 
which smaller generators were not given easy access to the grid. We should focus on ensuring that smaller 
generators do have access to the grid. However, to change it around so that in the future we will have this giant 
behemoth, Synergy, will make it very difficult for smaller generators to compete.  
That brings me to the issue of ring-fencing. Ring-fencing has been incorporated into this legislation in an attempt 
to protect against the potential corruptive forces that could arise if there were to be collusion between the 
generator and the retailer. There is a lot of confusion and ambiguity about the ring-fencing, and some of these 
issues were raised during consideration in detail. Prior to the introduction of this legislation, we had the best 
form of ring-fencing, because the organisations were set up as separate units. That to me is the ideal form of 
ring-fencing. 
I must say that the comments that were made about the lack of—for want of a better term—third-party 
endorsement of the proposed model were particularly telling. The fact that the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia has not come out with any form of ringing endorsement for this model tells us 
something. It is interesting to look at the work of Professor Hugh Outhred from the University of New South 
Wales. Professor Outhred is a recognised expert in the area of electricity industry organisation and regulation. 
Some of his research interests are the implementation of, and limits to, electricity industry competition; the 
interface between economics, engineering, social issues and the environment; techniques for decision making 
under various conditions of uncertainty; and multidimensional decision making. We need to bring in experts like 
Professor Outhred to give us some guidance on this issue. I have not heard any reference to academics such as 
Professor Outhred, who are specialists in this field, telling us that this proposed system is the optimum one. I do 
not see how this model will improve the system from a social perspective and ensure that we have cheaper 
electricity.  
One of the arguments that has been presented by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry is that we will need to 
get electricity prices up a bit higher, and then there will be more competition and prices will come down. I do not 
understand the logic of that. When I hear the Chamber of Commerce and Industry describe that situation, I find it 
very difficult to comprehend. I think that is a position that the government endorses as well. The yoyo idea of 
this does not make sense to me. Under our current disaggregated model, mechanisms are in place, such as the 
tariff equalisation contribution, that help to harmonise electricity prices across the state. That means that people 
who live in rural and remote parts of the state pay the same rate per kilowatt hour of electricity as I pay in my 
electorate of Thornlie. That makes perfect sense to me. We need to accept that there will be a degree of cross-
subsidisation. There is a social reason for that, and that is to be applauded. But it seems highly unlikely to me 
that by creating a giant new organisation—the new Synergy—that will produce and sell electricity, and that will 
swamp any other company that might be trying to sell electricity into the grid, we will be able to create a 
competitive market. 
There has been much discussion about the design of this wholesale energy market and about how the trading 
system will work. That also raises some concerns for me. We all saw from afar the situation in the United States 
with Enron and the trading of electricity units by that company. We need to establish an absolutely transparent 
system that will not allow that kind of thing to take place. If there is any opaqueness or unnecessary complexity 
in the system, there is every possibility that those who are motivated simply by the idea of gaining a profit 
through electricity trading will come into the system. That may lead to some useful outcomes. However, that will 
be only after they have taken their cut and made their profit. It will not necessarily deliver the best possible price 
for electricity consumers, nor will it develop a supply of electricity that is cleaner. That is also a major concern. 
Although there may be some scope for private generators to produce electricity from wind farms, wave energy 
and solar photovoltaic systems, and eventually from geothermal and solar thermal systems—those very exciting 
and interesting technologies that could be coming onto our grid—we need to ensure that they are given easy 
access to the grid and are not hampered in any way and squashed out by the behemoth Synergy organisation that 
we are about to create. That would be a shame. In fact, it would be an outrage for those who care about clean and 
cheap electricity because it would push clean producers of electricity out of the market. We should be allowing 
the spirit of entrepreneurialism. There are good companies in this field, such as Carnegie Wave Energy Limited 
with its wave energy proposal. There is great potential in those proposals and we should be fostering those 
systems.  
We also discussed extending transmission lines, the networks, and enabling the new Synergy to operate in 
remote areas without being connected to the south west interconnected system. During consideration in detail I 
expressed my concern that if we were to allow the establishment of substantial plant or kit off-grid, that could be 
counterproductive to the development of major renewable energy proposals. I am thinking especially of the need 
to upgrade the transmission lines between Perth and Geraldton and then on to Kalbarri, where there are optimal 
sites for wind generation. We need to make sure that any wind farms that are eventually built between Perth and 
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Geraldton, in the midwest region, are given ready access to a transmission line that has the necessary kilovolt 
amperes to receive and generate electricity. I note that major considerations in establishing the Collgar wind 
farm near Merredin were not only the wind mapping studies, which showed that a good wind resource was 
available, but also that the farm was well located to connect to the grid. The location of renewable energy 
generation should not be limited by its proximity to the grid; the grid should be expanded so that it goes out to 
those new generation sites. It is fortunate for Collgar that it is so located, but proximity to an existing grid should 
not be a constraint when renewable generation systems are being considered, because the grid may not continue 
to be expanded at the rate at which it has been because it will be up against a Synergy behemoth that will find 
other ways of operating beyond the limits of the grid system. That is a further concern for me.  

I am also concerned about the nature of the wholesale market. During the second reading debate I said that I 
would prefer a system that allows the utmost transparency of spot-market rates so that we know the real cost of 
electricity on a hot summer’s afternoon when there is peak demand and when a large amount of electricity is 
produced by photovoltaic panels on household roofs. If a true spot market existed in the south west 
interconnected system and a person were to buy electricity at 3.00 pm on a hot March weekday afternoon, it 
should cost about 60 cents a kilowatt hour. That would be the cost of competing against stand-by generation, 
which simply sits around for those moments when electricity demand gets up to 3 700 megawatts or thereabouts. 
It would be only reasonable for people who have gone to the expense of investing in PV panels to be paid about 
60 cents a kilowatt hour, if that is the cost for others to generate that amount. It seems unreasonable that the most 
someone would be paid at the moment is 40 cents a kilowatt hour. Some energy equity issues should be 
examined.  
We need to reassess where we place the grid system in a spectrum that ranges from a nationalised system at one 
end and a free market, totally privatised system at the other end. We have moved towards the nationalised end of 
the spectrum, but it appears that the intention is to create a corporatised entity—the new Synergy—which will be 
very profitable but which will be ready for a sell-off. I now turn to a book by Sharon Beder, Power play: the 
fight for control of the world’s electricity. She looked all around the world at various examples of privatisation 
and points out that the failure of privatisation to deliver on its promises has not been fully exposed, and that 
electricity liberalisation remains a continuing confidence trick in that the benefits are always on the horizon. That 
seems to be the situation. We are always told to not worry; to just let prices go up a bit more and eventually 
prices will come down. That is the confidence trick going on here and that is the unfairness in what is being 
proposed. It is a confidence trick on the public, but the public is not taken in by it and it has wised up.  

When I send out community survey forms asking people for their opinions on matters such as the privatisation of 
electricity systems, people are resoundingly opposed to it. Those survey forms contain an optional question 
asking whether the respondents vote for the Liberal Party, the Labor Party or the Greens. Often people answer 
that optional question and it is remarkable how often Liberal voters say that they are opposed to privatisation. If 
the attempt here is to create the behemoth Synergy and to use the Electricity Corporations Amendment Bill to 
establish an organisation that is so big and profitable that it can eventually be sold off and privatised, that is a 
grave fear and something that people will not swallow. They are immediately aware of what is going on. As I 
say, it is apparent from my community survey work that people do not want a privatised electricity system 
dominated by one player. Conversely, people are supportive of smaller generators; smaller companies that are 
specialists in their field. A company like Perth Energy runs very reliable gas turbine systems that are able to 
generate electricity through peak-in plant when peak-in plant is required to come on, and that work in harmony 
with renewable energy systems such as wind power. These are the sorts of systems that should be facilitated and 
assisted by the design of our electricity system.  

We should have an electricity system that enables major proposed and existing wind farms to operate effectively 
when there is occasional variability—I do mean “occasional”, because it is often overstated how much 
renewable energy is an intermittent power source. The lived experience shows that the grid system that extends 
from Kalbarri to Albany to Kalgoorlie has provided many options to tap into different renewable energy sources, 
and that when one supply is not working or is not at optimum, another one is. The typical scenario, for example, 
is when the Albany wind farm is working. Perhaps the Collgar wind farm in Merredin might be a bit below its 
capacity, but when it cranks up, another one comes online. Likewise, when various wind and wave energy 
sources are in place, there will be a great balancing out.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 5941.] 

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS — EAST PERTH COMMUNITY SAFETY GROUP 
Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): I welcome committee members from the East Perth Community 
Safety Group who are sitting in the Speaker’s gallery.  
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS 

748. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

On behalf of the member for Kwinana, I acknowledge the students from St Vincents Primary School who are in 
the public gallery today. 

Premier, I refer to the shambolic and dysfunctional handling of the proposed local government council mergers.  

(1) How can the Premier expect councils and residents to have confidence in the merger process given that 
this is now the second and markedly different merger blueprint to be revealed in just four months?  

(2) Does the Premier agree with the Minister for Local Government who guaranteed, on radio this morning, 
that the mergers will result in lower rates for ratepayers?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1)–(2) I do not agree with the suggestion that it is a shambolic process. The truth is that every member of this 
Parliament, every single man and woman in this chamber, knows that the time for local government 
reform is long overdue. The Labor Party in government did not have the courage to address it. Even 
today, the Labor Party will not say what its position is. I do not know if the Labor Party supports or 
opposes it, or has its usual “sitting on the fence, no position” position!  

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I won’t talk to you, mate!  

Let me make this point about local government reform — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, let the Premier answer the question. You can ask a supplementary 
question.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister for Local Government released a first set of maps and took into account 
comments from members of Parliament, local governments and the community, and has refined those maps. Yes, 
there are quite significant changes. He has listened to the people—there is nothing wrong with that. The 
government now has its position, which has gone to the Local Government Advisory Board. I am sure that some 
other changes will be suggested; some tweaking around the boundaries. But we have a Western Australian 
government that is finally prepared to modernise local government to fit the twenty-first century. We have 
started with Perth. We will roughly halve the number of councils. That is what we will do. I challenge members 
opposite to state their position. Does the Labor Party support reform or does it oppose it? It does not have a 
position! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition and member for Midland, I call you both to order for the first time.  

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier asked me to state my position across the chamber. If you are going to call me 
to order, surely the Premier should not be able to make statements like that if, in responding, I am called to order 
and named.  

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order. I suggest you read the standing orders: if somebody refers to 
another member across the chamber, that does not give that member licence to shout out.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Significant changes have been made. The inclusion of the City of Vincent into the City of 
Perth is very much what the residents of Vincent want.  

Mr M. McGowan: They want it to remain standalone. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is absolutely evident that Vincent residents want to be part of the City of Perth. The 
member for Perth has been strong in advocating that and the City of Vincent has been strong in advocating that. 
The now federal member for Perth advocated that strongly. In fact, she seems to be the spokesperson for the 
Labor Party in Western Australia these days. She is not doing a bad job at it. At least she has an opinion!  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the first time.  
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have had representations from the City of Fremantle. I did not become involved in that 
issue at all but the minister made the point, quite properly, that Fremantle and Perth were the original two 
settlements. There is a lot of history and a difference in culture and society in Fremantle. Those cultural and 
social factors have been recognised. There will be some changes to boundaries but it will basically remain as 
Fremantle, incorporating East Fremantle and North Fremantle. I am sure some other probably far less significant 
minor changes will be made through the Local Government Advisory Board process. After 40 or 50 years of 
talking about local government reform, it is happening. Sure, there is debate. It seems tortuous. There are 
accusations. Some people in my electorate in the western suburbs are not too happy and the councils are not too 
happy, but it is happening. Seventy-five per cent of the people of Western Australia live in Perth. Local 
government reform is starting in Perth and one by one those reforms will be made. Over the next 18 months to 
two years, local government reform in the major city of Perth in Western Australia will be complete.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS 

749. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. I ask again: will the Premier repeat the guarantee given by his Minister for 
Local Government that rates will be lower under these new arrangements, and how can the people of Western 
Australia have any confidence in the Liberal Party’s stacked Local Government Advisory Board?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: What a poor Leader of the Opposition! He made a fool of himself yesterday, he wasted the 
first day back and now he immediately impugns the reputation of people serving on the Local Government 
Advisory Board. That says more about him, his poor standards, his lack of integrity and his lack of courage. 

There is no doubt in my mind whatsoever that local government reform, getting economies of scale, better 
services and better quality, means that rate levels will be lower than they would otherwise be. I think that is the 
point.  

ST JOHN AMBULANCE 

750. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I understand that two new ambulances were recently delivered to Fitzroy Crossing and Halls Creek as part of the 
Liberal–National government’s commitment to support the St John Ambulance service across Western Australia. 
With this in mind, could the minister please provide an update on this program? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 
I thank the member for North West for the question. St John Ambulance in country WA covers 2.5 million 
square kilometres and looks after 32 000 people annually. In 2011, the Minister for Health, off the back of the 
inquiry into St John Ambulance, came back to government and said that St John Ambulance had been 
underfunded and left to its own devices under the previous Labor administration. The Minister for Health was 
determined to right that wrong. Part of righting that wrong was a $150 million injection into St John Ambulance 
across the state, including $26 million from the royalties for regions program. What does that money mean on 
the ground in regional communities for the delivery of St John services? Part of this funding delivered seven new 
ambulances to the Kimberley. St John Ambulance in Fitzroy Crossing and Halls Creek both recently received a 
new troop carrier ambulance. By the end of the year, we expect that three new ambulances will be based in 
Derby and two each in Fitzroy Crossing and Halls Creek. As well as funding to provide new ambulances across 
the Kimberley, it is also being used to employ additional staff. St John is currently recruiting nurse educators, 
who will boost emergency clinical services in Derby, Fitzroy and Halls Creek. Really importantly, under this 
plan 17 community paramedics have been employed across the state. We had a major challenge attracting 
volunteers into the sub-centres. The volunteers who were there were being called on again and again, almost 
getting up each day and putting on their uniforms as volunteers. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: They’ll be run off their feet, and you know it. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you very much for that, member for Bassendean. That was very interesting. I call you to 
order for the first time.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Seventeen new community paramedics have been put in place across Western Australia to 
support the volunteers and to provide that structure around St John. They are working in Esperance, the northern 
goldfields, Geraldton, Northampton, Meekatharra, Wyndham, Katanning, Jerramungup, Manjimup, Margaret 
River, Donnybrook, Merredin, Lancelin, Beverley, Lake Grace, Narrogin and Carnarvon—an absolutely huge 
boost to St John services in regional areas. These 17 new paramedics are fully trained to support the volunteers 
who provide such a vital service to country communities. These paramedics will recruit and train volunteers and 
respond to emergencies in these communities. There are more than 3 000 St John Ambulance volunteers across 
regional Western Australia. On volunteers’ day, we thank every single one of them for the contribution they 
make to the safety of regional Western Australia. They are the first on the scene in emergencies and it is 
important that their skills are up-to-date. The funding will also provide increased training for volunteers. Six 
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hundred and one volunteers have completed their primary ambulance care training; 662 have completed their 
advanced ambulance care training; 92 have completed their ambulance driver training; and 538 have completed 
monitor defibrillation training. This is another example of how the government has focused on the challenges in 
regional Western Australia, looked at the problem and responded to the inquiry into St John Ambulance and 
made substantial commitments to make life better for volunteers, which makes life better for people living in 
country WA.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMALGAMATIONS — MAYOR OF COCKBURN 

751. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer the minister to comments on commercial radio this morning by the Mayor of Cockburn, Logan Howlett, 
when he made the following statement about the botched council merger process — 

We were told by the Minister face-to-face that there was no economic analysis done. There was no 
community of interest evaluations. It was purely based on a political decision by the Premier and some 
of the members of the Liberal Party to carve up Cockburn.  

With those comments in mind, I ask — 
(1) Did the minister make any such comment to the Mayor of Cockburn?  
(2) If he did not, why would the mayor gain such an impression?  
(3) Has the minister done an economic analysis of the mergers; and, if so, will he release it now?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied:  
(1)–(3) I thank the member for the question. As the Premier pointed out in answer to the first question this 

afternoon about the matters that came out in July, through that process we consulted with the 
community, and the Fremantle port city—our second city—became a viable proposition for ensuring 
that we hang on to our identity. I think everyone in this chamber would agree that the Cities of Melville 
and Fremantle do not have a lot in common. The interesting exercise is to make sure Fremantle remains 
as our second capital city. I refer to the process that was followed to get where we are today. The City 
of Fremantle population needs to increase, so we propose that the boundaries come down the coast 
towards —  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Did you make the comments to the Mayor of Cockburn? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I will get to that in a minute.  

We propose to expand the boundary of Fremantle to increase the population to make it more sustainable. We 
also propose to increase the boundary of Melville. As everyone knows, three important aspects are required to 
ensure good local government: first, a residential base; second, a commercial base; and, third, industrial land. 
Those are the three components needed to raise good rates. If we work through that model for Melville to Bibra 
Lake and Fremantle down to Hamilton Hill and Coogee, both areas will be expanded. The process for Cockburn 
takes half of Cockburn into Kwinana.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Hang on! Let me make this point: Kwinana and Cockburn will still be very viable, strong 
local governments. In the next 10 to 15 years they will enjoy huge greenfields growth. Their boundaries will 
include Jandakot airport and the industrial strip of Kwinana, which are all part of that growth needed by local 
government.  

When we met with the City of Cockburn last Monday, I went through the process. The people brought up a case 
and identified the financial modelling. They were quite clear about and very proud of their financial modelling. I 
think they said that they were number four out of 30 metropolitan local governments with their financial 
modelling. They identified a couple that were in the 20s. I wanted them to work out why they ended with their 
financial modelling, and the financial modelling of others was not as good as theirs. As I say to all members, 
how do we rate a local government?  

Mr D.A. Templeman: What did you tell the mayor?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Hang on. Do we rate it on how low its rates are, whether it budgets better, what services it 
delivers, how good its services are or do we rate councils on all those things? I had a long conversation with the 
Mayor of Cockburn about this process.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: Hang on. We can get through this. He was trying to find out how we did the economies of 
scale and what financial modelling we built them on. The financial modelling will come later — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: What about the mayor’s comments on radio this morning? 
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Mr A.J. SIMPSON: We have changed Cockburn’s boundaries from what we first thought they would be.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: What about the mayor’s comments on radio this morning? That is the question.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! Minister, you have given us a good explanation. Can you answer the 
question?  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I will, Mr Speaker. 

At the end of the day, the Mayor of Cockburn made some allegations about the Liberal Party doing it for those 
reasons. No such thing has happened. We have based it on a model of what we think is best for local 
government. The answer to the question is no, I did not. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMALGAMATIONS — MAYOR OF COCKBURN 

752. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Local Government: 
I have a supplementary question. The Mayor of Cockburn said that the decision to carve up Cockburn was based 
purely on a political decision by the Premier and some members of the Liberal Party. Did the minister make such 
a comment to the Mayor of Cockburn or not, or is the Mayor of Cockburn lying? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied: 
The decision was based on a government decision to make this decision. A better local government will come 
out of this process. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Right; thank you member for Mandurah. I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

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

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

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

VETERANS ADVISORY COUNCIL 

753. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Veterans: 
On Monday the Liberal–National government announced the new Veterans Advisory Council for Western 
Australia. Can the minister please outline the role of this new council and how it will benefit veterans in our 
community? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 
I thank the member for his continued interest in the welfare of veterans in not only Western Australia, but also 
the entire country. I note, and again place on the record, my appreciation for his service to his country and for the 
fact that he is also a distinguished veteran. 

This government recognises that it is important to give a voice to those returned veterans who have served our 
country in time of war and in other conflicts in the past going back to World War II — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Minister, you’re snubbing the RSL, are you? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: One day the member for Girrawheen will make a contribution that is actually worthwhile 
listening to! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Right, minister. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: It is important to give a voice — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington!  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: It is important to give a voice to veterans in Western Australia so that we as a government 
can appreciate the issues that confront them. It is important that we do that in a way that is meaningful and adds 
value to the concerns of members of the veterans community so that the government can give them the 
dedication and respect they deserve, and can address any issue that we as a government can address. Obviously, 
the federal government, through the Department of Veterans’ Affairs, will remain the primary authority for 
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caring for veterans, but as a state there are still some things that we can do. Other jurisdictions have recognised 
that. Other jurisdictions, to some degree, have a veterans advisory council. It is a great thing that Western 
Australia is moving forward and doing exactly the same thing. It is envisaged that a veterans advisory committee 
will comprise 10 members. Hopefully, they will be representative of not only the depth, as far as conflicts go 
back in history, but also the width of the contribution of the three services, and indeed also the War Widows’ 
Guild of Australia. In the coming months the government will be asking for expressions of interest through 
different veterans associations so that we can look at appointing a committee that can give advice and a very 
worthwhile voice to the government. It is also envisaged that such a committee will meet about four times a year. 
Although there will be no fee for the committee members, we will certainly look at meeting their sitting costs. I 
also expect that the membership of this committee will rotate every three years so that every organisation will 
get to have a say sooner or later, either directly to the government or by feeding information through the 
Veterans Advisory Council. 

I thank the member again for his important question. It is an important announcement for the members of the 
veterans community in Western Australia and we are getting on with the job and giving them the voice that they 
deserve. 

NORTH ELLENBROOK HIGH SCHOOL — CONSTRUCTION 

754. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Premier: 

I refer to the government’s decision at the time of the 2013–14 budget to defer the construction of the north 
Ellenbrook high school. 

(1) Why has the Premier broken another election promise to the parents and children of Ellenbrook? 

(2) Is the Premier aware that the number of children at the existing Ellenbrook Secondary College will 
increase from 1 490 next year to 2 138 in 2017, and that 29 demountable classrooms will be required to 
be installed at an already crowded site at the existing high school? 

