
 

 

Legislative Council 

Thursday, 7 April 2011 

                 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House) took the chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE 

Sixth Report — “Review of the 2009–2010 Annual Report of the Commissioner for  
Children and Young People” — Tabling 

Hon Helen Bullock presented the sixth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner for 
Children and Young People titled “Review of the 2009–2010 Annual Report of the Commissioner for Children 
and Young People”, and on her motion it was resolved — 

That the report do lie upon the table and be printed. 

[See paper 3210.] 

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 

Notice of Motion 

1. Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1161/41 — Parks and Recreation Reservations for Public 
Lands. 

2. Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1186/41 — Wandi Transit Oriented Development Precinct. 

Notice of motions given by Hon Lynn MacLaren. 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 1 July 2010. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [10.04 am]: In the opening remarks of her second reading speech, 
Hon Alison Xamon stated that the Occupational Safety and Health Amendment Bill 2010 seeks to introduce 
important reforms to increase the safety of workplaces in Western Australia and includes the principle of 
corporate criminal responsibility. The primary issue that the bill seeks to address is to ensure that culpable 
employers are held responsible for workers. The Labor Party supports the principle of the bill and I would 
suspect that most people in this house support the principle of this bill. However, we are not convinced on a 
number of issues regarding the policies and mechanics of the bill in trying to effect that outcome. That is because 
this is a very complex matter. We fully support the strengthening of the sanctions—fines and the like—but we 
are not convinced about some of the mechanisms of the criminal sanction for industrial manslaughter. There are 
a couple of reasons for that. One is that we are exploring why current criminal law cannot be applied in an 
industrial context. We are looking at that because it was not that many years ago—maybe it was, but certainly 
when I was a child—that not only did people not talk about domestic violence, but also police, the community 
and the courts did not view assault between a man and woman in their home as common assault; they simply 
saw a dispute between a man and a woman. Therefore, we have written to a number of legal bodies seeking a 
view on whether current criminal law can be applied in an industrial context. I understand that there are some 
complexities in corporations law in this country regarding limited liability. Some of the limited liability 
provisions tend to favour the employee and some provisions the employer; therefore, we have to be very careful. 

But we will be supporting the second reading, and we will wait to see what Hon Alison Xamon’s comments are 
in regards to the Greens (WA) policies in response to some of the issues that I will raise. As the bill stands in its 
current form, the Australian Labor Party will not be able to support the third reading, but we support the second 
reading. Later on I will try to refer the bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation, because that is a great 
mechanism to explore those particular issues. When giving her second reading speech, Hon Alison Xamon said 
that on average one person is killed every 17 days in WA from traumatic work-related incidents. I am not sure 
whether it is the case today, but at one stage that figure was one person killed about every nine days; therefore, 
the numbers are quite fluid. I am not quite sure why we find ourselves in this position. Successive governments 
of all persuasions have continued to fail working men and women in this state and, in some cases, children. 
Children have been severely burnt in fast-food outlets and there have been other accidents of that type.  

Last week, a guy who was standing in a work yard, probably waiting for his mate to knock off work so that they 
could go out for a beer, was crushed to death by a pole that fell on him. We read in the newspaper this week 
about a diver whose arm had been ripped apart, while he was at extreme depth, by an exploding hose. It is 
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extraordinary that that man survived. I do not think the newspaper really dealt with how lucky that man was to 
survive that accident. This guy had to transition into the diving bell, he was then taken into the decompression 
chamber, and he then had to wait there while they brought him to the surface, and all the time his arm was being 
subjected to increasing threat from infection. They eventually got him back to the beach, and he was taken to 
hospital, and that is where he remains today. That accident raises a lot of questions about why, in the pursuit of 
capital, people need to be injured. We have heard the arguments in this house that accidents such as that are 
caused by a technical failure. I can tell members that technical failures happen because people have stuffed up in 
their risk analysis of a particular piece of kit. They have weighed the technical specifications of a piece of 
equipment—in this case a hose—and the risk of explosion, against the cost of the engineering that would be 
required to ensure that that hose would not explode, and they have taken the view that it is not worth the cost. 
They have taken the view that the likelihood of the hose exploding and injuring a person is so low that they 
should not spend the extra bit of money to ensure that an explosion would not occur. How do I know that that is 
what happens? It is because I have been involved in these types of discussions in the various projects that I have 
worked on over time. 

Another example is the engine that exploded on a Qantas A380 plane when it was on its way back to Australia. 
What is emerging from the reports is that the specifications for that engine indicated that it had the capacity to be 
run at a certain percentage thrust of power for 90 to 100 per cent of the time. Indeed, Qantas needed, on its 
flights between Australia and the United States, to run that engine at that power setting 100 per cent of the time 
in order to make a dollar. The argument that was put by the manufacturer of that engine, Rolls Royce, was that, 
yes, that is the specification, but it never intended that that engine would be run at 90 to 100 per cent of power 
for the duration of the flight. I need to explain that Rolls Royce had made the judgement that the risk of a 
catastrophic failure of that engine was so low that it did not need to tell its customers that the engine should not 
be run at that 90 to 100 per cent setting all of the time. There will be many years of court action as a consequence 
of that explosion. The net result of that catastrophic failure from an engineering perspective was a huge 
economic loss to a great Australian company at a very difficult time of operation. That explosion put at risk the 
lives of all the people on that plane. It was only due to pure luck that the debris from that engine explosion did 
not kill or maim anyone on the ground, or anyone in the aircraft. That is a big-end example. The explosion of the 
hose is a small-end example. 

We have had debates in this house about how risk-based analysis is the way forward for occupational safety and 
health. Labor recognises that successive governments have failed in their duty to protect workers in this state. 
That is why a future Labor government is committed to holding a royal commission into occupational safety and 
health laws. People have argued that we have had report after report after report into occupational safety and 
health, and that is true. Yet as governments and as regulators, we have failed to make significant changes in this 
area. People are entitled to expect that they can go to work and be safe. We want to have a third party—as they 
do in the commercial sector—do an audit of the way this state does business with regard to occupational health 
and safety. We are committed to that. There needs to be a major cultural change in the way the community, 
particularly the industrial resource community, deals with workplace safety.  

There also needs to be a change in the way governments and regulators deal with workplace safety. We had an 
example of that yesterday—it is a light-on example—when the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, in his 
frustration with Magellan Metals, said that the hysteria around Magellan meeting its obligations under its 
environmental guidelines and rules means that probably 300 people will lose their jobs. That is a classic 
indication of a cultural issue, because that says to me that what is at the forefront of the minister’s mind is that 
jobs come first. Of course that should be a consideration. But the most important consideration should be safety. 
Another failure by