(3) Given that Ellenbrook is one of the fastest growing areas in the metropolitan region, will the Premier 
commit today to bring forward construction of the new Ellenbrook high school? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(3) The north Ellenbrook high school was announced in the 2013–14 budget to open in 2019. Later in 2012 

a decision was announced by the minister to bring that forward to 2017. At this stage, the state has not 
yet acquired the land for the school. Given the planning that is currently underway and the time for 
construction, it will not be possible to meet 2017; therefore, the minister has said that the school will 
open in 2018. The opening has gone from 2019 to 2017 back to 2018. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Hopeless. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We do not have the land yet; it has not yet been sold. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Why not? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We do not own the land; it is a simple point. The state does not own the land. The state is 
in the process — 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition is clearly not genuinely interested. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Mandurah; I call you to order for the second time. The question was 
asked by the member for West Swan and she will have a chance to ask a supplementary question. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The school was originally due to open in 2019; it was brought forward to 2017. That was 
not possible, particularly because the land has yet to be acquired. Meanwhile, planning is going on. Hopefully 
that land negotiation will be completed shortly and the school will open for the 2018 school year. That means 
that Ellenbrook Secondary College will have more demountables and its population may exceed 2 000 students. 
It would be the fourth school in this state to have over 2 000 students. 

NORTH ELLENBROOK HIGH SCHOOL — CONSTRUCTION 

755. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Is it true that the Department of Education was about to acquire the land in 
August, but it pulled out of negotiations because funding was cut as part of the government’s budget 
negotiations. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
I am not aware of that. 
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Ms R. Saffioti: That is the truth. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: When the member for West Swan makes comments, I do not generally accept them. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, do you wish to say anything further? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. 

Several members interjected. 

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

QUINNS ROCKS BEACH 

756. Mr P.T. MILES to the Minister for Transport: 
The member for Butler made some comments in the house yesterday on erosion at Quinns Rocks and meetings 
that took place between the City of Wanneroo and the minister’s staff. Could the minister please provide the 
house with any further information and some clarification on the issue? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

I thank the member for Wanneroo. I am very happy to provide that clarification. As I said yesterday in the house, 
the member for Butler basically made an assertion and then he made a request. His assertion was that my chief of 
staff met with the Mayor of the City Wanneroo—I think that is right, member for Butler. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Staff members. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, the member for Butler said my chief of staff.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for Butler said “chief of staff” repeatedly and he went on to — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girraween! Can we move on, minister? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: He said my chief of staff met with the Mayor of the City Wanneroo and that I was invited 
and refused to meet him. Of course, I did some research. My chief of staff has never met with the Mayor of the 
City Wanneroo on this particular matter. Some may say that that is misleading the house—some may say that, 
because it did not happen. I was accused by the member for Butler of refusing to attend a meeting that never 
happened. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: They did meet, member for Butler, with representatives of the agency. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

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

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: They did meet with representatives of the agency and a member of my staff, at the request 
of the Minister for the Environment. That happened, but there was no meeting with my chief of staff. Second, the 
member for Butler requested that I commit 50 per cent of some emergency funding pool to the City Wanneroo. I 
researched that and it does not exist. I was criticised for attending a meeting that did not happen and asked to 
allocate money out of a pool of funds that does not exist. It is funny what happens, member for Butler, when we 
scratch at the truth sometimes. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In relation to the request from the City of Wanneroo—a request has come in—it has 
formed the view that it needs between $2.5 million and $3 million to provide some short to medium-term 
solutions around the beachfront. That is notwithstanding the fact that the studies to determine what the city needs 
are not finished. The city has written to me and said that it is the city’s view that the majority of that funding 
should be paid for by the state government. This is an area that is traditionally the responsibility of local 
government. As I said yesterday, from Esperance in the south, Emu Point at Albany, the cut in Bunbury, the 
various beaches in the metropolitan area, the Jurien Bay marina right through to Beresford beach in Geraldton, 
local governments are under a lot of pressure to try to protect their coastal environment. For the City of 
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Wanneroo simply to write to us and say that it is our responsibility is not an acceptable outcome. I took the 
opportunity — 

Mr M. McGowan: What about the seagrass in Busselton? 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition can ask me about that any day. 

I took the opportunity to peruse the financials of the City of Wanneroo, because I figured that if this was such a 
big priority, it would be up there in lights in its budget for this year. I have a couple of interesting observations. 
Firstly, the City of Wanneroo has about $145 million in cash—some in restricted accounts and some in non-
restricted accounts. At the start of this year, $33.7 million of that sat in an account called the strategic project 
reserve—$33.7 million. To get an understanding of the City of Wanneroo’s priorities on this subject, there was 
$100 000 — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the third time. I do not want to call you next time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: To put the City of Wanneroo’s priorities into perspective, 100 000 is allocated to 
beachfront restoration at Quinns Rocks; $1.6 million to expand the administration building to fit in more staff; 
and $350 000 to fix the reception desk at the Civic Centre. My message to the City of Wanneroo is simply this: 
do not just come to the state government and ask us to resolve these types of issues. It is primarily the city’s 
responsibility; and if it is primarily its responsibility, it should be reflected — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you to order for the first time. You are lucky that you 
drowned out the member for Butler. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It should be reflected in its expenditure priorities. Secondly, if the city wants solutions to 
its problems, it should not get the member for Butler to come into this place and pedal half-truths on its behalf. 

KWINANA BULK TERMINAL — SALE 

757. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
I refer to the possible transfer of ownership of the Kwinana Bulk Terminal to Mr Buckeridge and the Premier’s 
failure to answer questions yesterday. I ask again — 

(1) Who proposed the idea of selling the Kwinana Bulk Terminal as a component of the settlement of legal 
action with Mr Buckeridge? 

(2) Has the Premier or his staff met with Mr Buckeridge to discuss this matter; and, if so, when and where? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(2) I think it has already been recorded in Parliament that I had a discussion with Mr Buckeridge about this 

issue probably three or four years ago. That has already been on the public record. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Was that at the leaders’ forum? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, not at the leaders’ forum. It was actually at his home. The reason was that he was 
extremely ill and was not able to leave his bed. He was at home and that is where we met with him. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You are a smart alec, are you not? 

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

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That has been well documented. I would say it is at least three years ago, possibly longer. 
He was quite ill, so a meeting was held in his home. I have not met with Mr Buckeridge on that issue in recent 
times. Who proposed the Kwinana Bulk Terminal as part of a settlement or negotiation? I honestly do not know. 
But the proposal from the Buckeridge group’s James Point Pty Ltd was about developing a land-backed port, and 
there have been negotiations over land and transport access.  

As I said yesterday, this matter is in litigation before the Supreme Court, there is a mediation process being 
conducted under the auspices of the court, and the issue has arisen within that. Whether it came from a 
government representative or whether it came from the Buckeridge Group of Companies, I honestly do not 
know. I am not directly involved in that and, as I said yesterday, there is a formal court-supervised mediation 
process going on. Whether it ever actually reaches a conclusion and whether the Kwinana Bulk Terminal 
changes hands, I cannot say at this stage, because that mediation is going on and I do not expect it to be 
concluded for some time. 
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KWINANA BULK TERMINAL — SALE 

758. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. In the event that the Kwinana Bulk Terminal changes hands as part of a 
settlement negotiation, will the Premier undertake to release all valuations made of the Kwinana Bulk Terminal? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
This is a court mediation. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That’s got nothing to do with that. Transparency in government. Will you do it? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Does the member want me to answer it, or not? 

If—it is a big “if”—the mediation taking place at the moment under the auspices of the Supreme Court reaches 
an agreed conclusion between the parties, and if—another big “if”—the Kwinana Bulk Terminal is part of that, 
then the government will report publicly on the transaction that has taken place and the settlement. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Valuations? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not going to make commitments. This is a mediation that is not being handled by 
government; it is being handled by the Supreme Court — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: But the Supreme Court doesn’t just hand over assets; that’s your decision! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is a mediation to try — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s a mediation; they’re not actually — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, you asked a question and you are answering the question. I call you 
to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I conclude: the mediation is being conducted by the Supreme Court; that will take place. I 
do not know whether it will reach a conclusion and I do not know whether the Kwinana Bulk Terminal will be 
part of any resolution. It may well be that one of the two parties may say that they do not agree with the 
mediation-proposed settlement at that point, and it may well simply revert to litigation, which I would think 
would take several years. The worst-case scenario could be a risk to the state of losing literally hundreds of 
millions of dollars. This is not a pleasant situation to have to deal with; it is a situation, however, that is the 
reality. It is not perfect—I have said that on several occasions—but the reality is that in government we have to 
deal with what is before us, and this is the situation before us. 

COMMUNITY SPORTING AND RECREATION FACILITIES FUND 

759. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I was pleased to note that a number of worthy projects were recipients of the most recent community sporting 
and recreation facilities fund small grants round that the minister announced earlier today. Could the minister 
please update the house on the continued success of the small grants component of the CSRFF? 

A member interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
This is very important out there, member; I heard that comment. 

I thank the member for Central Wheatbelt, who I know works very closely with her sporting clubs out there, and 
that is important because sport is certainly a big priority for community life in the central wheatbelt areas. 

This is the second of two small grants rounds for 2013–14 that will see around $835 000 being provided for 41 
projects, which, combined with an allocation of $705 000 earlier in the year in the February small grants round, 
makes just over $1.54 million for the two small grants rounds. These small grants have been a real success. It 
was an initiative by this government to try to address some of the smaller projects that make a real difference to 
communities, be they in the metropolitan area or the country. It brings with it a list of requirements on the 
applicants; previously, we had a situation in which the same requirements applied for grants of $3 000 as for 
grants of $2 million. 

It has been really successful; it is for projects of up to $150 000, and applicants can apply for up to $75 000 with 
development bonuses. We have also trialled up-front payments in the small grants rounds, which enable smaller 
communities to get projects underway immediately as opposed to being reimbursed, and it seems to be working 
very well; we will continue to monitor that. That has been well received also. 

There were some 59 applications in this round, seeking $1 248 586, so there was a big demand. Of the 
41 successful applications, 25 were recommended to regional Western Australia and 16 to the metropolitan area; 
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there was a far higher number of applications from the country. To give a couple of examples of the types of 
programs and projects that were successful, there was $75 000 to the Shire of Exmouth for upgrades to the 
Exmouth swimming pool; $67 000 to the City of Wanneroo for the installation of floodlighting at Oldham Park; 
and $40 334 to the City of Gosnells for the resurfacing of greens at the bowling club. There was a small but 
important grant of $3 516 to the Shire of Collie for power upgrades to the Collie BMX track. There was a grant 
of $35 361 to the City of South Perth for greens resurfacing at South Perth Bowling Club. Unfortunately, we 
were oversubscribed—although that is a good thing because that means there is still demand out there and we 
still have a lot of work to do—and there were unsuccessful applicants. The Department of Sport and Recreation 
will continue to work with the unsuccessful applicants to try to improve their chances for the next lot of rounds.  

I appreciate members’ support in advocating for their projects. Members see me quite regularly about projects, 
and I thank them for their support. The next small grants round opens on 3 February 2014, and if anyone needs 
any information, please let me know. 

COUNTRY BUS SERVICES 

760. Mr M.P. MURRAY to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the media release of 1 November 2013 by the member for Warren–Blackwood, following the minister’s 
review of the Transwa return coach services from Bunbury to Collie to Boyup Brook, in which he stated — 

These services will be integrated with the Australind train timetable departing Bunbury Terminal.  

(1) How is a three-hour-and-45-minute wait at the Bunbury passenger terminal for the Australind to depart 
considered an integrated service? 

(2) When and with whom did the minister consult to develop the revised SW3 timetable that will run from 
Perth to Pemberton via Collie, Boyup Brook and Bridgetown, and in reverse?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

(1)–(2) This is actually a good outcome for the Boyup Brook community. The member for Collie–Preston came 
into this place and grieved to me about an outcome like this on behalf of his constituents. I think it is a 
good outcome for his constituents. At the end of the day, as I explained to the member for 
Collie-Preston during that grievance—slowly and in short words—we have finite capacity to deal with 
transport issues right across the state. Ultimately, we have to make decisions to spread the taxpayer 
dollar allocated to Transwa, particularly across the southern areas of the state from Kalbarri south. As 
part of that, we have had to review some of the routes. Initially, the advice that came back was that the 
route that went from Bunbury to Collie to Boyup Brook should cease to operate. The member for 
Collie–Preston did a good job on behalf of his community articulating its concerns to me; the member 
for Warren–Blackwood did a similarly good job on behalf of his constituents. I think we have come up 
with a solution. Is it perfect? No. But the service has been reinstated, and we have had positive feedback 
from the communities that were impacted.  

COUNTRY BUS SERVICES 

761. Mr M.P. MURRAY to the Minister for Transport: 

I have a supplementary question. Can the minister advise again why he is stripping away a service that nearly 
4 000 people a year utilise, and why regional public transport is not a focus of this government or the National 
Party? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

Regional public transport is a focus of the National Party and the Liberal Party that comprise this government. 
As I said, we have to make difficult decisions to spread limited funding across the state. I think this is actually a 
good outcome for those communities, member for Collie-Preston. If the member for Collie–Preston wants, we 
can reroute the bus so it misses Collie! Perhaps then people will get to Bunbury earlier. I do not want to do that, 
but if that is the member for Collie–Preston’s suggestion, I am happy to have a look at it.  

HOUSING INDUSTRY 

762. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Planning: 

I am aware that an independent report was released last week providing data and trends for the health of the 
Western Australian housing industry. With that in mind, can the minister provide the house with a summary of 
the report findings?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

I thank the member for the question. 
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As implied in the member for Joondalup’s question, the housing industry is very important in relation to 
economic activity in Western Australia, and obviously is very important in providing affordable accommodation 
for residents of our state. The Housing Industry Forecasting Group has an important role in providing advice to 
government and the housing and development sector, with assessments and forecasting for land and housing 
activity in the state; it provides information and data on the numbers of lots and dwelling construction in the 
state, and also broader information about the real estate market and the private rental market. Some of the figures 
from the report released last week are interesting and encouraging in relation to the factors that I have 
mentioned. For example, the number of lots created in the state in 2012–13 increased by 32 per cent from the 
situation in the previous year. There was a 34 per cent increase in the number of residential dwelling 
commencements across the state compared with the case last year, with 24 010 homes commencing construction 
in 2012–13. The Urban Development Institute of Australia’s Western Australian division advises that the 
number of lots under construction in the Perth region has increased by 54 per cent compared with the June 2012 
figures.  

We understand that the planning approvals system has an important role to play in ensuring that land is available 
for residential development. We have sufficient land zoned for urban and residential development, in particular 
in the Perth and Peel regions, for the next 20 years at the density rates that have been achieved over the past two 
or three decades, and for up to 50 years if the average densities proposed in Directions 2031 are achieved. One of 
the key objectives of the planning reform agenda in the past four or five years has been to increase the diversity 
of housing available and to encourage more urban infill developments, as well as changes to the R-codes. It is 
interesting that the number of apartment approvals for 2012–13 increased by 58 per cent compared with the case 
in the previous year, and comprised 24 per cent of total approvals in the Perth region. That is quite a substantial 
increase and the direction in which we need to be moving. It is not that we expect everyone to want to live in 
apartments; there needs to be diversity, ranging from larger lots in the more peripheral urban areas, including for 
semi-rural activities, to high-density housing in well-provided-for infrastructure areas within about 10 kilometres 
of the Perth CBD.  

I also acknowledge the work being done in the housing portfolio under the Minister for Housing on the provision 
of public sector housing. The number of commencements in 2012–13 were up by 96 per cent on the situation in 
the previous year—up to 1 138. That indicates that we are very much on track to achieve the additional number 
of 20 000 new affordable homes by 2020. The information is that we are making very good progress in the 
provision of affordable housing in Western Australia.  

WA PLANNING COMMISSION — PROFESSIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS — WHITEMAN PARK 

763. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to today’s Auditor General report and the finding that the minister’s decision not to release information 
concerning a contract for public relations services to Whiteman Park “was not reasonable and was therefore not 
appropriate”. 
(1) Why did the Department of Planning seek advice from the Department of Finance concerning the 

release of tender information after initially including this information in the draft answer prepared for 
me?  

(2) Was the minister’s office involved in discussing this with the Department of Planning in relation to the 
preparation of that answer?  

(3) Why was the Department of Planning’s freedom of information officer not consulted as recommended 
by the Department of Finance?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 
(1)–(3) I provided some information on this issue immediately after question time yesterday. It is hardly a big 

deal, but for the information of members, the original question asked by the member for West Swan 
related to the provision of public relations services for Whiteman Park management. She wanted details 
of all the tenders that were provided in addition to the successful tender. The answer that I gave at the 
time was that it was considered commercially sensitive information that was not appropriate to be made 
public. As is a requirement under the Financial Management Act, I think it is, that answer was 
referred—or under the standing orders; I am not sure which it is—to the Auditor General for his view. 
As the member has just expressed, the Auditor General’s view is that the information should have been 
made available. 

I am sensitive to the fact that people who provide tenders for the provision of services to the 
government do not necessarily expect them to be made public, particularly if they are not the successful 
tenderer. As I said yesterday, we are asking those companies that provided tenders whether they have 
any objection to the information being made public; and, if they do not, obviously we will. I understand 
in the tender documents that there is the option for submitters to tick a box if they require the 
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information to be kept confidential. That was not done in all cases, but perhaps the people submitting 
the tenders do not realise that it may come out in the public arena through Parliament; it would not 
come out through any other way. The only motivation behind the answer that was given was to protect 
the commercial sensitivity and confidentiality of the companies involved. There was no other 
motivation. We are getting further advice, as I have said. 

WA PLANNING COMMISSION — PROFESSIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS — WHITEMAN PARK 

764. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Planning: 
I have a supplementary question. Why was the initial answer drafted by the department changed; was it through 
direction from the minister’s office or involvement from his office, because the initial answer had the 
information? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 
The answer that was given is the answer that has appeared in Hansard. I do not recall any changes to a draft that 
was done but — 
Ms R. Saffioti: That’s what the Auditor General’s report says. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: Okay. As I have said, there was no ulterior motive about concealing the information, as I think 
the member has implied in her question. The only motivation was to ensure that the commercial sensitivity of 
individual companies was protected. I do not recall the details of whether a draft was modified. I have not read 
all of the report today. I have been dealing with a few other issues, including in the police portfolio, so I will 
look at the report in detail. There is no conspiracy in relation to this issue. The motivation is entirely as I have 
explained. 

BILLS 
Assent 

Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the following bills — 

1. Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment Bill 2013. 
2. Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Amendment Bill 2013. 

ELECTRICITY CORPORATIONS AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Third Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [2.47 pm]: I rise to make a very short contribution to the third reading of the 
Electricity Corporations Amendment Bill 2013. A lot has happened since the second reading of the bill. Of 
course, the infamous letter has been released that shows that the chairs of both bodies did not recommend a 
merger of the utilities. Before I go into that issue, I will recap some of the issues that were raised during the 
consideration in detail stage and highlight the opposition to this bill by those on this side of the house.  

Firstly, I want to talk about the savings. I think I highlighted this in my contribution to the second reading 
debate. During the briefing that was provided, three potential savings from the merger of these two entities were 
outlined. The first related to the purchasing power of the two entities, the second related to existing contracts and 
the priority of purchasing and the third related to reduced overheads and the number of CEOs. I will go through 
each of those savings. Nothing that came through the consideration in detail stage—I sat through some of it last 
night and I have gone through many of the notes—substantiated any of the claims made in the second reading 
speech, the briefing that we received or any of the propaganda that has been released about why this merger 
needs to happen.  

I will go through each of those potential savings. The first is purchasing power. As the member for Cannington 
has outlined on many occasions, we do not need a merged entity to get purchasing power. That has been done, 
and can be done, through the existing framework. When I put that motion during the briefing, the people who 
were briefing us concurred that we do not need to merge these utilities to get the benefits of purchasing power. 
The government can already achieve purchasing power just by the fact that it owns both Verve and Synergy. 

The second is the daily dispatch of power. That means that we ensure that the most efficient source of power is 
brought onto the grid every day. Nothing has been said by the minister during consideration in detail to 
substantiate that claim. The third is reduced overheads. Some of these savings in overheads can be achieved 
without the merger of these two entities. Also, costs will be incurred in the merging of these two entities.  

The government has gone through this massive process of change that is destabilising the market and the private 
sector, and it has brought in this legislation. A key component of this change is to ensure that the two business 
units—generation and retail—which until now have been separate, will continue to operate separately within the 
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merged entity. Significant costs will be incurred in ensuring the ring-fencing of those two business units. I 
outlined during the second reading debate, and the member for Victoria Park outlined today, the absurdity of 
creating a new utility and then expending most of the effort in the creation of that new utility on ensuring that 
those two units are ring-fenced. We have heard that there will be sliding doors and partitions in the new utility, 
and swipe cards to ensure that no-one from the generation unit will be able to get into the retail section. As we 
have seen time and again in the private sector, ring-fencing does not always work. It seems to be completely 
contradictory to bring these two units together and then spend the majority of the legislative time and the 
majority of the organisational time working out how to keep these two units apart. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Will they have a joint Christmas party or separate Christmas parties? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not sure!  

Mr P. Papalia: They will have joint drinks on a Friday! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes; joint drinks on a Friday!  

Mr D.J. Kelly: The Christmas party is very important! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They will be in the same location, so one would expect that they will have a joint Christmas 
party so that Santa will not have to visit two different locations. That will be a cost saving! 

Mr P. Papalia: A significant cost saving. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes; a significant cost saving.  

As we have said, there is no business case. The business case for change is being developed now. We heard 
today about amalgamations. There is no business case behind the changes that this government has announced. 
There is no analysis of key activity centres. That will be developed after the government has made the decision. 
The government makes a decision, and it then employs a consultant, or it uses the director general in the 
department, to justify the decision that it has made. That is the method of operation of this government. The 
Premier makes a decision—ad hoc, normally—and the resources of government are then engineered to try to 
justify that decision. The stadium is another example. A decision was made to put a stadium somewhere. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Anywhere! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Anywhere, except where Labor chose. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Anywhere except where Labor chose. Remember, he was driving down the Graham Farmer 
Freeway when he opened the window and said, “There is a big block of land out there. Why don’t we put a 
stadium there?” That is how the decision was made about where to put a $2 billion new asset for the state. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Don’t forget with the stadium, the Premier didn’t even get to put it where he wanted to. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As the member for Cannington has just outlined, when the Premier rolled down the window, 
he looked one way, but did not realise that the land was not owned or controlled by the government—it was 
owned by the Belmont Park Racecourse. He had to put it across the road, where he had a bit of control and could 
do a few deals with a billionaire to make sure it would happen. Again, that is how this minister, this government 
and this Premier operate. 

I like to look at the arrangements behind the government’s decision-making. Who is actually running this 
process of change? Is it a public service entity; for example, the Public Utilities Office? One would expect that 
an office full of senior bureaucrats—many of whom have been around for a while—would provide some advice 
and expertise, or it may be the place where the consultants are housed. No, not under this government. I 
understand the consultancy team is housed in the minister’s office. I am informed that no cabinet submission 
came from the Public Utilities Office. There was no cabinet submission developed by the Public Utilities Office. 
Again, this decision was made by the Premier, as the Leader of the Opposition outlined the other day, on the 
basis that because Labor did it, he had to unwind it. There was no analysis of the impact on Western Australian 
energy and investment markets. If Labor did it, then the Premier must try to undo it if he can. As I have said to 
several of my colleagues, the Premier would pull out all of the tracks of the Mandurah rail line if he could, 
because he just wants to undo what Labor did.  

Mr F.A. Alban: He wouldn’t have to work too hard; you haven’t done much. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am glad the member for Swan Hills interjected, because, look what I have! It is another 
election promise from the member for Swan Hills, this time relating to the north Ellenbrook high school. This is 
an issue that was in the paper today. What does it say? I quote a letter from the member for Swan Hills — 

Another Secondary School at North Ellenbrook will open in 2015 … 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 13 November 2013] 5943 

 

In 2015 — 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member! I will bring the member back.  

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

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

Mr F.M. Logan: Second! 

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Cockburn to order for the first time. 

Member for West Swan, this is a third reading debate and you seem to be wandering all over the place; come 
back to the point, please. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure. 

Mr F.M. Logan: The member for Swan Hills is in Hansard. It’s amazing! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I welcome his contribution, otherwise I would not have used this letter today, so I am glad I 
had the opportunity. 

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Swan Hills to order for the second time.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am so glad that he did interject. 

Mr F.M. Logan: He never promised that; that was somebody named Ben. What’s his name? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

An opposition member: Morton.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Morton. This letter has got the signature of the member for Swan Hills on it. I am glad I took 
the interjection because I was not able to use this letter in question time today and I am glad that it is on the 
record again so that everyone can acknowledge the commitment by the member for Swan Hills to have the — 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, please come back to the point. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure; it is about the high school that the government would build by 2015. I will get back to 
the key point of energy reform. As I said, major policy is being made by the Premier and his ministers without 
proper process. The Premier has always said that we on this side of the house are obsessed with process, that we 
are too process orientated. But we did not sign a deal with Len Buckeridge to let him build a new port and 
financially cripple the state. We did not do that!  

The SPEAKER: No, sorry, member for West Swan. Now I have warned you to speak to the bill. If you do not 
speak to the bill, I am going to ask you to sit down. I am not going to warn you again.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure. I will go back to the bill. 

Several members interjected.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Mr Speaker, the member for Swan Hills is interjecting! 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member for West Swan, just come back to me!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I do need protection from the Chair!  

Anyway, back to the key points of the debate. As we heard and initially understood, the regulations were to be 
disallowable instruments; all the regulations were to be tabled in Parliament, but that does not appear to be the 
case. Again, that is a key issue the minister needs to address in his response—if he gives one.  

In relation to Horizon, the bill makes changes in significant requirements about where the CEO and a certain 
percentage of the board reside. I think that is pretty important because the provision was there for a reason. 
National Party members, who sat in this house and voted for this bill in the second reading debate and will vote 
for it again, allowed these things to happen. Remember, it just allowed Main Roads to contract out, which 
resulted in thousands of jobs lost throughout regional WA. Horizon has just announced — 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I just want to hear the speaker.  

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, thank you. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thousands of jobs will be lost through Horizon Power and not a word is said from the 
National Party. Therefore, significant changes to the bill — 

Mr P. Papalia: They’re never in the chamber; they’re never here!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, they are not here. There are significant changes in this bill about ensuring that regional 
Western Australia has a representation on its regional power utility, and the Nationals are nowhere to be seen. 
We also quickly explored again some of the massive failures of energy policy under this government, whether it 
was the Verve debacle or whether it was the solar feed-in tariff. As I said — 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Pardon?  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Thank you, member for West Swan. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, between the second and third reading debate we heard some debate during 
consideration in detail yesterday. I will now go through the failure to demonstrate why anybody in 
Western Australia would actually support this merger, except for the Premier! We should remember again what 
was said on 1 November this year about why Verve and Synergy were being merged.  

From a November article, the Premier said — 

“I guess one of the telling points came mid last year when the chairmen of both Verve and Synergy 
wrote to me and said the two should be amalgamated and I took that advice,” he said on April 10 in 
announcing the merger decision.  

These were comments made by the Premier back in April. That is when the Premier came out post the election 
after promising not to merge these utilities. The entire basis for another broken promise for a changed decision 
was the fact that the chairpersons of both boards wrote and asked for this merger. Again, because I do not think 
we can hear this quite enough, what did the letter actually state? It stated — 

At this stage however, the Government’s key objectives for the proposed merger are not entirely clear 
to us. 
… 
Consequently, the Corporations are keen to avoid being involved in what might turn out to be a less 
than satisfactory process or outcome, and to this end we suggest that the Corporations undertake a 
conventional due diligence exercise before a decision is made to proceed.  

The boards were suggesting that the case had not been made, and since that time no case has been made. We 
know that the private sector and the private energy market do not support this change because it not only will be 
a disincentive for private generation for decades to come but also creates confusion in the market. As the 
member for Cockburn said, we disaggregated Western Power. It was not perfect, but it was working well 
enough. A key recommendation of the Oates report states — 

Since 2006 the bulk of new generation investment has been provided by the private sector. 
Approximately 35% (estimated at $1b) is private risk investment which has no connection to the State 
and approximately 65% has been procured by Synergy under long term supply contracts. 

It is basically saying that since 2006 there has been significant investment in the private generation market. 
Imagine if that did not happen. Imagine if the state had to undertake all of that construction itself. Where would 
net debt be now? It is already at $22 billion, so where would it be now? The private sector was able to generate 
power and enter into contracts with government utilities — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: And with the private sector. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, and with the private sector. That helped secure energy supplies for the next decade. Of 
course the key issue today is to look at not only the past but also the future. What does this bill do to secure 
generation for decades to come? It has a negative impact. That is the point the Premier and the Minister for 
Energy have not explained. The success of disaggregation was to encourage private sector investment. Even 
those who have the most pessimistic view of what happened would acknowledge—even the Minister for Energy 
would agree—that there has been significant private sector investment. Where will that come from in the next 
20 years? I again quote the Oates report — 

The bulk of generation investment required to 2013 is either installed or committed. From 2014 to 2028 
it is estimated that growth and replacement plant costing in excess of $10b will be required.  

Where will that significant investment required in our energy from 2014 to 2028 come from? As I have said, the 
state’s balance sheet has worsened considerably since 2008. Net debt is now around $22 billion. WA has lost its 
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AAA credit rating. WA’s capacity to carry new generation on its books is limited. The key success of 
disaggregation was to encourage private sector investment and generation. This bill will undo that key success.  

One of the purposes of the bill is to use this new arm as a state development tool. That is pretty dangerous 
because ultimately it will always have a cost. Should we hide that cost within a major utility, make it transparent 
or set the conditions right to ensure that the private sector undertakes that investment? The government has 
shown a reckless approach to the state’s finances and to thinking about tomorrow. It is all about today; it is about 
undoing what Labor did. Members on the other side cannot acknowledge any successes of the previous 
government, even when our reforms saw massive increases in private sector generation. Industry groups, let us 
face it, do not always align themselves with the Labor Party in WA—the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia in particular—but all of those groups would recognise, and do recognise, that private sector 
generation was greatly assisted by Labor government reforms. I do not think we create a new utility for state 
development. Many of us watched Keating on television last night. Keating spoke about the battle between the 
right and the left in the 1970s. This is really an idea that would have come from the left in New South Wales 
during the 1970s—from the red belt. We have to encourage private sector investment, particularly in the energy 
sector. This bill will undo that.  

The Labor Party opposes this bill. We are surprised that the National Party would walk in and try to 
disenfranchise regional WA by reducing its membership and its representation on the board. We are shocked at 
the processes this government undertakes. I cannot even fathom how this government operates. It walks in and 
makes decisions like this with no business case and no substantiation in savings—none. Time and again 
justification is made for those decisions by consultants or “friendly” directors general who support the 
government. This will discourage private sector investment. It has already created confusion in our energy 
sector. That is why the Labor Party will continue to oppose this bill.  

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [3.12 pm]: I also rise to speak on the Electricity Corporations Amendment 
Bill 2013. I want to reiterate the issues that I raised last night with the Minister for Energy. This bill lacks 
integrity in its use of regulations. It fails to put significant details and significant processes in the legislation. I 
understood the minister to say last night that some regulations will be disallowable, but pivotal issues will not be 
disallowable. As members who were here last night will recall, I asked a specific question about the undermining 
of section 42 of the Interpretation Act, which has been part of this Parliament to ensure the proper scrutiny of 
regulations by reducing the time for the processes, even if the process is undertaken at all. The minister answered 
that the government has adopted what applies now to the wholesale market rules. The member for Cockburn 
asked the minister to take us to the part of the Electricity Corporations Act that lays out what he said in terms of 
what applies now to wholesale market rules. The Minister for Energy undertook to get back to the member on 
this section. I am very keen to hear in the minister’s response that he will do that, because that is an undertaking 
he took in this place. It was an issue that I raised in this place because I take a specific interest in the processes of 
acts that undermine good parliamentary scrutiny, and therefore I think undermine the proper processes of 
Parliament. The reason we are all here is to represent the people who elected us to this place.  

The member for Cannington and I asked the Minister for Energy whether it was a Henry VIII clause. There was 
some discussion about what that was. For clarity, I refer to the Standing Committee on Justice and Community 
Safety of the Australian Capital Territory’s Legislative Assembly. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member for West Swan, do not walk in front of me without 
acknowledging me. Thank you.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That was prepared by Stephen Argument—a great name for someone who is preparing 
something like that. I met Stephen Argument at a conference in November 2011. He summed it up quite well. I 
would like to quote from his very learned and precise paper. It states — 

“Henry VIII” clauses allow for the amendment of primary legislation by subordinate legislation.  

That is, regulations — 

Subordinate legislation is made by the Executive. 

That is, the government of the day — 

The form and the date when subordinate legislation takes effect are entirely within the power of the 
Executive. The Legislative Assembly has no control over the form of subordinate legislation or when it 
takes effect. The Legislative Assembly’s principal power in relation to subordinate legislation is the 
capacity to disallow it. If disallowance occurs, it occurs only after the subordinate legislation will have 
been in force for (probably) several months.  

Anyone who sits on the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation knows that causes some problems 
because if we think something is disallowable, we have a situation in which it has been operable for some 
months before we have an opportunity to disallow it. That can be quite a disadvantage for the community as a 
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whole so we are caught in not being able to do that. The wholesale market arrangements are outlined in proposed 
new section 38, “Wholesale acquisition or supply of electricity”. Proposed new section 38(1) states — 

Regulations may be made providing for and in relation to, or authorising the Minister to approve 
arrangements (wholesale arrangements) providing for and in relation to — 

(a) the wholesale acquisition or supply of electricity by the corporation; and 

(b) the acquisition or supply by the corporation of goods and services relating to the wholesale 
acquisition or supply of electricity … 

The act makes provision for a regulation to be made and then it makes provision in proposed new subsection (3) 
to not make it subsidiary legislation. It states — 

Wholesale arrangements are not subsidiary legislation for the purposes of the Interpretation Act 1984 
and section 42 … 

That is the process of laying it before the house. When I asked the minister what responsibilities he has to 
Parliament given the significant nature of this, he said that they will not be disallowable. In fact, from my 
reading of that provision, they may not even need to lay before the house because section 42 has been removed. I 
am happy for the minister to reiterate that in his third reading speech, but he said that they would be presented to 
the house.  

I note in the member for Cannington’s very concise speech on the third reading that he put to government 
members that they have given a power to the minister to make a determination. They have called it a regulation 
but it is really a determination because there is no capacity to use it like the subsidiary legislation we know in 
this place. The minister has given that power for a very significant issue. Members have to ask themselves 
whether they will be happy when they are no longer in government and the opposition is in government that the 
minister of the day will also have that power. That is a very good question. If there is a substantial piece of 
information that is pivotal to how this market will apply and operate and how this bill will operate and if it is of 
such importance to parliamentarians representing the people who elected them to this place because it has an 
impact on what the people coming into their offices pay for their power bills, members have to ask themselves 
whether they really want to give away their capacity to scrutinise that. That is what they are doing with this piece 
of legislation. They are giving it away. They are voting it away.  

I will quote further from the ACT Standing Committee on Justice and Community Safety paper that referred to 
the recent use of Henry VIII clauses in the United Kingdom. The paper quotes Lord Judge, the Lord Chief 
Justice of England and Wales, speaking to the Lord Mayors’ dinner for the judiciary on 13 July 2010 about why 
Henry VIII included this type of provision in legislation. Henry VIII included the Statute of Proclamations in 
1539. It was the ultimate in parliamentary supineness; I gather that means to undermine Parliament. The act was 
repealed within less than 10 years, immediately upon Henry VIII’s death in 1547. But it had allowed the king’s 
proclamations to have the same force as the acts of Parliament. If we are proud of our commonwealth heritage 
and of our commonwealth and parliamentary institutions because we are the representatives in the green house, 
or the common house, on issues that have a major impact on our living standards and costs, surely we should not 
pass legislation that undermines our role in this place. It seems to me that it is an exquisite irony to remove our 
own power by passing these provisions in legislation because they allow the executive to amend significant 
sections of legislation.  

However, I understand that there are occasions when these sorts of clauses are necessary, such as following the 
Canterbury earthquakes in New Zealand where extensive use of Henry VIII clauses was made. That was an 
exceptional circumstance that involved a national disaster. The New Zealand government needed to act and to 
react quickly by applying regulations, and the New Zealand executive had the opportunity to do that. The ACT 
paper continues — 

In his 1977 text, Delegated Legislation in Australia and New Zealand, Professor Dennis Pearce stated: 

Use of “Henry VIII” clauses in Australia and New Zealand has not been common except in 
wartime. 

In the 2nd edition of Professor Pearce’s text, published in 1999, expressed a different view: 

... contrary to what was observed in the earlier version of this work ... the use of Henry VIII 
clauses in the Australian jurisdictions has become more, rather than less, common) 

In the 3rd edition of the text, published in 2005, the following statement appears: 

Regrettably, the use of Henry VIII clauses in the Australian jurisdictions has become more 
common. 

This is certainly the Committee’s observation of the use of “Henry VIII” clauses. 
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The ACT is not the only place that has raised this issue. Our own Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation has reported on this matter a number of times. The most recent report was in September 2005. I am 
sure that was the most significant time that the committee discussed it. It was certainly raised a couple of times 
during my time as a member of the joint standing committee. It is reported in the twelfth report of the Joint 
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, “Spent Convictions (Act Amendment) Regulations”, when the 
member for Albany was the committee chairman. The committee then comprised Hon Ray Halligan, MLC, 
deputy chair; Hon Barbara Scott, MLC; Dr Graham Jacobs, MLA; Tony Simpson, MLA—now Minister for 
Communities; Local Government—Ms Judy Hughes, MLA, then member for Kingsley; Hon Shelley Archer, 
former MLC; and Vince Catania, MLC, now MLA, member for North West. This is something that people in 
this house are aware of and about which people have made determinations and recommendations to Parliament. 
In particular the report states — 

Concerns have been expressed about the use of “Henry VIII” clauses and their adverse impact on 
parliamentary scrutiny in a number of reports by committees of the Legislative Council in recent years. 

The footnote to that paragraph reads — 

See, for instance: Western Australia, Legislative Council, Legislation Committee, Report 24, State 
Administrative Tribunal Bill 2003 and the State Administrative Tribunal (Conferral of Jurisdiction) 
Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003, October 2004, — 

It refers to pages — 

Western Australia, Legislative Council, Standing Committee on Legislation, Report 21, Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act 2003 — 

It then goes on to give details — 

and … Architects Bill 2003, June 2004 … 

The report goes on — 

In particular, the First Report of the former Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance 
in relation to the Planning Appeals Amendment Bill 2001 included a copy of an internal memorandum 
of advice of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation which stated the following on the 
subject of “Henry VIII” clauses: … 

There are a number of quotes but one that is quite pertinent states — 

The objection to such clauses is that by delegating to the Executive the power to amend Acts of 
Parliament, they have insufficient regard to the principle of separation of powers and 
ultimately the institution of Parliament in its role as supreme legislature. Henry VIII clauses in 
all but limited circumstances erode the sovereign function of Parliament to legislate. 

That is our own Parliament that put that in a report to us. The report goes on at page 5 — 

The [Delegated Legislation] Committee is of the view that Henry VIII clauses should not be 
used as “insurance” against unforseen consequences or as a substitute for careful drafting or 
for mere administrative convenience. 

I therefore want to raise and consider that matter because the issue here is that not enough attention has been 
paid to careful drafting of the bill. When we were having this discussion with the minister last night, there was 
some confusion about the wholesale arrangements being in regulations that cannot be disallowed, but many of 
the regulations will be disallowable. The question therefore at the heart of this issue is whether the bill has been 
poorly drafted. The wholesale arrangements could have been taken out of the regulations and it could have been 
made clear that they would be determined by the minister. Everyone in this house would then have been aware 
that the determination of the wholesale arrangements would be a ministerial responsibility and based on advice 
received by the minister. Everyone in this house could then have debated whether that was appropriate and could 
have decided whether they were completely assured and happy with those arrangements. However, those 
arrangements have been included as regulations but not as regulations that have provision for allowing normal 
scrutiny of regulations like other regulations that are disallowable. 

It therefore seems to me that there is confusion about what subsidiary legislation should do and what the minister 
has said occurs in the current system. The minister’s comments to me were that the regulations simply follow the 
wholesale market rules as they are now. It seems to me that the rules on the wholesale arrangements need to be 
taken outside of this provision. It needs to be made clear that the rules are about a determination of what will be 
presented in the market versus regulations. This is about other sections of this process and how the establishment 
of the wholesale arrangement regulations will occur, as I understand that they are disallowable. The process is, 
but the arrangement is not. That is how I have understood it. The issue with me being able to fully understand 
that is that the legislation is poorly drafted. That drafting not only goes to proposed section 38, but proposed 
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section 62, which deals with the segregation of functions in a similar way. It states that regulations may be made 
for the segregation arrangements, but then states that for the purposes of the act, segregation arrangements are 
not subsidiary legislation, which for all intents and purposes are regulations. The clause then mentions the 
removal of important aspects of the Interpretation Act, which is about laying legislation on the table. Segregation 
arrangements will not be disallowable, whereas regulations around segregation of functions, as I understand it, 
will be disallowable. This legislation has been before the house and its intent and purpose have been scrutinised 
quite well. However, the legislation perhaps lacks the clarity of drafting to ensure its purpose and intent clearly 
outline what will be and what will not be before us. I reiterate what the member for Cannington and I have said; 
that is, every member in this place, either government or opposition, needs to consider whether at some stage 
when they sit on the other side of this house, they will be happy, resolved and confident in the capacity of the 
other side to make determinations about things that will impact upon their constituents without the proper 
scrutiny of this house. That is a question members must ask themselves when they vote on this bill. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Energy) [3.32 pm] — in reply: I will follow up on the extensive 
debate on the Electricity Corporations Amendment Bill 2013, both on the second reading and consideration in 
detail. I will also respond to additional comments made by members opposite in their contributions to the third 
reading debate. I hope I am comprehensive.  

First is the question about what we are doing with Horizon Power. That was raised by a couple of members. 
Horizon’s headquarters under the act are in Karratha and that remains. There will be no changes to that. There 
are some difficult issues with Horizon Power being based in Karratha. One of the problems is that, although 
management based in Karratha are close to issues that might arise there, unfortunately Karratha is a very difficult 
place to get to and not the most central place to service the whole of Horizon’s jurisdiction. It is also very high 
cost. When Horizon Power was first set up, the managing director was based in Karratha and there were a couple 
of impediments. First, he was on a very high salary in the vicinity of $600 000 a year. We had to pay that amount 
of money to get somebody there. On top of that salary we also had to pay a $90 000 cost-of-living allowance to 
rent houses and pay for electricity and meet the cost of living in Karratha. Another problem was that he had to 
get around the whole area covered by Horizon, from Kalumburu to Broome to Esperance. For instance, to get to 
Broome from Karratha, he had to fly to Perth and then up to Broome; to get Kununurra, he had to fly to Perth 
and then to Kununurra. In the first two years of his activity he flew 320 000 kilometres. I do not know what the 
exact cost of that is because there is no record, but I googled and found out that the average cost per kilometre of 
flights in Australia, including very cheap flights between, say, Sydney and Melbourne, is $1.81 per kilometre. 
This is rough, but multiply that by the kilometres he flew and the cost of the CEO of Horizon having to commute 
between those areas was $570 000. He would have costs if he was based in Perth, but the costs would be 
significantly less. So there are some problems, and one thing we have done is allow the CEO of Horizon Power 
to not be based in Karratha. Another problem with the CEO flying 320 000 kilometres in just two years was that 
the CEO was not in the office doing his day jobs; he was in an aeroplane and in airports most of the time. It was 
ridiculous, especially for such a highly paid executive. The sensible thing is to allow him or her to be best placed 
to service the area and also to keep costs down. Besides members opposite, I have not heard anybody complain 
about that. 

We are also making some changes to Horizon to allow it to buy gas outside its regional area, just to clarify 
something it is already doing. We are also allowing the majority of the board to not be based in the regional area. 
We are not necessarily going to alter that. I think it is a very good idea to get people from within the region on 
the board. We are just expanding the flexibility of the powers. We are making some changes to Horizon, and 
they are sensible. I might add that one of the problems is that Horizon has its headquarters in Karratha, but very 
few people are based there. In effect, right from the start, Horizon’s office in Bentley has been its headquarters. 
In 2008, the number of people at Bentley was 146, with 39 staff in Karratha. The office in Bentley has expanded 
to 335 currently, with 46 staff in Karratha. In effect, Bentley has been the unofficial headquarters of Horizon 
right from the start. We are just trying to make sense out of this issue. 

A number of people raised the issue of changes to the new Synergy and to Verve Energy and Western Power. 
We are going to allow them to operate outside the south west interconnected system. The SWIS is determined by 
Western Power’s network. The reason we are doing that is, firstly, to clarify the ability of the new Synergy to 
buy and sell gas to Horizon. Synergy thinks it has the power to do that now, but we want to clarify that. I do not 
think there was any complaint about that. The concern was that we will allow the new Synergy or Western 
Power to operate outside the grid. One of the areas we would focus on would be disaggregated systems—stand-
alone systems. The reason we are doing that is that we had requests from the entities that have to service 
customers, and it might be cheaper. As Western Power says, rather than build a transmission line to a mine, a 
farm or something like that, it could help with a stand-alone generation system; it just makes sense. I indicated 
that this would be just at the margin. My belief is that Horizon’s specialisation should in fact be the stand-alone 
systems, and it will be highly competitive in that area. It is just tweaking at the edges, making sensible reform 
where it is needed. 
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One issue that the member for Mirrabooka and others raised was unfettered rights or Henry VIII clauses. I 
promised to get back to the member for Mirrabooka on whether any other acts treat these codes in a similar 
manner. There are no Henry VIII clauses in this bill. The energy supply act—I do not have the exact date of it—
deals with regulations in the energy industry. Part 8 of the Electricity Industry Act provides for similar types of 
codes to those in the bill for, let us say, wholesale arrangements. Section 123 of that act also makes these market 
rules, not subsidiary legislation. The simple point that I need to reiterate is that the act makes the regulations and 
the regulations control most of the issues. The regulations will be gazetted in Parliament and all the 
arrangements must be consistent with the regulations. This is standard policy when trying to deal with access and 
other arrangements.  
The issue of sovereign risk was raised. There is no doubt that the private sector participants do not, in the main, 
support this action, and that does not surprise me. Most of them came into this market under the structure we 
have now and they do not like change. I might add that the electricity industry is a high-risk business; everyone 
who is in it around the world experiences that, and we do also. As members have repeatedly said, disaggregation 
has allowed a significant amount of private sector investment; that is absolutely true. It has greatly assisted 
private sector investment in this industry; there is no doubt about that. Around 35 per cent of the generation is 
now owned by the private sector, which is a very large increase. However, as I indicated in my second reading 
speech, a major flaw in the existing system is that this is not a free market. In fact, it is not a market; it is a 
mechanism. Most of that new generation has been underwritten by the state. It would not have come in unless 
the state underwrote it through Synergy with minimum-take, long-term, fixed-price contracts. That is not a free 
market; it has imposed a significant level of liability on the state and, particularly with stagnant consumption, it 
has imposed increasing losses on the businesses. 

I am not surprised that firms have come in under that condition; if I were in business, I might like that also. I am 
not surprised that those who want to stay and expand in this business want the situation of government 
underwriting their investments to continue. They will be concerned about this issue because, frankly, I strongly 
do not believe that that situation should continue. There is the issue about where we go in the future, but the 
simple fact is that if we want private sector investment, we will have to have a system in which the private sector 
takes the risks; not just marketing and fuel, but also mercantile risks, and that is where we are going to go. Under 
the current system, we could have the private sector come in under a public–private partnership and build the 
plant and take some of the risks, but give the government more control over the operations. One of the issues 
with Synergy’s contracts is that Synergy has to have a minimum take; it has no control over the volume and 
price of the electricity it has contracted for, and if the market turns down, it is stuck with excess energy, and that 
is the situation we have now. In respect of sovereign risk, the situation going forward is that the market as it 
currently stands is not sustainable unless the state continues to underwrite private investment. Well, that is a real 
risk for them, because we are not going to do that. 

The member for Cannington said that I am not changing the market. In this legislation we are dealing with one 
thing: the Synergy–Verve merger. As I have indicated publicly and announced formally, we will undertake a 
widespread, wide-ranging review of the overall market, and it will be subject to extensive public consultation. 
We will also undertake a review of renewable policy; I have asked the Economic Regulation Authority to 
undertake that. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No you haven’t. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Well, I have. We will look at other aspects of it and we will spend the next year having 
extensive discussions about other aspects of the market. It will be thorough and public, and it will no doubt lead 
to change. What this bill does is quite simple in concept: it takes Synergy and merges it with Verve. It has a 
number of clear benefits. Right now, Verve’s sales to Synergy are under a vesting contract that is complex and 
has limited ability for Synergy or Verve to optimise generating capacity. It combines with the contracts that 
Synergy has, and it allows the combined entity to optimise the generating capacity, which will have significant 
benefits. If they were kept separate, that could not happen. Bringing them together will give this combined entity 
a very dominant position, so we have put conditions around the entity that restrict the exploitation of any market 
power.  
We have also achieved something recommended during the disaggregation. There was the potential to take some 
of Verve’s low-cost generating capacity and get it into private hands, and we will, through various policy 
processes, allow medium to long-term contracts to be sold to the private sector to get some of that kit into private 
hands.  
How did we go about this reform? Over the past six months there has been extensive discussion with the private 
sector. Yes, many of them do not like it—most do not—and that does not surprise me. Again, if I was in their 
shoes, I would probably like to have the status quo of the government underwriting their investment. We have 
had extensive discussions with them, and I think the implementation team—not me—met with the WA 
Independent Power Association some 20 times, as well as many other groups; there was also public consultation. 
They had input, and we responded in full to them. We will be tabling a submission in Parliament with a clear 
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indication of what the costs and benefits of this merged entity will be. When we get the two entities together, 
they will be able to optimise the generating unit, look at making head office efficiencies and look at some of the 
fuel contracts issues. We will be transparent about that. 

As to the Economic Regulation Authority, we made a change to section 72 in that we deleted the ERA’s power, 
but that was restricted to single issues. The existing act provides the ERA with the power to vet the restrictions 
on Verve and Synergy competing with each other. After they merge, that will no longer be necessary or 
appropriate. The amended act will enable the Auditor General to regularly audit this entity, as it does now, and 
provide additional powers and responsibilities to audit whether the procedures and processes have been 
implemented effectively; in other words, tack on the additional changes to the regular audit. The ERA, which 
does an annual review of the market, will be asked, via the regulations, to undertake an addendum to see whether 
the various factors trying to limit the market power of the combined entity are working. ERA is also given the 
powers to impose penalties if in fact there is a breach of the regulations.  

The member for Gosnells raised renewable policy. All I can say is that renewables are largely driven by the 
commonwealth’s renewable energy targets. They impose a requirement on all retailers to buy so much renewable 
energy, and the dominant retailer by far is Synergy. When we combine Synergy and Verve, they underwrite the 
vast bulk of large-scale renewables in this state, and will continue to do so. I might add that no retailer other than 
Synergy has a renewable energy buyback scheme. The vast bulk of renewables in this state are currently 
underwritten by Synergy and Verve, and they will continue to play that role. 

The member for Cannington raised the issue of the Bluewaters decision. He said it might have sovereign risk or 
some impact on Sumitomo–Kansai, which owns that plant now.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, that is not what I raised. I raised that you said it was not a commercial venture. I asked 
you to respond to that and specify what you said.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I said that back in the early part of last decade Griffin Energy—which had lost its coal 
contracts to Western Power, which it had had for decades, I believe, and was pretty desperate—got the ability to 
build two new coal-fired power stations, which is really old technology. This is when global warming and those 
issues were at the forefront of people’s minds and there was a belief that no-one could build a new coal-fired 
power station around Australia. It got the right and implemented two coal-fired power stations—Bluewaters 1 
and 2. This is Griffin Energy; Sumitomo was not involved in that. First, Bluewaters 1 sold energy to three 
parties, including Water Corp. Bluewaters 2 sold most of its energy, not all, to a displacement contract with 
Synergy, and under that Verve’s kit was displaced and open to competition. Bluewaters was the competition and 
my issue is that I do not know how Bluewaters won that contract, when Verve was competing with the very low-
priced existing kit that was written down in value. It is very strange.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: So what is the answer?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not know. I was not in government. I do not know. That happened before — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You are the minister. You are in charge. Are you saying it is improper?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not sure. No, I did not say that. Do not impugn. I did not say it is improper.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You’re the minister. You answer the question. That is your job. You’re in charge. You’re 
the one making the decisions.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is expressed quite clearly. Do not impugn values on me. I stated that I do not know how 
that contract was won—I was not there at the time. I do not have access to the decision-making.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, you do.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, I do not. The member for Cannington raised the issue and I have responded to it. It is 
very strange that Bluewaters and Griffin Energy won that contract. I am not the only one who believes that. 
Sumitomo–Kansai bought the business and it is operated well. They are very welcome and highly esteemed 
investors in the electricity industry in Western Australia. 

Now we will do what we should have done in 2009. We will bring these entities back together. We will look at 
the marketplace, which is not working, and reform it. We will take the industry along on that task. We will drive 
costs out of the system both in the merger of Synergy and Verve and looking at the market as a whole. I just 
flagged that we have something wrong with this market, with these vast levels of excess capacity, 70-
plus per cent of which is paid by Synergy and Verve and, therefore, taxpayers. We will look at reforming this 
high-cost system rather than jacking up prices. We should have done this back in 2009. If we knew then what we 
know now, we would have done it, including this merger. That is what the Oates report indicates.  

Going forward, there is one really big challenge here. We do not need any more large amounts of capital 
investment in this electricity industry for a good deal of time. When Mr Oates did his report in 2009, he thought 
we would need it in 2014–15. That has been put off three, four, five years because of stagnant consumption and 
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demand. We have time to look at this market, drive the efficiencies and get it right. Energy reform is not easy. 
We will make announcements on where we go in the future. We have a challenge; when new kit is needed and it 
needs to be invested in by the private sector—eventually we will be large scale—we must have a system 
whereby the private sector builds it and takes not only the fuel risk, but also the mercantile risk. We will not get 
into a system whereby the government helps the private sector by underwriting its investment. That is not real 
market reform. That is the crux of the problem. A range of factors have led to higher prices over the past six 
years, but one of the factors is that the market reforms we put in place are high cost and inefficient. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza) casting his vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (32) 

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

Noes (18) 

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

            

Pairs 
 Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.B. Watson 
 Mr A.P. Jacob Dr A.D. Buti 
 Mr J.E. McGrath Mr P. Papalia 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  

BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 October. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.59 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the Labor Party on this bill, and I 
think I have about 30 seconds until the debate is adjourned for private members’ business. I will just make the 
observation that the Labor Party will be asking some questions about this bill, but we will not be opposing it.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

KIMBERLEY SUICIDES 
Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]: I move — 

That this house expresses its concern about the tragic suicide crisis in the Kimberley and calls on 
governments to do more to address the issue.  

I rise on an incredibly serious matter, which is the number of people in the Kimberley, but also more broadly 
across regional Western Australia, particularly Aboriginal people, who are taking their own lives. I am raising 
the case of the Kimberley in particular because the problem is most dire across the Kimberley. We need to focus 
most closely on the Kimberley, and we need to look at providing solutions in the Kimberley, rather than take 
away things that will make a difference in the Kimberley, as is currently planned.  

I am trying to do this is a non-partisan fashion. Members will note from the motion that I am trying to do this in 
a way that looks at all levels of government, not just this level of government. I am not saying it is the fault of 
this government. I am not saying it is the fault of the federal government. I am not saying it is the fault of local 
councils. I am saying that everyone has a responsibility to do more. This is a matter that transcends governments 
of recent years. It is a historic legacy for us. It has developed over many years. However, it is now particularly 
acute, at least according to the figures I have seen, across the Kimberley. There is, therefore, a responsibility on 
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us as a Parliament to be open and frank and to acknowledge that this is a massive problem and we need to do 
something about it. This is not a trifling matter. 

This issue was brought to my attention by the member for Kimberley, who in her inaugural speech to this place 
raised the issue of suicide in her community of the Kimberley and said it was an issue that she wanted to raise as 
a member of Parliament. A few weeks ago, the member for Kimberley brought into this chamber and presented 
to the Parliament—I think in a very sensitive and memorable fashion—a message stick from the community of 
Beagle Bay. That message stick had on it 10 stripes to acknowledge the 10 families in that one little community 
who have lost loved ones to the scourge of suicide in recent times. The member for Kimberley said that she 
would raise this issue in this place, and she has done that. 

I made a point of visiting the Kimberley last week. I spent four or five days travelling around communities with 
the member for Kimberley. I must say it was an arduous visit, in the heat. We met with a range of people and 
communities, and suicide was one of the issues that was addressed. The Kimberley is an amazing place. I 
encourage members who have not been to or who have not had much experience with the Kimberley to get up 
there. It is an amazing place with amazing communities. The role of the member for Kimberley is so much 
harder than the role of a member who represents a metropolitan electorate. The member for Kimberley, 
Hon Stephen Dawson and Hon Sue Ellery from the upper house, and I travelled around some of the communities 
in the Kimberley. We went to Derby, Beagle Bay, One Arm Point and Broome. Many issues are facing the 
communities up there, but a matter that particularly stuck in my mind, and which I was determined to raise 
today, arose when I was sitting in a hall in Beagle Bay listening to family members tell me about their brothers 
who had taken their lives. One very articulate, sensible and forceful young woman told me about her brother 
who had taken his life under a ceiling fan in a room of their house and how another of her brothers also took his 
life under exactly the same ceiling fan, in the same room, in the same house. She explained just how difficult it 
was for her and her parents, who were also present, to cope with that. I cannot imagine how I would cope with a 
tragedy of that magnitude in my family, yet it is not uncommon across the Kimberley and the Pilbara. Indeed it 
is very prevalent among Aboriginal people in Western Australia.  

The reasons for those tragedies are many and varied; they are historic and come back to a loss of culture, 
dispossession, a sense of helplessness and hopelessness, the inability to see a long-term future, the scourge of 
alcohol and drugs, the problems of violence and, unfortunately, sexual abuse—which happens to many young 
people—and other issues to do with housing, unemployment and the like. Although the reasons are many and 
varied I do not think they existed prior to European settlement and, therefore, we have a special obligation to do 
something about it. God knows, governments have tried over many years to do something about addressing these 
matters and there is goodwill on all sides to do something about them, but the rate of suicide among the 
Indigenous population shows that some of those initiatives have not been successful. I believe that some of the 
things taking place today will make the situation worse. I will talk about those things, and I have a few ideas 
about what could make a difference.  

The rate of suicide in Western Australia is the highest of any Australian state. The rate in regional Western 
Australia is the highest and roughly comparable with that of the Northern Territory, which has the highest 
suicide rate anywhere in Australia. In regional Western Australia the rate of suicide is 18.5 per 100 000 people 
per year. There are various figures, but the rate amongst Indigenous Australians is roughly double the rate in the 
non-Indigenous population. In areas like the Kimberley the suicide rate of Indigenous people is many multiples 
of that of the non-Indigenous population. The Kimberley is one area, and I suspect the Pilbara another, where 
suicide is incredibly prevalent. The statistic is 18.5 people per 100 000 across regional Western Australia, and 
that figure is significantly worse in the Kimberley.  

The member for Kimberley came in the other day with a message stick from the Beagle Bay community. It 
showed the pain and the horrible nature of what has gone on in that community. I sat in a hall and heard it from 
the people who have been directly impacted. According to reports that I have seen about Derby, 40 people have 
been admitted to Derby Hospital in the past year, largely from the Mowanjum community, for self-harm, 
attempted hangings and overdoses. That does not include those people who actually were successful. I am told 
that in Mowanjum, in Derby, it is very prevalent.  

In regional WA, the suicide rate is 18.5 people per 100 000. The figures I have here show that in the 12 months 
leading up to September 2012 in the Kimberley region alone, 35 people took their own lives. In the community 
of Mowanjum outside of Derby—a population of just 300 people—five citizens took their lives in a matter of a 
few months. Those statistics show that it might be 18.5 per 100 000 people across regional Western Australia, 
but in the Kimberley it is way more than that. I just gave some raw figures. I cannot put that in percentage terms, 
but I can tell members that it is a massive issue in those areas.  

What is happening to make it worse? As I said, employment, direction in life and hope is very important for 
people so that their life has some greater meaning. I think we were successful in the East Kimberley. Whenever I 
visit the East Kimberley region, I hear about the huge levels of Indigenous employment at the Argyle diamond 
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mine. I think that helped a lot of Aboriginal people who live in the vicinity of the Argyle diamond mine. There 
have been success stories in other parts of the Kimberley, including the Clontarf program in schools that 
encourages young people to stay at school. I saw that in operation in Derby. I have seen it in operation in 
Broome before and in other communities. It has been very successful. On an individual basis, often we find 
individuals who have broken free and done very well. Other individuals have successful lives and occupations, 
including working inside their communities. I met the gentleman who is the community CEO for One Arm 
Point. He had a long period of employment as a gardener at the One Arm Point Remote Community School. In 
fact, I remember meeting him a number of times at One Arm Point Remote Community School when I was 
Minister for Education and Training. Lots of people have done well; they have led successful lives and 
everything is good. But for lots of other people, that is not happening, for the reasons I elucidated to the house 
before.  

What do we do to make it better? I will tell members some things we should not do. One thing we should not do 
is reduce resources to the Aboriginal and Islander education officer program. Aboriginal and Islander education 
officers work in the classrooms in remote communities. If members visit a remote community, they will see 
predominantly, not exclusively, young Aboriginal women working in the classroom with Aboriginal students. 
They provide guidance, assistance and a way forward. They are role models; someone who understands and can 
speak to the students and help them along the way. That is what members will find talking to any single teacher 
in any one of these schools, including Derby, One Arm Point and Beagle Bay. I have been to many communities 
and schools across the Kimberley, including Bayulu and Kununurra. Every single teacher will say that the 
Aboriginal and Islander education officers—AIEOs—are incredibly important to ensure that those students can 
progress and that they have advice on health. They also provide role models to students as to what they might be 
one day. We even had programs to convert the education officers into teachers so they could study at university 
without having to achieve the TEE results that they might ordinarily have had to. They could go on to university 
and then go back to their community and become primary school teachers. That is one of the things we did back 
in 2007.  

The education cuts to schools that we are now seeing are hotly opposed by these communities and wildly 
opposed by the teachers because it means that Aboriginal and Islander education officers will be lost. They will 
be sacked, their contracts will end and many of them will be out. Every single school I went to told me how 
many would be gone from those schools. If we take those people away—by the way, they are pretty cheap 
employees—we will see an increase in disaffection and in children not attending school and young people will 
not be as engaged in education. What will be the ultimate outcome of that? There are already massive suicide 
rates across the Kimberley. The ultimate outcome of young people not being engaged in education is potentially 
catastrophic. The one thing we should not be doing is taking away those education officers in the Kimberley. 

On Friday I met a great group of people who run a program. Members might be surprised by this but there is a 
worldwide charity called Save the Children, which works in Africa, parts of Asia and South America to save 
children’s lives. It has hunger programs and health programs and it rescues kids from war zones and the like. 
Save the Children has a program in the Kimberley called HYPE—Helping Young People Engage. It basically 
consists of a bus with youth workers who travel around Broome at night picking up kids off the streets. There are 
lots of kids on the streets. They are virtually all Indigenous. They are on the streets for various reasons. 
Sometimes they are fleeing home. Sometimes their parents may not know where they are. HYPE, this bus 
service with youth workers, picks up children off the streets and takes them to a safe house or a youth 
engagement facility; I think they call it a chill-out zone. In effect, hundreds of kids are on their books. I met them 
during the day and that night I saw them out on the streets. I did not go out with them; I was having dinner and I 
saw them driving past picking up kids. They are real; they do it. They are out on the streets of Broome of an 
evening picking up children, making sure they are taken somewhere safe and they are engaged in something 
productive and constructive.  

Save the Children’s funding is being cut completely and the service is about to close. This community has the 
highest suicide rate in Australia and the highest rate of disengagement amongst youth in Australia. The Save the 
Children organisation that runs this bus—it gets roughly $200 000 a year from crime prevention funding—is 
about to lose its funding. I met the young woman from Perth who runs it; I think her name is Bella. She has done 
a teaching degree or the like and runs this youth service in the Kimberley. Its funding is about to cease. It costs 
$200 000 a year to run this service of an evening. It is about to end. There will be no youth service on the streets 
of Broome as of the end of this year. That is a state government–funded program. All those kids are being picked 
up—admittedly, most of them are not but a lot of them are—and taken somewhere safe where they have 
someone they can relate to and talk to. That service is about to close. Many of the Aboriginal and Islander 
education officers are about to lose their jobs. The HYPE bus service run by Save the Children is about to end.  

When I went to Derby, I met with some local Aboriginal people. The community action plan is a relatively cheap 
program. It was a one-year plan, costing $250 000 or so, that was meant to provide advice, engagement, help and 
support for Indigenous people in Mowanjum, Looma, Pandanus and Derby. Admittedly, it was a one-year 
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program; I am not saying that a long-term program was cut. The community action plan on suicide services 
Mowanjum, a community of 300 people, where, as I read out earlier, five people killed themselves over a short 
period. That program will end. I was able to say to that community that I would raise the question of why that 
program is ending. I think it is a fair question. Has there been an analysis of whether it has been working? An 
analysis should have been done or an analysis should be done quickly to tell us why that program is ending.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Who funded that program?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The state. The community action plan on suicide is part of the suicide prevention strategy. 
I understand there is still $4 million unallocated and unspent in the suicide prevention strategy state bucket. Yet 
in a community that has the highest rate of suicide across Western Australia and probably across Australia, to be 
honest, the community action plan on suicide will end.  

The last issue I will talk about is the Broome prison, which is to close. The Derby prison has opened. I met some 
prison officers in Derby, and, by all accounts, it is a good, new facility in a good location, doing a good job, as 
much as prisons can do a good job. But the prison in Broome will close. There is a high incarceration rate of 
children under the age of 18 in the Kimberley. I understand that those children are accompanied by two prison 
officers who fly up to Broome from Perth, pick up the children, put them on a plane and fly them back to the 
youth custodial facility here in Perth, where the children serve their time and afterwards are put on a plane again 
and flown back to the Kimberley. That process strikes me as unusual. The prison in Broome, which has been 
there for a long time, is to close. I think we should ask the Broome community—I would not advocate something 
without asking the people—what they want for the future of that prison. Should it become a youth custodial 
facility? Should the people working there keep their jobs and should it be somewhere for young people to go? I 
cannot imagine that in trying to prevent suicide, it is good to take children who are already disaffected and 
involved in crime and perhaps in drugs, away from their family support, their land, their culture and the like and 
transport them here to Perth where they may well be mixed up with other people who may not be good for them. 
Maybe it is good but I cannot imagine that it is. I suggest that we need to consider the options to make sure 
young people are kept in their own communities and that if they need to be incarcerated, we might save the cost 
of taking them away.  

There are four issues: Aboriginal and Islander education officers being taken out of schools, the Helping Young 
People Engage program closing, the community action suicide program in Derby ending and what to do about 
kids in the Kimberley who need to be incarcerated. What other initiatives can we take, apart from reinstating 
those programs? When I listened to the people at Beagle Bay they wanted three things, the first being a police 
presence. Some of us remember the Gordon inquiry, which identified huge issues of some very unfortunate 
lawlessness in some communities across the state. The Labor government funded a huge program to put 
multifunction police centres in Aboriginal communities across Western Australia. One was in One Arm Point 
and one was established in Jigalong. I think two dozen or so were established. The community in Beagle Bay 
says that if an incident occurs there, it takes many hours for the police to arrive. A police presence helps. I know 
and understand that there is always demand for police. I do not know whether any analysis has been done since 
the Gordon inquiry 10 years ago on where police officers can be based to meet the needs of these communities. 
Beagle Bay tells me that if rape or a domestic violence incident occurs, it takes hours upon hours for police to 
arrive. However, more important than that, the police can play a preventive role in some communities. That is 
one point. 

The second point is that people talk about activity for young people, such as a swimming pool. Beagle Bay is 
actually inland. Although it is called Beagle Bay, it is inland from the sea and people cannot swim in the sea 
anyway at that point. People want swimming pools and community activities. There was a swimming pool 
program. However, when I read about some of the Lotteries Commission expenditure—I support Lotteries and 
what it does—I sometimes wonder about the priorities. A swimming pool in a remote community is a good thing 
for kids who never have an opportunity to go swimming or to do all those things that my children take 
completely for granted. 

Dr K.D. Hames: They did support the swimming pools; they put in $3 million for the pools that we put in. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a good thing. It was back in the 1990s. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes, but they supported them then. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I always wonder why the Lotteries Commission has not looked at some of these broader 
priorities. A swimming pool makes a huge difference to a community where children suffer from glue ear, 
boredom and a low rate of attendance at school. Some pools in remote communities have worked marvellously 
well, although there are sometimes issues with maintaining them and whatever. However, I understand that the 
Kimberley has the highest rate of suicide in any community across Australia. These are the sorts of things that 
the Lotteries Commission needs to look at, and I believe they are more important than some of the priorities that 
it currently funds.  
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I want to know about the future of the suicide prevention strategy that was put in place in Derby and is now 
ending. I want to know whether an analysis was done and whether there is funding to continue or reinstate it. I 
want the Helping Young People Engage bus service that takes kids off the streets in Broome to continue or to be 
reinstated. It is a good service and the people who run it are good people and do a good job. What are those kids 
who are taken off the streets doing if they are not picked up and taken somewhere safe? Members should think 
about what they are doing, where that leads to and what sorts of activities they might get up to at three o’clock in 
the morning. The HYPE bus does not solve all those problems but it helps. 

I think we need to change the housing rules. I do not know how many times I have been told when I go out to 
these places that there is no private housing and that when someone gets a job somewhere they lose their house. I 
get told that all the time across the Pilbara and the Kimberley—and no-one does anything about it! 

Dr K.D. Hames: That’s not true. We are funding significant housing, particularly in Kununurra for those who 
get jobs, and doing joint ownership things with them. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That might be terrific. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It is terrific. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But what the government needs to do is change the rules for public housing. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It is. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The government needs to change the income test for people in an existing property or in 
an Aboriginal community in the Pilbara or the Kimberley when they get a job. It is great that the government is 
doing something in Kununurra. There are actually hundreds of communities out there; Kununurra is one. We 
need very flexible rules in communities where people cannot get private housing and where the income limit 
means they are out of government housing when they get a job. In Karratha and Port Hedland, for instance, 
people do not want to get a job because they will lose their house and they cannot afford to live in the 
community. That is the reality. We have no idea down here in Perth. That is the reality that people there live 
with. It might be the same in Warmun. These rules need a complete overhaul. It is terrific if the government is 
doing something in Kununurra. However, Kununurra is one of hundreds of communities. The rules in the Pilbara 
and in the Kimberley need to be different from the rules here. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: I’m pretty sure they are. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They are not. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: They are. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I hear it all the time from people up there that if a person gets a job, they lose their house, 
so people do not want to get a job. It is a terrible disincentive and they cannot get a house any other way. We 
cannot say, as we might hear, that if people get a job, they can move out of public housing and rent somewhere. 
There is no non-public housing, so they cannot rent somewhere. It is a hopeless situation and flexibility needs to 
be imposed. Huge flexibility is needed in those communities; huge changes are needed to the rules across the 
Kimberley and the Pilbara. 

In 2006, we passed laws to provide for much greater capacity for communities and the state to intervene on 
drinking in those communities. Those laws have been exercised in Fitzroy Crossing. I met June Oscar when I 
was up there; she is a very courageous, good woman who did great work. There needs to be a greater focus by 
the Minister for Racing and Gaming and the agency on allowing for those drinking rules to be put in place more 
effectively in more communities. It is a much greater focus. Those rules worked. They were used in Fitzroy 
Crossing and they made a difference. I know there will be people who leave the community to go somewhere 
else because they want to drink; I know there will be people who sly grog. However, the figures show there has 
been a reduction in domestic violence and drinking in the communities where these rules have been used. These 
rules need to be more aggressively promulgated and used by both the state and local communities to ensure we 
reduce the rates of drinking in these communities. Members of these communities tell me that rates of sexual 
abuse of children is still high and they tell me that getting something done about it is often very difficult. To be 
fair, it is very hard for women fighting these things in remote communities. Obviously, people who go to prison 
for these things, emerge from prison and go back to where they know—the community they came from. It is a 
terrible, terrible conundrum as to how to deal with this issue. There are no easy answers. People who act in a 
certain way sober often act in a different way when intoxicated. The most reasonable of people become very 
unreasonable when intoxicated, and the drinking rules, as contained in the liquor reform legislation passed in 
2006, provide the capacity for the state to intervene and put in place these rules in conjunction with Aboriginal 
communities, and for those communities to take up these rules. One non-Indigenous woman suggested to me that 
we should just have no alcohol in the Kimberley. I do not think that is actually doable, but having a much more 
aggressive approach to using the laws and the capacity we have is doable, and it has been done in some 
communities. We need to have a very good, hard look at how to put those in place more effectively.  
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This is a big issue and I have tried to be non-partisan. I suspect that the ministers and the Deputy Premier sitting 
in this place do not even know about these programs being cut. They cannot know about everything going on in 
government. Things happen and departments do things, and the government cannot know everything that is 
going on. However, I have now made the government aware, and I would like to see some action taken. I have 
been talking about what I saw in those communities, but I suspect it is going on elsewhere. The generic matter of 
the education officers is happening everywhere and the government knows about this, so it is now a matter for 
the government in determining what it does in relation to these things. This is a big issue and I have tried to be 
non-partisan and reasonable in the way I have put it. I know the member for Kimberley wants to speak next. She 
has great experience and insight in these things. I hope the government supports this motion—it is written in 
such a way that it can be supported—and that we as a state take this issue up more in the future. 

MS J. FARRER (Kimberley) [4.34 pm]: The rate of Aboriginal suicides is seven times the rate for non–
Indigenous Kimberley residents. This year, there were nine suicides in almost as many weeks. Keeping people in 
the mindset of wanting to stay alive is not an easy task in my electorate. Strong, positive Indigenous leaders are 
doing everything in their power to improve lives and strengthen their community, but these people are only 
human. Where is the support for these community leaders who are so heavily relied upon to help everyone else 
with their issues on the ground? They get calls at 3.00 am, being asked to help with a crisis or being informed 
that a death has happened. There are no 24-hour on-call counsellors in remote Kimberley communities. These 
leaders play that role without payment, without benefits and without formal training. People are not approached 
and counselling is not offered enough to at-risk youths or adults showing signs of depression—we have seen that 
often up there—or even to grieving family members mourning the death of a loved one. 

I have been told that there is often a six-week waiting list to see a psychiatrist in Broome, and I am serious. 
There simply are not enough mental health professionals. I have said that before when I have talked about 
suicide. The government should provide subsidised training specifically targeting local Indigenous community 
members to become mental health workers, drug and alcohol counsellors and clinical psychiatrists. There is a big 
need in our community and the Aboriginal medical services throughout the Kimberley are trying to address that. 
However, they are qualified to go only to a certain level when they are doing their type of work. It is a 
continuing comment from locals in my electorate that the people who are supposed to help prevent suicide come 
after the event has occurred, and we need prevention. We do not want another report written. I am certain that 
every government department and organisation in the Kimberley has enough doorstops. We need action. We 
need funding to flow on the ground in communities, rather than being swallowed up by administration and travel 
costs. Despite the WA mental health minister, Helen Morton, announcing that a $13 million suicide prevention 
strategy would be fast-tracked to address a Kimberley-wide tragedy, the rates of suicide continue to grow. 
Clusters of suicides in Fitzroy Crossing, Halls Creek, Kununurra, Balgo and Oombulgurri have led to coronial 
inquests. Many of the recommendations have not been effectively implemented. 

I am concerned that the cuts to funding for education will have a detrimental impact on young people. The 
Kimberley will face bigger cuts than any other region in the state, with the additional cuts to the Aboriginal and 
Islander education officers on top of the cuts to other programs and positions that will occur in all schools. Of the 
105 Aboriginal and Islander education officer positions being axed, approximately 20 will be lost in the 
Kimberley. The roles that these Aboriginal and Islander education officers undertake include supporting 
Aboriginal students in the areas of academic achievement, participation, attendance, discipline, retention and 
communication; liaising with the community to engage parents in their children’s education and addressing 
issues that arise; ensuring that the culture of the community extends into the teaching and learning program, 
leading to inclusive practices within the school; and providing classroom support to assist the teachers in the 
delivery of planned education programs. In the Kimberley, we find that teachers who come fresh out of college 
in Perth and go to the Kimberley sometimes do not know how to communicate with the community, so these 
assistants, as in the Aboriginal and Islander education officers, work very closely with the teachers in helping to 
educate them and make the transition and to understand a lot of the issues. I am concerned that the loss of this 
support, which helps to keep young people engaged in school, will have a long-term impact on their future. 
Education has an important role in giving young people hope and opening up their opportunities in the future. 

We talk about the Kununurra school, and the Kununurra Clontarf Academy provides a great incentive in 
improving and retaining the attendance of at-risk students. It works across the Kimberley with our disengaged 
youth and young men. It is important to help these young ones by giving them opportunities to feel involved in 
activities. Mainstream processes do not suit everyone. Football is what many of our disengaged youth are 
interested in, and extremely talented in. Playing sport provides structure and focus for their often difficult home 
environment. It gives them a sense of pride and boosts self-esteem. 

Former State Coroner Alastair Hope, following his investigation into suicide in the Kimberley, made several 
recommendations. I believe that some of those recommendations have not been worked on. The former coroner 
recommended that the efforts of the Clontarf Foundation be supported and that the state government continue to 
work in partnership with that foundation, with a view to expanding the program to more schools throughout the 
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Kimberley. It is important that the Barnett government implement the recommendations made by Alastair Hope 
between 2008 and 2011. There are so many children growing up into confused, angry, frustrated and bored 
teenagers. If members travel to one of the remote communities and talk to them, they will see and hear from 
them that there are no after-school activities, no youth services, no weekend sporting activities and no swimming 
pools.  

Recommendation 23 from the same coronial investigation was for the Western Australian government to give 
ongoing consideration to possible positive health programs that could provide long-term health benefits for the 
people of the Kimberley. He particularly recommended that consideration be given to the construction and 
operation of a swimming pool in Fitzroy Crossing. That was one of Alastair Hope’s recommendations, and we 
know that the swimming pool in Fitzroy has been a success and has helped improve many aspects of the lives of 
our young people. Results include improved school attendance, improved general health and fitness, reduced 
skin conditions and reduced ear and eye infections. However, there is a great need to replicate this success in the 
wider Kimberley region. I recommend that more swimming pools are urgently constructed in remote 
communities such as Beagle Bay, Balgo, Ringer Soak and Billiluna. These places are all out in the desert and 
there is nowhere for them to swim; the only time they can swim is when the rains come and the billabongs fill 
up. Kalumburu should also have a swimming pool constructed. 

Kimberley people refer to “quiet houses”; I know it is not a common thing, but Aboriginal people in the 
Kimberley would like quiet houses to be set up in communities, away from the other normal housing areas, for 
people who are depressed or need mental health support. The quiet house would be supervised 24 hours a day, 
and counselling offered 24 hours a day. 

Please, minister; listen to our cries. We want our young people to be alive. We want them to be there. It is a 
continuing comment from locals in my electorate: the people who are supposed to help prevent suicide come 
after the event has occurred. We need prevention. I have also been told that there is often a six-week waiting list 
to see a psychiatrist in Broome. The government should utilise the local organisations that are already providing 
brilliant services but are not supported or funded effectively, so that they can expand their service areas. The 
Kimberley Aboriginal Law and Culture Centre is one of these organisations. The second of the Hope report’s 
recommendations following the Balgo inquest in 2011 was for the state government to consider funding, or at 
least working with, Aboriginal organisations such as KALACC, to provide culturally based solutions that 
address the issues of substance abuse and youth justice diversionary schemes. He further recommended that 
consideration be given to relaxing the tendering procurement process in appropriate cases, in recognition of the 
fact that the organisations that are capable of providing such services are very limited in number. 

As a mother and a grandmother, I would not like to one day wake up to find that another member of my family 
had been taken by suicide. I think this is a chance for all of us to get together and address this issue. Thank you.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [4.45 pm]: I rise to speak on behalf of the government 
on this motion. I thank the Leader of the Opposition for wording it in such a way that allows the government to 
support the recommendation, although I will move an amendment. 

Amendment to Motion 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I move —  

To add after “issue” —  
and notes the state government’s efforts in addressing this issue 

This amendment gives me the opportunity to talk about some of the things the state government has done to try 
to respond to the massive problem of Aboriginal suicide in the Kimberley. I want to put a bit of context around 
the number of suicides in the Kimberley. Of particular concern, as expressed by the member for Kimberley, is 
that from 31 December 2012 until 30 April—a period of just four months—there were 12 suicides within the 
Kimberley. Since then, through to November, there have been a further two. But as the member will know, it 
tends to be during the wet season that suicides occur for a couple of reasons: firstly, children tend to be home 
from school, having been away; and, secondly, during the wet, it is hot and humid and emotions tend to run 
much higher, and sometimes people make decisions like that. It is interesting to note, of course, that not only 
suicides occur. Through that same period, there were 325 episodes of self-harm—that is, people doing things to 
themselves that cause harm but do not necessarily result in death. It might have been an attempted suicide or 
some other form of self-abuse.  

The Leader of the Opposition talked about some of the things that he saw up there and the things that have been 
changed. I have two comments to make about that. Firstly, it is my intention to get the Ministers for Mental 
Health and Education to read what the Leader of the Opposition said, and to make sure that they very seriously 
look at the effect of what the Leader of the Opposition said had been cut, the accuracy of his statement and see 
what things need to be done. But in some way it was suggested that suicide within the Kimberley—in fact within 
Aboriginal communities—is a major issue that has suddenly appeared during our government. I have some 
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figures that compare the suicide figures from 2007 with those for 2012. It is interesting to note that in the 
Broome region, there were 15 in 2008 and there were 15 in 2012—identical numbers in the last period of the 
previous government and those for this government. In Kununurra, there was one in 2008, and five in 2012, but 
those numbers vary significantly year by year: in 2009, there were seven, and this year there were five. Those 
numbers vary considerably. For people aged under 25 years, again the numbers varied, but there were seven 
in 2008, two this year, and 11 last year. For people aged over 25, the numbers show a similar pattern: six in 2008 
in Broome and five in 2012. Those figures show that the problem of Indigenous suicide has been one of long 
standing across the community. For those in the metropolitan area who recognise that in terms of total gross 
numbers, suicide is a problem in all communities, not just Indigenous—although Indigenous rates are far 
higher—in Perth in 2012, there were 271 suicides, six of whom were Aboriginal. Obviously, suicide is major 
problem for all families.  

While I was in opposition, I spent a short period in Beagle Bay as a doctor. I filled in there for three weeks with 
the army; I arranged for the army to come across and work with Indigenous communities when I was a minister, 
and then when I was no longer a minister, after 2001, I re-enlisted in the Army Reserve so I could do some work 
in Beagle Bay. I got to know the families there, and I was invited to a suicide summit in Billard. There was an 
amazing lady there, and in fact I saw her on television wearing a T-shirt representing the member for Kimberley 
and handing out how-to-vote cards. I went to the suicide summit with that family. In fact, I looked after his dad 
and probably saved his life when I was a doctor there in those three weeks. We talked with the Aboriginal 
community at length about the problems. Hon Helen Morton, who was then Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Mental Health, also came to that summit. Then when I became a minister, I was invited again and 
went back to that community to talk about the issue of suicide across the Kimberley. That year Balgo was 
represented because it had had a significant problem that year with suicides in that community. We talked about 
the cause of suicide. Why are these children committing suicide? There are so many reasons that people do not 
even know what they are all are. Members opposite talked about housing and accommodation and work and all 
those things, but some suicides do not seem to have a reason.  

As I waited for this debate to start, I was outside having a cup of tea with a friend of mine from Wyndham. One 
of the Aboriginal fellows from Wyndham who works for him has a daughter aged 12 years old who was at 
school in the Northern Territory. She rang her dad and told him she wanted to come home. He told her that she 
had only a couple of weeks to the end of school. Two weeks after she came home, she attempted suicide. 
Luckily, a family member came in, found her, lifted her up and she survived. She is still in hospital now from 
that attempted suicide. She is a young girl who attends school, has a dad who works, and is from a strong family 
in the Wyndham area, yet she attempted suicide. Nobody knows the reason. Sometimes it might be bullying on 
Facebook that causes it. It might be disruptions within the family. It might be the sense of loss and despair in 
some of those communities where people cannot get a job and nobody knows where they are going. Ganja—
marijuana—plays a huge part in a lot of these cases. I heard about another case involving a girl of a similar age. 
She was a 14-year-old girl who was sexually active, used ganja and drank alcohol, and she committed suicide. 
Ganja is a major problem throughout the community, including in those communities that are alcohol-free but 
often not ganja-free. Sometimes it is smuggled into communities. I am not talking about now, but in the past I 
am very much aware of huge quantities being taken into Kalumburu.  

As we heard on many occasions, sexual abuse is a major issue. We have read in the papers recently about 
Oombulgurri being closed and bulldozed. This government did that, but within that community a number of 
elders were charged and some convicted of sexual abuse of children in that community. It is a major problem 
and linked to suicide within those communities.  

I see another side to this issue. When I was in the Kimberley, I talked to one of the Indigenous elders about what 
happens when someone commits suicide in those communities. The children who survive see a huge outpouring 
of grief and love for that person who has died. This person was saying that they try to suppress that within their 
communities because the ones who survive—who do not necessarily get expressions of love and whose parents 
are sometimes in troubled circumstances—do not get attention and love. They are told to nick off and are often 
smoking dope. Indigenous families in particular are very family-oriented. A large number of people may come to 
a funeral with sadness and sorrow and love for the person who died, and the person is thinking: maybe that is 
what I have to do to get recognition, attention and love. A child might play up and be naughty and misbehave to 
get attention, and sometimes giving them more attention when they are not playing up is the way to get them to 
behave. I know Indigenous people are talking about this and how we can give more recognition to the kids who 
are with us and perhaps not as much attention to those who go.  

I am not trying to lecture people on how they should behave towards people who have gone. I am just saying that 
this is an enormously complex issue and the solution is not a simple one or we all would have done it already. I 
am sure that there is an enormous commitment from both sides of government to try to address this tragic issue 
of suicide in the Kimberley. Sadly, the huge number of young children who are doing these things in not only the 
Kimberley, but also in Indigenous communities across the state—I talked about the huge number in Perth—is 
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absolutely tragic. I might read into Hansard some of the numbers for other Indigenous communities. The 
number is particularly high in South Hedland, as it is in Kalgoorlie, although not so much recently. 

There are things that governments have to do. Although I say that we support this motion, I have moved to add 
that we note what the government is doing so I can talk about some of those things. I think we need to recognise 
that all governments—ours included—need to do more to try to work out the issues and the problems. 

Mr P. Papalia: I understand that you have already mentioned a couple of ministers to whom we can refer some 
of the issues that were raised. Is the potential negative impact of cuts to Aboriginal and islander education officer 
assistance something that you can refer to the education minister for consideration? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Leader of the Opposition referred to that, and I said that I will make sure that those 
ministers read his contribution, because I think it is worth them looking at those comments, firstly, to see 
whether they are accurate and, secondly, to read the words of the local people to see whether changes need to be 
made to address those issues. A significant amount of stuff has been done by this state government. It was 
initiated from our trips to Billard. We were deeply moved by the stories that were told at Billard and the sadness 
and horror that people expressed at what happened. The story that the Leader of the Opposition told was told at 
the Billard summit that I went to three years ago. 

Mr M. McGowan: Was that about the fan? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It was about the two people. I think it might have occurred in that family. 

I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition talked about swimming pools, because I initiated that program 
when we were in government previously. We put swimming pools in Burringurrah, Mugarinya and Jigalong. 
Subsequently, based on the studies that we arranged Fiona Stanley to do into before-and-after research into the 
impact of swimming pools, the federal government funded swimming pools in Warmun and Bidyadanga. I have 
promised a swimming pool to the people of Balgo, member for Kimberley; I have said that to them personally. It 
was probably about two years ago. I put aside $1.5 million to do it, but, sadly, it is not enough. I am currently 
working very hard to make up the rest of the money that is needed for that swimming pool. 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Some of it will come from the Lotteries Commission, Leader of the Opposition. I have had 
discussions with it already. Swimming pools are very expensive. We have to put in a pool that will last a long 
time. The pools we use are called Myrtha swimming pools. They are very sturdy and longstanding. We put those 
swimming pools into those communities 10 years ago and they are still going strong, but the cost is high. On top 
of that, the Royal Lifesaving Society Australia manages the swimming pools. That has been an outstanding 
success. It obviously needs a house for its operator. That person looks after the pools, trains Aboriginal people in 
their management and runs swimming programs for children. The Leader of the Opposition is right. It is not just 
the health aspects; it is about stopping kids from doing something that they should not be doing, such as sniffing 
glue. Kids swim in the pools with their families, enjoy themselves and have a great time. Of course, we brought 
in the no school, no pool policy, which we nicked from the Northern Territory after I visited the Northern 
Territory and saw that program in place. We need to do more. But the total cost of a swimming pool is in the 
order of $5 million, so it is not a cheap exercise. I am sure we could put in cheaper pools. But it is our view that 
we need a quality pool and a quality service. It costs in the order of $130 000 a year for the maintenance of a 
pool and for the staff to manage it. That is a major additional contribution by government. Our Standing 
Committee on Education and Health, chaired by Hon Tom Stephens at the time, did a review of the swimming 
pool program, and there is a report in this house that recommends the expansion and continuation of that 
program. We have not seen any more swimming pools yet, but I assure members that it is not through lack of 
trying.  

I now want to talk about some of the projects that have been put in place by Hon Helen Morton. As I have said, 
she went to Billard as Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Mental Health, and she saw the problems and 
listened to the issues expressed. The former Minister for Mental Health, Dr Graham Jacobs, also had a strong 
commitment to address this issue, and that commitment has been carried on by Hon Helen Morton as Minister 
for Mental Health. The Minister for Mental Health committed the $13 million that the member talked about for 
the statewide suicide prevention strategy. The minister visited Broome on 11 March 2011 to announce funding 
of $1.36 million for suicide prevention in the Kimberley. That included $800 000 from the Ministerial Council 
for Suicide Prevention for the Kimberley Aboriginal Medical Service to develop community action plans; and 
$536 000 from the Mental Health Commission for the enhanced StandBy postvention support service.  

Under the WA suicide prevention strategy, $1.9 million has been invested to deliver six stage-2 community 
action plans in the Kimberley until June 2014. These comprise the Kimberley empowerment project, with 
$428 000 for the Kimberley Aboriginal Medical Service and the University of Western Australia to provide 
community training in the Kimberley; and, in the Shire of Derby, $531 710 to Anglicare to cover the Derby 
township, Mowanjum, Pandanus Park and Looma. That may be the program that the member said was to be cut. 
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These briefing notes state clearly that this funding will continue until the middle of June next year. So that is 
something that we will need to check. 

Mr M. McGowan: Is that the community action plans? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes; it is to deliver six stage-2 community action plans in the Kimberley until June 2014.  

Mr M. McGowan: I might have had that date wrong. I thought it finished at the end of December, but it must be 
30 June. I am sorry about that. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: They would not even consider whether those funds would continue until we had gone 
through the budget process, I would imagine. They would clearly want to know well before the end of June, 
because the budget comes out well before the end of June. That is over $500 000 from the state government as 
part of our suicide prevention strategy in these communities. We have talked about Beagle Bay and One Arm 
Point. Funding of $304 650 was given to the Kimberley Aboriginal Medical Service to cover Ardyaloon, which 
is One Arm Point, Djarindijn, Lombadina and Beagle Bay, which are the four major communities on the 
Dampier Peninsula. In the Fitzroy Valley, funding of $200 000 was given to Garnduwa Amboorny Wirnan—I 
cannot pronounce that name properly; I am sure the member for Kimberley could—to deliver back-to-country 
camps, suicide prevention awareness workshops, and Aboriginal mental health first-aid training. In Kununurra, 
$217 880 was given to the Ord Valley Aboriginal Health Service to deliver back-to-country camps, youth 
Aboriginal mental health first-aid training, delivery of the healing, empowerment and leadership program, and 
the Aboriginal mental health first-aid train-the-trainer program. Halls Creek was given $217 950 for similar sorts 
of objectives. A note says that on 12 November 2013, yesterday, 244 agency-pledged partners are supporting the 
strategy by promoting suicide prevention to their workforces and stakeholders. That brings together a number of 
agencies to work on suicide prevention. Of course, we also have Closing the Gap funding as part of the national 
partnership agreement. As members would know, the state government again committed $31 million this year. 

Mr R.H. Cook: What has happened to the other partner?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The other partner—the commonwealth? 

Mr R.H. Cook: In the partnership agreement.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The commonwealth, under the previous federal government—not the current federal 
government—decided to roll that into mainstream funding, are the words used; but, sadly, rolling money into 
mainstream funding often means we cannot keep track of it to see whether it goes up or down. I hope they 
continue to fund it properly.  

Mr P. Papalia: You will be watching closely. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member for Warnbro should watch closely. The people who needed to be watched 
closely were the government that was just there. 

Mr P. Papalia: You are the government. You will watch the new government and make sure they don’t cut the 
funding on behalf of Western Australia.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will watch them closely as the member for Warnbro watched his government before. 

Dr A.D. Buti: But you’re the government of WA.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We are, but they were the member for Armadale’s associates. They were his buddies; his 
mates. 

Dr A.D. Buti: But you have the influence; you’re the minister. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The state government did not know what the former federal Labor government was doing 
with the Closing the Gap money. The former federal Labor government would directly fund groups that the state 
government had no idea about. The issue of overlap of commonwealth–state government is impossible to 
manage because the state government was not told what the federal government did. The state government is 
proud of what it did with Closing the Gap funding. It has been enormously successful. One of our mutual 
buddies, Sandy Davies, a senior figure in the Geraldton Regional Aboriginal Medical Service, in the electorate of 
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney), is complimentary and deeply involved in that program as a member of the 
governing council to ensure that those funds are properly expended. My point is that $22.47 million was 
committed over four years to the Statewide Specialist Aboriginal Mental Health Service to increase accessibility 
and responsibility of mainstream public mental health services for Aboriginal people with severe and persistent 
mental health issues. My briefing notes refer to other funds for different areas. I am sure other members will 
want to talk about that. 

The member for Kimberley talked about the difficulty of accessing psychiatrists, psychologists and counselling. 
I recognise that is a critical issue. I recall one of the early things the state government did with the former Labor 
commonwealth government in Fitzroy Crossing. As part of the state–commonwealth agreement on the Closing 
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the Gap funding, we went to the community to talk about what people wanted. When the Aboriginal people of 
Fitzroy Crossing were asked what they would like for their community, their top priority was psychological 
counselling services—a critical area. An Aboriginal psychologist visited the town and was overwhelmed by the 
number of people who wanted to talk about their issues.  

The opposition has talked about better management of alcohol in Fitzroy Crossing, which has been an enormous 
success, initiated by this government and the current Minister for Sport and Recreation. As the Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs at the time, I was involved in what happened at Halls Creek. There was huge opposition from 
the council; the mayor happened to own the local pub. 
Mr P. Papalia: From the National Party.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: No, not from the National Party because the minister from the National Party was the person 
who instigated the repetition— 

Mr P. Papalia: It does not mean he wasn’t from the National Party.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not aware; in fact, I think it was some of our side who were the greatest critics in that 
region at the time. I was a very strong supporter. I talked to one of the doctors who looked after patients in 
Halls Creek and Fitzroy Crossing. She said there was a massive difference in behaviour in both towns. In Fitzroy 
Crossing, where the alcohol ban had been in place for some time, she still treated people as there was still some 
violence. There were still fights, particularly at home. However, when a mother in Fitzroy Crossing came in for 
treatment with a cut eye, she would stitch her up and send her home. She said that in Halls Creek the mother 
would come in with serious injuries—not just a cut; say, broken bones. The mother would bring the kids in with 
her, and the doctor would not let them go home because those kids would be subject to sexual abuse if they went 
home without the mother. Alcohol was destroying a generation of Aboriginal people. We have seen the issue of 
foetal alcohol spectrum disorder in Fitzroy Crossing. I am sure it will be replicated in Halls Creek. Alcohol is a 
major issue. But in remote communities where there is no alcohol, such as Balgo and Beagle Bay—supposedly 
no alcohol and mostly no alcohol—it is still a major issue. I think ganja is also a major contributor. It is an 
alternative to alcohol. It has led to mental illness, depression and suicide in those communities. I know there are 
people in this house who have had the occasional smoke, but chronic, frequent and heavy use of marijuana  is a 
brain destroyer. There is a very strong linkage between that and suicide in all communities, let alone Indigenous 
communities. When that is combined with an inability to get work, poor housing and a lack of esteem for 
whatever reason, something as simple as a fight between a boyfriend and girlfriend—I have seen that happen so 
many times—can lead to someone committing suicide as a way out of that situation. We have to work together 
as a government and as a community to ensure we do everything possible to address that. I am sure there is 
nothing more tragic, nothing more sad and nothing more devastating for a family than to find a child—be it a 
daughter, son, granddaughter, grandson, cousin or friend—who has committed suicide, and people have to deal 
with those tragic consequences.  

With that amendment that I have moved, which has allowed me to talk about the things the government has done 
to address this issue, we support the motion.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.13 pm]: I am pleased to rise to speak to the 
amended motion. I thank the member for Kimberley for bringing forward her thoughts on this matter. I also 
thank the Leader of the Opposition for raising this matter. I believe that everybody in this house, even though 
they may not be fully aware of the impact of suicide in the Kimberley, has probably seen the impact of suicide in 
their own metropolitan areas and regions and how devastating it can be to families and communities. I suspect 
we all have some understanding, even though many of us have not actually lived through it, that this is a tragic 
situation and certainly one that we want to spend a lot more time trying to address.  

A number of matters were raised that I would like to respond to without going through all the issues again. The 
member for Kimberley has our deepest sympathy for the experiences that she has had with her personal family 
and her community. As the Leader of the Opposition said, there is no doubt that anyone who has the opportunity 
to spend time in some of these Kimberley communities and in the country understands a great deal more about 
how incredibly important they are and how incredibly important the people are. I think the crux of all this is the 
people. It is about the people who make a difference in the community. It is important to ensure that we have 
strong communities that will be able to support the other members of the community going forward. I know that 
is what the member for Kimberley and the Leader of the Opposition are trying to do with this motion. The 
strength of our communities will ensure that we have a successful community.  

We have spoken about many of the things the member raised, including lack of employment, lack of activity for 
people and the lack of feeling that people belong and have a purpose in life. There is no doubt that every one of 
us has that same need in our lives and in our communities. If we do not have one of those things, we may find it 
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a bit difficult but in many of those communities most of those things are missing. I think it is very important that 
not only money, but also services are made available and that we help people develop. The development of the 
people in the community, particularly in the Kimberley—the elders, the relationships, getting back to country 
and understanding their role in the family and in society—makes a huge difference. Any of the work that is 
being done, particularly the community action plans through the suicide prevention strategy, is very much part of 
what this is about. It is not just a case of government coming in and tossing money in because we know that is 
not always the most effective way to achieve the results we are trying to get. We have strength in the community 
and strength in the people and we need to give everyone a sense of purpose because those things are absolutely 
critical.  

I would like to let the Leader of the Opposition know that there will be a full evaluation of the suicide prevention 
strategy. Edith Cowan University is very much part of that study, and also the Ministerial Council for Suicide 
Prevention is looking at the overall strategy. That is due to be completed by March 2014. Future funding and the 
direction of the strategy will follow after that. It is certainly not something that is just finishing and that is the 
end of it. We want to make sure that it proves to be of worth, we want to know how it could be improved and we 
also want to get rid of the areas that are not achieving what we set out to do. That is underway and will be 
completed by March 2014. 

I will also respond quickly to the comments relating to the HYPE program—Helping Young People Engage. 
There is no doubt that that program and a number of programs that are conducted like that in other country towns 
have a lot of value. HYPE has been running in Broome for eight years. It started through the Shire of Broome 
and it received funding through the Department of the Attorney General’s criminal property confiscation grants 
program. That concluded on 30 June. The Department for Child Protection and Family Support provided 
additional funds. Save the Children believes that it might be finishing in November 2013. It is my understanding 
that funds have been obtained through the Department of Regional Development. That process is going through 
and the program will be funded through to 2014 while things get re-established. I have seen the program operate 
in Port Hedland. Unfortunately, we need those programs. They are extremely beneficial and they play a great 
role in providing safety to the children in the towns at night-time, which is absolutely essential.  

Mr M. McGowan: Are you giving an assurance that that program will continue until 2014? 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: It will continue until June 2014. 

Mr M. McGowan: That is not a great assurance. Their understanding is that it finishes at the end of this year. If 
it is just extended another six months, that is really not a great assurance because they have to employ people and 
people will look for other jobs. 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: That is always the case with grant funding, unfortunately. Because it has moved around, 
it will come up under a different area. We will look at the best way to do this and do it collaboratively. I cannot 
give specific details at the moment. Everyone knows that it plays a valuable role. It acts as a triage role as well in 
linking the services. It has just happened and we have to deal with it, so we will deal with it. There is no question 
about that.  

I will also talk a little about why we find ourselves in this position. We have talked about education. I cannot 
give specifics on the Aboriginal and islander education officers, but I certainly know they are of value. I 
understand that there is a sense that their number will be greatly reduced. I can only say that I do not believe that 
is the case. Also, member for Kimberley, under the next student funding model, additional funds will be 
available for literacy and numeracy programs in remote areas and for Aboriginality. I think the member will find 
that model provides a greater capacity for schools to benefit from, particularly in the member’s electorate and 
other remote areas. We are not cutting funding from areas that we know provide value. As I said, the important 
thing to do is work with Aboriginal people on their culture and language so that their sense of belonging, of 
worth and of being Aboriginal is strong and good, and that it is also acceptable within the white population. 
Aboriginal people need appropriate education that gives them a sense of worth and of belonging, and the 
Clontarf Foundation has been very good at providing that. However, I believe other programs can be run that 
may include people with other interests. Although many people are interested in football, not everyone is. Music, 
art, drama and other activities are suitable for young people in the Kimberley. I remember taking to Derby and 
Fitzroy Valley District High Schools a gentleman who had done an incredible job at a very low socioeconomic 
school in Auckland, New Zealand. Members opposite might say that what happens in Auckland, New Zealand, 
cannot be compared with what happens in the Kimberley, but through the work he did with the Maori he had a 
very strong message to people about engagement in the education process for Indigenous people. I think people 
are committed to that and that there are ways we can extend the normal school curriculum to make sure we give 
people an education that makes them feel valued and that gives them a place in society.  

I believe also that engaging youth is very critical. I applaud the Minister for Health because I was involved in the 
program through which swimming pools were put into some communities. There is no doubt they were an 
outstanding success. It is difficult to know whether we can get them into smaller communities, but we may be 
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able to do other things. Nonetheless, youth activity, family involvement and cultural inclusion are absolutely 
critical. Together with the member for Kimberley and other key people in the community, we will do a lot. We 
are trying to work strongly also with the federal government because we do not want two separate streams 
operating; we want to work together. Collectively, with the involvement of the National Mental Health 
Commission, Pat Dudgeon, who is a very strong woman, and a lot of other people, we can make a difference. 
We will certainly watch how that works in the future. I am happy to sit down because I think it is important to 
say that, on our side of the house, the work in this area is not lost. We are certainly committed to it and we will 
work hard to ensure that we improve the situation.  

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [5.22 pm]: One suicide is one suicide too many. Every single human being is 
precious. In our western society, founded on our Judaic–Christian background, every human being is made in the 
image of God. Their inherent value is precious and we need to do all we can to ensure that people value life and, 
indeed, their own life. In my experience of life I have had the opportunity to walk through some very deep, dark 
valleys with many people. In the 1970s I started out my working life as a farm advisory officer in the Huon 
Valley when the apple industry was on its knees and third or fourth-generation orchardists were no longer able to 
make a living from the orchards their grandfathers or great grandfathers had planted, which brought social 
disruption and all the issues that went with that.  

As a pastor I have walked through the valleys of people losing a child and I have counselled people who have 
experienced the horrific emotional pain of childhood sexual abuse and women who were caught up in the sex 
industry. I also had the privilege of walking alongside people who were caught up in drug addiction when I ran a 
drug rehabilitation support group. 

Dark valleys do not always lead to people committing suicide. Some people are incredibly resilient; others find 
resilience much more difficult. Indeed, suicide never just happens; there is always a context when suicide takes 
place. Often there is a history of sexual abuse or physical or emotional abuse in childhood; people feeling 
socially very isolated; people who have experienced a bereavement in childhood; family disturbances; feelings 
of rejection by a significant person in their life; and so on. I could go on listing the things that often provide the 
context in which people commit suicide. One of the things that strikes me with government funding is that we 
are very heavily investing in ambulances at the bottom of the cliff but we are not doing as well at building fences 
at the top of the cliff. It is even more important to note that we are not doing well at all in preventing people from 
wanting to walk towards the edge of the cliff. 

A number of groups are working with people in the Kimberley on suicide prevention, and that is all good. But 
what are we doing to build resilience into our young people there so that whatever life serves up to them, they 
have the internal courage and fortitude to be able to handle that without opting for suicide? Today I had the 
opportunity of having lunch with Bill and Joan Grosser. Bill and Joan are a retired couple but they still work 
very hard. I met them about 20 years ago when I was still a pastor looking for a parenting course. They have 
been teaching parenting skills for many years. When they retired, they went for a trip up through the Kimberley. 
They visited different Aboriginal communities and talked with the leaders. They realised that one of the key 
issues is parenting. They tried to get some funding to do some parenting work in those communities. I tried to 
help them get some funding but did not succeed. Bill and Joan decided that they would not be deterred. They put 
together a parenting package and trained Aboriginal people to teach other parents how to parent in places such as 
Beagle Bay, One Arm Point, Looma and so on. The response has been absolutely amazing. When Bill and Joan 
went to those communities—Joan had spent part of her childhood in one of the Aboriginal communities in the 
Kimberley when her parents were there—they were very blunt and said to the parents that one of the key issues 
was parenting. Very many of the kids up there are not parented. Kids basically doing what they like when they 
like could be called permissive parenting. Kids are asked, “Do you want to go to school today?” We never asked 
our kids whether they wanted to go to school today. It was a case of, “You go to school.”  

Bill and Joan are doing really important and valuable work to teach parents the skills to build into the lives of 
their children, so that their children actually do what they ought to be doing. The impact on the communities has 
been quite amazing. I was told that an Aboriginal person up there said that to take away a man’s work is to take 
away his pride. If his pride is taken away, in many ways his motivation for living is taken away. When kids grow 
up in a community where there is no work and where there is no pride, there is a real problem. It reminds me of 
what the late Livingstone West, one of the elders in Warburton, said to me some years ago. I go up there every 
year with a team from our church to run a holiday program for Aboriginal children. One afternoon he asked me 
to come to his place. We sat under a tree and he spoke and I listened for about three hours. He gave me a history 
of Warburton and a whole lot of things. It was close to Australia Day and there was an article in the paper saying 
that it perhaps it should be renamed “invasion day”. I asked him what he thought about that. He said, “Peter, one 
of the best things that has happened for our people is that the white man did come, because life was short and 
brutal for my grandparents and my parents.” I asked what the worst thing was that happened to his people. The 
interesting thing he said to me was that it was the fact that his people got the dole and that they can drink 
alcohol. I asked him to explain that a little further. Alcohol, of course does not need much explanation, but I 
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wondered about the dole. He said, “Before we got the dole, my people did work.” They were given opportunities 
to work and there was that sense of pride in what they were doing. He was very keen that his people in the 
communities did not just get the dole, but rather have the whole concept of work for the dole. To really do 
constructive things was something he was very big on. He said that pride for Aboriginal men came from being 
skilled in hunting down a kangaroo or an emu, finding food and being the hunter. That was so valuable and gave 
them a sense of pride and identity. Boys would aspire to gain those skills. He said his people were nomadic 
people. They gathered what they could from the land and they had their walking circuits and areas. He said that 
now they just hold out their hands and get money, and that there was no pride in that for his people. The result of 
that is a whole sense of loss of meaning, purpose and direction in life. The kids see that they can just hold out 
their hands and money comes. Livingstone said because his people were happy with a lot less than what white 
people are, the kids do not aspire to anything. 
Mr D.J. Kelly: You have missed out the bit where they took the land off them and they couldn’t do the walking 
anymore. 
Mr P. ABETZ: In the Warburton area that is actually not the case; they could do it if they wanted to because the 
land was still there. In the Ngaanyatjarra lands, that is not the case. 
Mr D.J. Kelly: So you’re not generalising here? 
Mr P. ABETZ: I am talking about what this one man said to me. I am recounting what he said in regards to 
Warburton. 
Mr D.J. Kelly: Sorry, I thought you were generalising. 
Mr P. ABETZ: No, I am not. This is about one particular case. I think it paints a picture of a wider difficulty. 
Ms J.M. Freeman: So you are generalising. 

Mr P. ABETZ: No, by painting a picture — 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 
Mr P. ABETZ: In the Kimberley there was — 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Member for Southern River, I ask you to address your comments 
to me.  
I do not think the member is asking for general debate about what he is saying. He should just be able to say 
what he wants to say and that is that. 

Mr P. ABETZ: The point that needs to be borne in mind is that we need to build into the lives of our Aboriginal 
people the skills to be parents. Part of the problem, of course, is that those who were separated from their 
families as children have not seen parenting—it has not been modelled—because there was a break in the 
generations. So we need to address a lot of issues there. However, the thing that I want to highlight is that of all 
the things that have been mentioned about what can be done about suicide prevention, no-one in this house has 
mentioned the importance of teaching parents to be parents. In places such as Beagle Bay, One Arm Point, 
Fitzroy Crossing and Looma, which I also had the opportunity of visiting when I was on the Education and 
Health Standing Committee and we did our drug and alcohol inquiry, one of the things that came through was 
that there were many families in which the kids—for example, two and three-year-olds—were walking the 
streets at night, and the Department for Child Protection and Family Support workers told us that it was safer for 
the kids to be on the street than to be at home. That is a tragedy. We really need to build into, invest in and get 
alongside those families. I want to commend Bill and Joan Grosser for the work that they have done, without any 
government funding, to strengthen families in the communities. That work will continue to build the lives of 
people and also make a significant contribution to a reduction in the number of suicides. 

Very briefly, I want to pick up on the point that the member for Kimberley mentioned about what I think she 
called a quiet house. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: A safe house. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I think she used the words “quiet house”. People can go to a quiet house to get away from the 
noisiness of the community, so to speak. That is a really important thing. Karl and Pamela Walsh have put up a 
proposal, together with the former Speaker of this house, Mr Grant Woodhams, for the Crossroads Healing 
Centre—a place where Aboriginal people can go. These people do not need to be in a mental health hospital, but 
they need a safe place where 24/7 counselling is available and there are people to talk to to deal with their issues. 
In that way, mental health help is brought to those who are not depressed enough to warrant hospitalisation as 
such, but they can be amongst their own people, get the help that they need and be nurtured back to wholeness. I 
want to commend Karl and Pamela Walsh and also the former Speaker for putting together this business plan. I 
certainly hope that their desire to establish this centre will bear fruit in the not-too-distant future. 
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DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [5.37 pm]: I would like to commend the opposition for bringing this very important 
motion to the house and for its bipartisan cooperation in addressing this very tragic issue. We have heard that the 
suicide rate in Western Australia is 12 per 100 000 people. In regions such as mine, in the country and in rural 
and remote areas, the rate is around 18.5 suicides per 100 000 population. In the 10 years from 2000 to 2010, 
there were 2 535 suicides. The demographic shows that for every three males who suicide, one female suicides. 
The coroner’s statistics provided recently show that in Perth in 2008 there were 303 suicides, and in 2012 there 
were 364. In the year to date, there have been 185 in total in Western Australia. It was brought home to me in my 
hometown of Esperance in 2009, when we sought the help of the community in facing a tragic 13 suicides in that 
one year. It brought home to me the pain of the community during a rural downturn due to drought, and the 
pressures placed on farmers and the farming industry; it led to 13 suicides in the community in that year. 

As the first Minister for Mental Health, I introduced the program alluded to by the Minister for Health. A lot of 
work has been done by the current Minister for Mental Health, Hon Helen Morton, in the area of suicide 
prevention and suicide prevention strategies. I suppose the catchcry of the suicide prevention strategy—this was 
promoted by the Mental Health Commission, the minister’s office and, indeed, this government—is that this is 
“Everybody’s business”. This is not just one person’s issue; it is not just one group in the community; it is 
everybody’s business. In adopting the suicide prevention strategy, there were certain factors that we were very 
keen to see come within the strategy. Firstly, there was community awareness, and that is absolutely critical. 
There was also coordination of training in the delivery of a program of suicide prevention, and a network, 
coordination and, indeed, engagement of government and non-government organisations; and all the significant 
organisations within the community. In fact, it was everybody’s business. On a personal level, I think it is very 
important that we recognise the potential for someone close to us to be at risk. Whether it is a work colleague, a 
relative, a friend or a friend of a friend, we all know of someone in Western Australia who has tragically been 
taken by suicide. When someone talks to us about this issue, if there is an opportunity, we should not let it go by 
and we should take it on as our own business. We must pursue it, because there is a feeling within the 
community around stigma and talking about the issue and a feeling that, “It’s not my business, it’s a personal 
issue and I’ll let it go”. How often do we hear in the Australian parlance, “How are you today?” “Oh, I’m fine.” 
But are they really fine? If someone says they are not fine, can we take it up? If we do not feel within ourselves 
that we can deal with it, we should at least follow it up to make sure that someone does and that it is talked 
about. 

The member for Southern River touched on this very eloquently; much better than I could. Why do people 
suicide? They fall into a state, if you like, of hopelessness; a lack of hope, a lack of any dream and a lack of any 
reason to get up in the morning. We understand, of course, that there are significant risk factors to all that: the 
overuse of alcohol, the overuse of marijuana, no job, mental illness, poor health, poor health services and poor 
housing. There are issues in and around not only suicide itself but also the community, and as I said, I was 
exposed in our community in 2009 to general rural hardship. On a personal level, it can be the breakdown of a 
relationship, some form of helplessness, the failure of a business, a feeling of personal failure and that 
hopelessness that we all need to be aware of and need to address. 

Another issue in the mental health arena and in my experience of the services provided for people with a mental 
illness or depression or a general feeling of hopelessness is the accessibility of help. There has long been a model 
of, basically, a clinic where people go along and sit in a waiting room to see a doctor, counsellor or psychologist. 
We have a great pristine clinic with all that opens and shuts and expect everybody with some sort of an illness, 
depression or emotional ill health to walk in that door and sit and wait their turn. That model does not necessarily 
engage a lot of the community. It does not engage a lot of the community where I come from, which is largely 
Caucasian. It certainly does not engage the Aboriginal community, because they do not come down to town and 
walk through the door of Banksia Medical Centre and sit and wait for the psychologist or doctor to call them into 
a room and say, “What’s the trouble?” We need to go out into the community and engage people with a service; 
we should not expect them to walk in the door and come to see us, because while we expect that, we are missing 
a significant cohort of people who are suffering in the community with emotional issues, depression and all the 
other issues. They cannot all be pigeon-holed into one diagnosis. There is no such thing as pure depression; it 
can be dependent on many life issues. No-one comes just in a box, and people may have lived through many life 
events and faced the social consequences. It is really important.  

I was privileged enough to be a member of the former Education and Health Standing Committee, and in the 
Kimberley particularly we saw issues associated with the socioeconomic conditions, particularly health ones. 
Seventy per cent of the children in some of those communities are deaf. So when they go to school they cannot 
hear, therefore they cannot learn, then they become disengaged from the system, and then they drop out and 
spiral into a life of dysfunction, depression, unemployment and related consequences, one of which is the 
consequence we are talking about today of eight or nine suicides just this year in the Kimberley.  

What happens if school attendance plummets? We know that a child needs to go to school 90 per cent of the time 
to achieve average outcomes. That means that if there are 200 days of education in a school year, if a child 
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misses only 20 days a year their outcomes will not be as good. It does not take much. In fact, as we have heard 
many times, education is the key to employment, a job and a career.  

Then there are the effects of alcohol. I will talk about an alcohol program that has been put in place. Alcohol is a 
well-known depressant. Some people say, “When I take a drink I feel better.” Yes, temporarily. But chronically, 
alcohol is a depressive drug, and it creates a lot of issues in the community. As has already been talked about 
today in this place, June Oscar and Maureen Carter had the guts to say that the full-strength alcohol content in 
their community needed to be reduced, particularly for their menfolk. Just the reduction from full-strength 
alcohol to light takeaways has resulted in a 30 per cent reduction in social dysfunction throughout the 
community. Across the board—for domestic violence, attendance at hospitals and police callouts—there has 
been a 30 per cent reduction in social dysfunction in those communities. That reduction can make a difference to 
families and communities, and address some of the problems that lead to the dysfunction and disengagement of 
particularly young people that may lead to the ultimate tragic consequence of suicide in our community. This is a 
big job for us, but we are aware of it. This government acknowledges not only the job it has done, but also the 
work it needs to do.  

In finishing, I would like to comment that the $4 million mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition has been 
spent. We have spent the whole $13 million in our suicide prevention strategy; we did not think we should keep 
it for a rainy day. Subject to the minister’s approval, the Mental Health Commission will prepare a business case 
to continue initiatives under the suicide prevention strategy. The continuation of the caps beyond 2014 is not yet 
decided, but the debate today will highlight that issue for further consideration into the future on our suicide 
prevention strategy.  

Question put and passed.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS 
Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [5.49 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for creating chaos and confusion amongst local 
governments with its shambolic and dysfunctional council amalgamation process. 

We hoped to get to this motion a little earlier, but that has not been the case. A number of speakers on this side 
of the house would like to make a contribution. I put on record a very brief overview of the reform program of 
the Barnett government from the perspective of the opposition and, I believe, many in the local government 
sector.  

In 2008, when the Carpenter government was defeated, the Barnett–Grylls government came into being. In 2009, 
the then Minister for Local Government made an announcement. In many respects, comments made in Exmouth 
ignited debate because the then minister lamented that local government was overburdened by numbers and that, 
generally, there were too many inefficient and unsustainable councils and that the government’s reform would 
reduce the number of councils. That triggered, of course, a range of comments, and some people who had been 
involved in local government for some time asked the minister some pertinent and appropriate questions, 
including: Upon what did the minister base his synopsis of the need for fewer than 100 councils, as stated by the 
former minister? What research was it based on? What economic analysis was it based on? What did the former 
minister use as models and research to confirm that bigger was better and that bigger would provide higher 
quality services to local communities and better value in the dollar? Pertinent questions were also asked about 
how it would affect rates, which is probably the primary concern of many ratepayers. Essentially, many 
ratepayers look at their rate notice, which generally comes out in August, and how much it has gone up since the 
previous year and what that means for their household budgets and local government services. Many ratepayers 
are very, very pleased with the services provided by their local government authority, and they have been for 
some time. Indeed, in growth councils in Western Australia, particularly in the metropolitan area, as well as in 
the regional parts of Western Australia, including the City of Mandurah, ratepayers generally understand that if 
more services are to be provided, the local government has to find the dollars to deliver those services. When 
these questions were asked of the former minister, all we got was, “We’ve got to have reform. We have 130-plus 
councils. There are too many; we’ve got to have fewer.” The opposition’s contribution to the debate since 2008, 
and certainly when it was in government, acknowledged that we are all interested in reforming local government, 
but the reform has to be based on an evidence-based analysis of why there should be reform in the manner in 
which it is proposed. None of those questions has been answered by either the former minister or the current 
minister, the member for Darling Range. 

Of course, after a very constipated process from 2008 to 2013, the minister said that he wanted local councils to 
do a sustainability analysis and tell the government why they are sustainable. Councils across Western Australia 
spent money—some of them spent hundreds of thousands of dollars—to do what the government said. They 
went through that process and showed why they are sustainable and provided a snapshot of what they are and 
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where they want to be. The former minister struggled with some of those things. Of course, towards the end of 
the Barnett government’s first term, it commissioned the Robson report, which was to be a major fundamental 
report into what the metropolitan councils should look like. Remember, in the lead-up to the election of 2013, 
there had been this unhappy marriage between the National Party and the Liberals on the issue of forced 
amalgamations. Throughout all of this, the Liberal Party had said very clearly that it was not going to force 
amalgamations, and the National Party of course said that it was not going to allow forced amalgamations. In 
fact, the member for Central Wheatbelt highlighted as much in one part of her propaganda. 

We then had the interesting experience in Armadale in February this year—the night of the long knives—when 
the now Minister for Local Government, who was probably not even envisaging that he might be a minister, let 
alone the Minister for Local Government, told the truth at a business breakfast, which was also attended by the 
member for Armadale. He actually said that the Liberal Party will force amalgamations. He told the truth. What 
happened? Within 24 hours, he was told, “Tony, mate, what have you said? We’ve got an election coming up. 
We don’t want to upset the local government sector. You’ve said the wrong thing. Yes, we want to force it, but, 
no, we don’t want to tell them.” Within 24 hours, the member for Darling Range issued a press release saying, “I 
made an error. I should not have said it. I want to stipulate very clearly that the Liberal Party will not force 
amalgamations. It is a promise.” The election came and the minister, who was there on the night of the long 
knives, became the Minister for Local Government. 

Dr A.D. Buti: The morning of the long knives. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It was the morning of the long knives. What did we find? Suddenly, a promise was 
made about amalgamations. The Premier said in this place on numerous occasions, and he even told his councils 
in Cottesloe, Mosman Park and Peppermint Grove in his newsletter in January this year, that it was not the 
government’s intention to force amalgamations. What have we seen since? The Robson report came out. The 
minister has to be very careful with the line that he is using; he is overusing it. He has used it at a couple of 
public events. The minister has been using the old line, “I have been the minister for only a few months.” The 
minister is very much like Dickie Knee. A rod is being held here. It is not the minister who is directing this local 
government reform. It is very much the Premier. This is the Premier’s baby. The gestation period of this baby is 
five and a half years. It is one of the longest gestation periods in history.  
Mr F.M. Logan: And what will it look like when it is born? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Let us not get into that! 
Dr A.D. Buti: Member, do you remember when the Premier said in his speeches that Peppermint Grove would 
not need to be amalgamated? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Of course. 
The Robson report then came out, and the new minister said, “This report has lobbed on my desk, and I am 
eating it; I am regurgitating it and I am looking at it”. The minister invited comment on the Robson report. Then 
in August this year, we saw the first of the famous maps. There have been a few maps around. That map 
proposed 14 new council entities. The minister’s comment then was, “We ain’t going to force amalgamations, 
but you councils will in your submissions make sure that you comply; and, for those councils that do comply, we 
will give you $200 000.” Only four councils complied. The councils said, “Right, mate; we cannot be bought 
off!” Out of the 19 original submissions, four councils complied, and 15 did not. Fifteen councils thumbed their 
nose at the minister. The minister said also, “When you make your submissions, I am going to accept only little 
tweaks. Don’t go and put a big half of Vincent in there. No! That is not a wee tweak, lads! That is a big tweak!” 
The minister was like Captain Pugwash. So the councils said, “We don’t believe you, minister.” That is 
because—this is one of the fundamental points—the local government authorities know their communities the 
best, because they have people who work in those local communities. So they looked at the maps, and they said, 
“Sorry, minister, we do not agree with that. Here is what we think are some more appropriate proposals.”  

Throughout this process, many local governments have said to the minister that they are prepared to work with 
the government provided there is a level playing field. One of my biggest criticisms of the minister, and 
particularly of the Premier, is that there has not been a level playing field. It is like playing a game of soccer on a 
moving field. The minister keeps moving the goalposts. The minister keeps saying, “I have changed my mind 
now, and I will whack them over in that corner.” It is like watching a game of junior footy. The players are all 
running around and doing what the minister has told them to do, and the minister then moves the goalposts, so 
they zap off over there, in good faith, and the minister then plucks out the goalposts again and whacks them 
somewhere else. Constantly, the minister is changing the goalposts, and constantly the level playing field is not 
being delivered.  
What does this mean? It means that the minister is betraying the trust of the very people whom the minister is 
relying upon to get his reforms through. Like in a Jerry Lewis movie, the government is smacking them across 
the face. It is constantly slapping them around and saying, “No! No! That is not what I wanted. You have to do it 
differently.” It is unbelievable! That is what the minister does now. Every time we have people trusting the 
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process, the government consistently takes away good faith bargaining by changing the boundaries and the 
goalposts.  
Some of the questions the minister has not answered and consistently avoids are questions like: Where is the 
evidence? Where is the research? I turn now to the comments of eminent people who have looked at other states 
and territories, the reform processes of other governments and at whether the proposal to create bigger councils 
has resulted in better services, sustainability and service delivery and more effective and efficient local 
government. Where is the evidence? Let us look at some examples. University of Western Australia economists 
James Fogarty and Amin Mugera have said that the evidence does not generally support the view that 
amalgamations provide substantial cost savings. Their research uses a range of models and measures to look at 
councils and the effectiveness of service delivery. It shows that in other states of Australia amalgamations have 
not delivered substantial cost savings. For example, in Victoria most of the savings resulted from competitive 
tendering and not amalgamations. Their report in the Australian Economic Review also states — 

In terms of the amalgamation debate, policies that encourage consolidation only make economic sense 
if larger councils tend to be more efficient than smaller councils … 

It is interesting to look at what happened in Queensland. The cost of wide-scale amalgamations there, ultimately 
borne by the ratepayers, was astronomical. The minister has not been able to show those costs in this place 
today, because he fudged it in his little interview on the radio, and he has fudged it a few times today— 

Mr P. Abetz: I thought he did well.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: He did! The minister has not been able to give a guarantee that a ratepayer in any 
effective amalgamated council will not have a substantial rate increase. That is a question people want answered. 
They want to know.  

Mr P. Abetz interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Member for Southern River, do not start with the old Pontius Pilate defence: let me 
wipe my hands of this; it is not my doing; it is the fault and responsibility of local government. Do not try that 
argument because it is not going to wash. The government cannot say, “We are going to have this wonderful 
process. We know why it is best and, by the way, if there is any rate increase we will blame the local 
government. It is local government’s fault; that is why rates went up. It was not the process that the government 
fuddled about with and fudged totally.” Do not try that one, sunshine, because if you do, you will be slapped 
down like a patsy in a Jerry Lewis movie!  
We know that the Barnett state government is in this situation after five and a half years because it has simply 
created a muddled, uncertain and vulnerable environment. It now has to try to save face, because the process has 
been costly. At this stage the true cost is not known, but the total reform process will be in the millions, and that 
does not include the cost local governments will have to pay.  
We know that the state government should fund it in totality. If it is its basket case, it should take responsibility 
for its basket case and pay for the basket! At the moment, whenever the Minister for Local Government is 
cornered in the media, he uses little throwaway lines. I understand from The West Australian that his latest 
throwaway line relates to a two-year rate freeze in Victoria. The minister said, “We might consider that.” That is 
apparently what the minister told a reporter from The West Australian. Each time, the minister invents this 
process. The problem is that the process has been so muddled, fuddled and — 
Mr M.H. Taylor interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There is a word I could use but it is unparliamentary! As a result, there has been no 
sense. Of course what has happened is local government has been forced almost to second-guess what the 
minister or the Premier will say next. Then we find that the minister has been to meetings with local government 
and said, “I’ve only been in this for a few months. It’s all right. We’ve been in a few months working through 
this. Yes, I can understand what you’re doing—yeah, yes and yep. We’ll do this. I understand that. I’ll take that 
on board.” They go away from the meeting having heard the minister, and then the map comes out and they go, 
“What the? Was I at the same meeting with this guy? He indicated that the map that we were talking about is a 
great idea, it has great things—sustainability, economic viability, and a good number of ratepayers. You’ve got 
all of these aspects. That’s looking good.” They all go away saying, “Gee, he’s a good bloke that one. I love him; 
I think he’s great.” The next minute the maps are released. Of course the maps were released by mistake last 
week, on 4 November, “Oh dear, wrong maps!” The Serpentine–Jarrahdale shire got last week’s map and went, 
“Whoo hoo, they listened to us! After all of this campaigning to save Serpentine–Jarrahdale, they listened to us.” 
They saw the maps that were released last week and thought, “That’s great. I think he has listened!” But the 
minister said, “Sorry, they’re the wrong maps!” The maps that came out yesterday were different maps. There 
was a bit left off or a line was not there. We have seen a fuddled process all through this. Now we are no clearer.  

We also know now that a very important parliamentary and statutory body, the Local Government Advisory 
Board, will be expanded by two members at the discretion of the minister. That raises a range of questions—we 
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will get to that when the bill is debated next week or the week after—about the weighting of the Local 
Government Advisory Board. There will be a question about whether the government is simply stacking the 
board so it will comply with the government’s demand, which is contained in the maps that were released 
yesterday.  

We know that the minister has also shelved the proposed Dadour poll provision amendments. That is because the 
Liberal party room has said, “Wait a second, there’s a few problems with that.” The Minister for Local 
Government has said in this place, and so has the Premier, that the Dadour amendments are undemocratic. Some 
members in the Liberal party room do not agree with that at all, because they know that will cause them real 
problems when they go and tell their community, “Sorry, there is a process in the Local Government Act that 
allows the community to have a say in its future.” The government is going to take that away from the 
community. The minister has told this place that he has not jettisoned that idea yet; he has just parked it for a 
little while. It will be very interesting to see what happens because I suspect that if the minister does not get his 
way or does not get what he wants—more importantly, if the Premier does not get what he wants—we will see 
measures introduced like the amendments to the Dadour provisions used as one way of silencing any local 
community concern. Indeed, we will see community involvement in the process of determining the identity of 
local government, what its future may look like and how it oversees where people live.  

The biggest and most important criticism, as I said, is the trust. There has been an abuse of trust and goodwill 
throughout this process, but particularly in the past year. We heard the lie before the election that the government 
will not force amalgamations. Since then, all this process has been geared towards forcing amalgamations on 
councils. The fact is that the minister did not answer questions and has continued to not answer questions about 
very important aspects of the amalgamations, including the fact that any reform affects people and their families 
and people who work for councils, from the higher management level through the whole organisation to the 
librarians, the people who look after the parks and gardens, the people who carry out the maintenance and the 
people who do a range of important work in local government. As the member for Warnbro highlighted to me 
very well earlier this week, they will go to another Christmas with uncertainty about where this ship that the 
minister is on—Captain Pugwash—is going and who is steering it. We will not go into who is Master Bates! 
Who is steering this ship? We know who is steering it. It is not the minister; it is the Premier. The unfortunate 
thing for the minister is that the Premier gives the minister the wheel to steer but every now and then he 
wrenches it away from him and turns it in another direction, makes a few comments and leaves him to pick up 
the dust. We know, for example, that South Perth and Victoria Park are both active and willing participants in 
reform but they have one sticking point, and it is a valid one. It is the Burswood peninsula. We know that one of 
the criteria for determining appropriate boundaries for local governments is natural boundaries. What is the most 
natural boundary in the Perth metropolitan area? It is the Swan and Canning River system. What has the minister 
done? The Premier wants to pluck a few icons and put them into the City of Perth. He goes out there and says he 
will whack the area set aside for the proposed stadium into this new City of Perth because most capital cities 
have those sorts of major icons in them. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Tear down the existing ones and then put up a few more.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Absolutely. There is no logical argument for that. The government will disregard the 
major criteria, which is communities of interest and natural boundaries, and because the Premier likes the idea of 
putting the stadium in there, he will.  

The Premier asked what the opposition’s approach to this is. I want to put on the record, as I did at a Local 
Government Managers Australia meeting and at the Western Australian Local Government Association’s 
convention in August—it is very simple—that the opposition is not opposed to reform in local government. The 
member for Bunbury knows that I am not opposed to local government reform. I want to be absolutely engaged 
in the process. Any reform has to be based upon a level playing field and be evidence based. If the government 
had presented us with compelling evidence about why reform had to be based on a whole range of criteria and 
given numbers et cetera, it would be very hard to argue against that. My statement is that the government does 
not have the compelling evidence. The second point is that any reform will affect people and in this case they are 
the people and families involved in local government as employees and who work and live locally. They have 
invested a lot of their lives in their local communities. They must be considered in terms of employment 
certainty and equity; that is paramount to the whole argument. That includes the issue of compensation because 
there will be losers in this process. This Christmas they might be employed in their local government but next 
Christmas they might not be. When we reduce numbers, it is likely there will be job losses.  

The third point is that the local government sector has a vast wealth of experience and talent and we do not want 
to see that talent lost to the sector. How can the government ensure that does not happen when it is proposing 
wide-scale change? The fourth point is funding. The government should not fund only those who kneel down 
and take what the government is doing to them. It should fund the councils that have a legitimate say in this 
process, and that is all of them. The fifth point is that the government must make sure the community is part of 
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this debate and engage it. Therefore, the government should not propose things that will disenfranchise the 
community such as deleting Dadour poll provisions.  

The final point is trust. If the Minister for Local Government and the Premier had engaged in this process in 
good faith and sustained that trust, the government would not be in the situation it is in today whereby a range of 
people in the sector do not trust what the minister or the Premier say because it sometimes changes over 
24 hours. The Premier has abdicated that trust. The Premier cannot promise one thing before an election and say 
something else after the election, “We’re still going to have reform, and if we have to force you, we will.” That 
is not what the Premier promised and it is certainly not what the people of Western Australia were promised 
before the state election. I say this: the opposition will look at these maps and these proposals and will continue 
to engage, as a number of its members are doing within their own communities.  

Finally, I have a warning for the National Party, what I call the haggard sort of rump of this government. Before 
the first lot of maps came out in August, the National Party thought a deal had been done with the Premier. 
When the Leader of the National Party was going into a cabinet meeting he said, “We’ve done a deal. We’ll 
support the process in the metropolitan area as long as you don’t touch the regional areas of Western Australia.” 
The next day the Premier said, “There’s no deal.” Who do we believe? Once again, the trust has been abdicated. 
The National Party, odd bedfellows as they may be, must be very careful because I can tell them now, their 
councils are in the government’s sights. It will start at greater Bunbury, as the Premier has made very clear, and 
it will look at my area of Peel. I am prepared to talk about amalgamations in my area. I will not close the door on 
that, but because the Premier has abused the community’s trust; it is in really rough, treacherous waters now. His 
ship is rudderless and is sinking, and this motion highlights that the Premier has lost his way with the local 
government reform process.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [6.23 pm]: I support the motion before the house.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Will you become the member for Kwniburn?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I might become the member for Jervoise Bay if the minister has his way.  

I rise to speak in support of the motion before the house tonight and ask the rhetorical question: what is the aim 
of the local government process? If we listen to the Premier and the Minister for Local Government, and the 
former Minister for Local Government, the member for Bunbury, who is in the house tonight, we will hear that it 
is about efficiency, sustainability and financial viability and all those factors leading to a controlled or lower rate 
base for ratepayers across the metropolitan area of Western Australia. If that is true, why has the minister, on the 
current map that has been released, chopped the City of Cockburn into three councils? Each of the factors I have 
just read out—efficiency, sustainability, financial viability and a controlled rate base—has been the hallmark of 
the operations of Cockburn city council. The minister knows that himself; he has been there many times. The 
release of the current maps that are before the metropolitan councils and the effective carve-up of Cockburn city 
council provide a clear example that the aim of the local government reform process, which the minister 
continues to quote regularly in the house and the Premier alludes to regularly in the house and publicly, is just 
not true. If it was true, the minister would not have chopped Cockburn into pieces, because it meets the entire 
criteria that the minister set for the whole purpose of the local government reform. 

What is the aim of the local government reform? As we on this side of the house know and as backbenchers on 
the other side of the house know—ministers know but they will not say anything about it because they are in 
cabinet—the real aim of the local government reform process is an idea of the Premier to reshape local 
government across Western Australia and firstly in the metropolitan region. It is the Premier’s idea and it is an 
idea that he has had for many, many a long year. He believes that there are too many local governments in 
metropolitan Perth, that they are inefficient and that they are not particularly good at what they do, so he says, 
“I’m going to change this.” This is a personal crusade of the Premier. It is the same type of personal crusade that 
we were all talking about last night in the debate on the merger of Verve Energy and Synergy. The Premier 
agreed with me that the objective of his personal crusade was the merger of Verve and Synergy. Today here in 
the house he agreed with me that it was his own personal crusade to use the merged Verve and Synergy as a tool 
for future state development. It is therefore the choice of the Premier to do this. It is not based on sound 
economic reasoning. If it was, that information would have been before the house at any time over the last five 
years. 

Mr P. Papalia: And they would tell you exactly what it was going to cost or save you. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Correct. As the member for Warnbro indicated to the house, the government would have 
been able to highlight to the house and to members of the general public the savings and efficiencies that would 
be made as a result of this reform process. We have never heard anything, not a brass razoo, on how much will 
be saved by this entire reform process. 

How did the reform process start? The member for Mandurah has given us a good historical overview. It started 
back in 2009. Obviously—the member for Bunbury can interject on me any time he likes about this—an 
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enthused and vigorous Premier of Western Australia would have said to the then new local government minister, 
the current member for Bunbury, “Right, now you go out and you get this done, John. You go out there and if 
they don’t like it up ’em, you just tell ’em there’ll be a forced amalgamation.” The member for Bunbury would 
have said, “Righto, sir, yes I will.” Up to Exmouth goes a new local government minister—the member for 
Bunbury can interject any time he likes! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It has a very military flavour! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It has a very military flavour! 

So up he goes to Exmouth, and I blame the member for Bunbury for the way in which the reform process was 
started. Despite the Premier giving him that vigorous lecture about what needed to be done in the local 
government reform process, I think the delivery had a bit of a problem. The way in which he delivered the 
message to that local government conference in Exmouth really kicked off the whole process on the wrong foot. 
Telling local governments they would be amalgamated unless they get their act together and threatening to use 
legislation to do so was probably not the way to go about the reform process. However, I understand that the 
member for Bunbury was given that instruction by the Premier and off he went. From that point in time, as the 
member for Mandurah has indicated, there have been numerous and torturous processes to convince councils to 
either voluntarily amalgamate or come up with their own suggestions on how they will help the local 
government reform process. That torturous process has involved numerous submissions from local governments 
on numerous occasions, various investigations, a whole series of consultations—sometimes individually and 
sometimes between ministers and conferences—and a significant cost to not only the taxpayers of Western 
Australia because of the process that the government has followed over the past five years, but also ratepayers. 
For example, the cost to the City of Cockburn just to go through this process over the past five years is well in 
excess of $200 000. Look what it got at the end of it: it got annihilated. The city was asked to go through this 
whole series of tortuous involvement with the Local Government Advisory Board, the Department of Local 
Government and Communities and various ministerial bodies, and look what happened to it at the end of the 
process. 

Towards the end of the first term of the Barnett government, the former minister, the current member for 
Bunbury, went through another cathartic approach to try to kickstart the local government reform process and 
brought in the former University of Western Australia vice chancellor Alan Robson to do another review. The 
Robson review, as the minister well knows, came down with a recommendation to leave the City of Cockburn 
exactly as it is at the moment—that is, to leave the boundaries where they currently lie—because the City of 
Cockburn meets all the criteria that the government was officially talking about that would be a hallmark of the 
reform. It is financially viable, it has a growing rate base, it is efficient in the delivery of its services and it is a 
sustainable council. Therefore, the Robson report, in looking at all the metropolitan councils, stated that 
Cockburn is big enough, viable enough and sustainable enough to remain as it is and it recommended the 
boundaries remain as they are and for the council to go forward. Of course, then came the lead-up to the election, 
as the member for Mandurah said, and the Premier, under pressure because the current minister indicated when 
he was a backbencher that there would be forced amalgamations, denied that and said before the election that 
there would be no forced amalgamations. Of course, as we know, immediately after the election the Premier 
broke that election pledge—a situation very similar to the Verve–Synergy merger that we talked about all last 
night—and moved to forced amalgamations. 

The reason that we are not dealing with forced amalgamations at present and with legislation that would force 
amalgamations is that it would require the removal of the Dadour provision and, as the member for Mandurah 
indicated, that removal of the Dadour provision was violently opposed by a significant number of Liberal Party 
backbenchers. The Premier was going to be rolled, and he knew about it. So, despite the current minister and the 
Premier coming in here and saying that the Dadour provisions are undemocratic, when it came to the crunch, the 
Premier changed his mind about pulling on a forced amalgamation through legislative change by getting rid of 
the Dadour provisions. He basically backtracked and walked away from that in front of the television cameras at 
the front of Parliament House on the way into his own Liberal Party meeting because he knew he was going to 
be rolled. 

Mr P. Papalia: He couldn’t get it through his own party room. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: He could not get it through his own party room. 

What are we faced with now? Because that forced amalgamation is not viable at present, the minister has gone 
around that process and undertaken boundary changes, which he can do by way of regulation. Members should 
bear in mind that the Robson report indicated that the City of Cockburn should remain as it is and that both the 
previous minister and the current minister have had submissions and delegations from Cockburn City Council. 
There had been no indication that the city’s viability was to be completely destroyed and that, as a council, it 
would disappear altogether. Only last week a map came out and we saw the complete eradication of the City of 
Cockburn, despite, as I said, the City of Cockburn currently meeting all the criteria of the reform process and the 
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Robson report—I do not know what the cost of that report to the taxpayers of Western Australia came to—the 
government’s own report into local government reform, saying the City of Cockburn should remain as an 
excellent council. 

What do we end up with? These are the impacts of the break-up, minister, on the Cockburn council. Effectively, 
Cockburn will lose 41 per cent of its ratepayers to other councils and 60 per cent of its rate base. That will lead 
to approximately a 15 per cent increase in rates under the new Kwinana–Cockburn region. That is a figure that 
the mayor put to the general public today via a radio interview. Those figures will be clarified for given to the 
minister with an economic substantiality of those figures. Cash reserves of over $70 million—as I have indicated 
to Parliament, it is a financially viable and debt-free council—will be disbursed across three other councils, one 
council that is running an operating deficit and another that is carrying a significant debt. That is what is going to 
happen to the cash reserves. There will be a break-up of a carefully built up portfolio of assets worth hundreds of 
millions of dollars. The City of Cockburn, as the minister knows, has over the years built up a very substantial 
asset base worth hundreds of millions of dollars, and that will be broken up and given to other councils and 
ratepayers who have never contributed to those assets, and Cockburn ratepayers who find themselves in new 
councils will not even be able to access those assets because they will belong to another council, despite having 
paid for them over the years. That is a result of what the minister is doing in the breakup of the City of 
Cockburn. He is ripping apart a carefully built portfolio of assets and distributing them amongst other councils, 
and handing them over to ratepayers who have never paid for them, while some of those who have paid for them 
will never be able to access them because they will no longer be in that council area. There will also be the 
cancellation of key infrastructure projects, such as the Dockers training ground in Cockburn Central, because 
that will not be achievable under the new Cockburn–Kwinana council. It will just not be financially viable. 

The minister was questioned today during question time about the meeting he had on Monday with the mayor of 
Cockburn and a delegation, about these impacts on the City of Cockburn. He indicated to the delegation that he 
had no control over this and that there was no point in launching a campaign against it because many other 
factors are at play and other people involved. The minister went further and indicated that the carve-up of 
Cockburn was a political decision of the Premier and some Liberal Party members, but the minister subsequently 
indicated to the chamber that that was not true. In response to a question without notice from the member for 
Mandurah this afternoon about whether the minister had made such comments to the Mayor of Cockburn, the 
minister said no, he had not. I would like to know exactly what comments the minister made to that delegation, 
because they have a different view about what was said at that meeting. For the purposes of truthfulness before 
this house, I think it behoves the minister to get exactly correct what he stated at that meeting, because in his 
comments to the house today he indicated that on no occasion did he say that he did not have control over the 
process or that other factors are at play in the break-up of the City of Cockburn. He said, no, that did not occur.  

This could come to statutory declarations, so I think it behoves the minister to put on the record exactly what was 
and was not said, because this is a significantly emotional issue for the mayor and councillors of the City of 
Cockburn. They have a completely different recollection of what was said at that meeting than the minister has, 
and they will be saying that publicly. I would like to know why the minister thinks it is acceptable to breach all 
the aims of the local government reform process by destroying a financially viable and sustainable council that is 
effectively a model of local government reform and that won national sustainability awards only last year. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.44 pm]: I will make some brief 
comments on this issue. To some extent we should thank the Barnett government for providing some future 
masters student in public policy with the best case of how not to do public policy in Western Australia. This has 
been a shambolic, chaotic, dishonest process from day one. Today it reached its zenith in that we have seen a 
minister of the Crown get up and, essentially, call one of our mayors a liar by saying that Mayor Logan Howlett 
was not telling the truth when he said—as he has on at least three very public occasions now, including once at a 
speech last night and twice on radio—that this minister said to him, “The reason Cockburn is being carved up is 
because this is a political process. We have done a job on the City of Cockburn and, as a result of that, the City 
of Cockburn will be broken up into three separate areas.”  

We know that the genesis of this is the thought bubble from the Premier, who suddenly found himself in office, 
picked up the transcript from The Black Swan, turned to the chapter on local government reform, and said, “Ah, 
that’s right! We were going to amalgamate local governments. We have all these local governments in the 
midwest and down in the great southern; they’re small, they’re unviable and we need to amalgamate them. We 
need to make sure we’re continuing to get that critical mass in these local government authorities, some of which 
are pitifully small, and that may well drive some efficiency and reform in the area.” So, the Premier then went 
about doing it. He sent his Minister for Local Government off to go about the process, not based upon any study 
or evidence, but simply based upon his public announcement—his gut feel; this, his most recent thought 
bubble—but of course there was a problem. From day one the local government reform process hit an iceberg 
called the National Party. So the Premier thought, “Well, what do I do now? The most blatant, obvious cases that 
are sitting in front of us for local government reform are now off the table. I can’t touch any of the country ones, 
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so I guess we’re just going to have to go into some sort of process of undertaking local government reform in the 
city.” The Premier knows full well that plenty of local government authorities in the city are conducting 
themselves in a very sustainable and businesslike way and providing good community services to the people in 
their communities. He knew from day one that he would have a problem with this reform package.  

He sent the councils out and said, “Give me your submissions; tell me what you are going to do.” The councils 
spent literally millions—tens of millions of dollars—in good faith, trying to talk about their councils and what 
they saw as their future. They went about in good faith and negotiated with councils next door to them. They 
believed the member for Darling Range when he said that buckets of money would be available for the process. 
They believed the Premier when, at the last election, he said there will be no forced amalgamations, and went 
about the process in good faith. Now we have the Minister for Local Government saying, “By the way, trust us. 
Without a skerrick of evidence to justify this process, without a single study or a business case, rates will go 
down. Believe me when I say rates will go down.” No-one believes the minister; no-one trusts anyone on the 
minister’s side of this place. They do not trust the minister because his government lied to them at the last 
election, and lied to them in the area of local government reform. The minister lied to them in this area and said 
there would be buckets of money, and once again we see the minister slipping and sliding around the issues 
when he says rates will go down. We know rates will not go down because we know that the minister has 
absolutely no basis for making that claim.  

The full shambolic horror of this process is writ large in Kwinana. This community does not want an 
amalgamation. This local council has spent many hundreds of thousands of dollars undertaking studies. To a 
man and a woman, the council believes it should be allowed to maintain itself as an independent local 
government authority. It spent ratepayers’ funds on these submissions and surveying the community. It has spent 
many hours discussing with other local government authorities how they might go about this process, should it 
happen. Now we see this vicious and ugly process. This is the magic, I guess, in the Premier’s eyes, of this 
process. Local authorities are conspiring against each other to fight for their very existence. The other day we 
saw this rather unholy alliance between the local authorities of Kwinana, Melville and Fremantle celebrating 
over what must be a very disheartening process at Cockburn, because we have now seen this last-minute, 
contrived, politically motivated and ugly process of carving up the local government of Cockburn. Of course, it 
is extraordinary that it is the City of Cockburn—the council within the south west area whose books are probably 
in the best nick—that will get it in the neck as a result of this process.  

Mr F.M. Logan: There will be the national sustainability awards at the City of Cockburn next Monday, and it 
will be chopped up. Will you be attending?  

Mr A.J. Simpson: I have not been invited.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Perhaps the minister will present the awards! I thank the member for Cockburn for the 
interjection, because it underscores the point here. The City of Cockburn is being treated like a fattened calf 
ready for the feast of what is essentially a reform process that the Premier has undertaken without a skerrick of 
evidence to back up why it is possibly a good thing, and for what we now know is a fundamentally politically 
motivated process. Logan Howlett let the cat out of the bag when he was one of the few mayors who had the guts 
to say to the media and the public what the minister has been doing all along. The member for Mandurah 
provided quite a good illustration of what the minister has been doing. He has been saying to one council, “This 
is not about you. You’re all right.” When another council comes to him, he says, “Don’t worry; we’ll get this 
other mob. You’re okay; we can look after you.” Another council comes to him and he says, “If you work with 
this council, we can get these other buggers that I have just told are okay.”  

Mr F.M. Logan: Divide and rule!  

Mr R.H. COOK: It is a case of divide and rule. The Premier must be laughing at the moment. The Premier has 
been breaking election promise after election promise. He is has lost the state’s AAA credit rating. He has shown 
that the Liberal Party will stop at nothing to get re-elected and that its members lied constantly in the lead-up to 
the election and have broken promises ever since. What does the Premier want most of all? He wants a little 
theatre of councils fighting amongst themselves for their very existence, not in the name of local government 
reform but in a nasty, bloody, political process whereby councils have been set against each other. In this case, 
the City of Cockburn, which is perhaps the most sustainable and most financially secure council in the south 
western metropolitan district, is the council that will ultimately be sacrificed in this process.  

We all know what local government reform means. It means telling the Shire of Murchison that because it has 
about 100 ratepayers and a grader and a roadhouse in its entire area, perhaps it is not sustainable. We all know 
what local government reform means. It means looking at those local councils in the wheatbelt and telling them 
that perhaps they need to look at more sustainable business models for their councils. We know what local 
government reform means. It means a careful analysis of what it requires for a council to provide its community 
services sustainably so that it is not constantly underwritten by government grants and so forth. This is not local 
government reform. This is about sheer, bloody-minded political will. This is not about local reform. If it was 
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about local government reform, it would have started with a business study and a body of evidence; it would 
have started with the country. It would not have started in this ad hoc, shambolic, chaotic, dishonest way, which 
will now end up with this Frankenstein of different local authorities in the south west metropolitan area.  

Forty per cent of the City of Cockburn will be thrown into the pool with the City of Kwinana. That means that 
approximately 35 000 people who will be left in that Cockburn area will go into the same area as Kwinana and 
just over 30 000 people will go from Kwinana into the rump of the City of Cockburn. Even by the government’s 
own rhetoric on local government reform, which we now know is of dubious value in its reliability, the City of 
Kwinana and that part of Cockburn will not meet that sustainable target. The government’s own policy is a lie in 
that respect. The government is saying that a council has to have about 100 000 people to be sustainable and this 
is its model to achieve this, and here is this bastard child of the process, which is the rest of the City of Cockburn 
and the City of Kwinana. It does not resemble anything that the government has described as local government 
reform. 

Mr F.M. Logan: And what was it before? It was a sustainable, award-winning council. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It was a sustainable council before and now it is a basket case. Logan Howlett was right. He is 
the one who let the cat out of the bag. This is not about reform; this is about politics. This is not about reform; 
this is about a Premier who wants to get his way. This is not about a reform package that the Premier has in 
mind; this is simply a thought bubble that began with some honourable thoughts about how to make things work 
better in the bush and transferring that in a limited and stuffed-up way to the city. Now we are left with this 
absolute mess. To rub salt into the wound, the minister is now saying that Logan Howlett is wrong, so therefore 
Logan Howlett must be a liar when Mr Howlett reported that the minister told him, “This is a political process, 
Logan; you’re on a hiding to nothing. Don’t worry about reform. This is not about reform; this is about politics.” 
The minister has the gall to say that this will somehow save ratepayers some money. He has no evidence to back 
that up. This is really just about a government that will do and say anything today and will do and say the exact 
opposite tomorrow and will continue to limp along in this sad and pathetic process that it calls local government 
reform. 

Mr F.M. Logan: I think all members of the house need to watch that new clip from Downfall, the movie about 
Hitler, that deals with local government reform. It has Tony Simpson and the Premier in it and it explains 
everything you would ever want to know about local government reform. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The member for Cockburn is referring to a YouTube clip that places a potential transcript of a 
discussion between the Premier and his cabinet over a scene from Downfall. It is very good watching and very 
funny. I am happy to send the link to any member — 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: I don’t think it’s complimentary, minister. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It is not complimentary, but it is very funny. 

Unfortunately, time will get the better of us in this debate, but the minister need not worry; he will get the 
opportunity to respond on this issue, because this process will be brought up in this place again. We will not let 
the government get away with this pathetic process that it describes as reform. We will not let the government 
get away with simply carving up the City of Cockburn, one of the most financially secure, sustainable and well-
managed city councils, simply because it meets the Premier’s political quick fix today. He will probably have a 
different solution tomorrow anyway, so perhaps we should not sweat it either. The minister should not sweat it, 
because he will have lots of opportunity to discuss this issue. We will remind this government again and again 
that it cannot be trusted. This hopeless, shambolic, chaotic local government reform process will be like a 
stinking fish that we will continue to wave in its face time and again. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.H.D. Day. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Inquiry into the use of Part 4 powers under the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 —  

Extension of Reporting Time — Statement by Acting Speaker 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): I have received a letter dated 13 November 2013 from the 
Chairman of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission advising that the 
committee has resolved to extend the reporting date for its inquiry into the use of part 4 powers under the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 to 15 May 2014.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 
__________ 
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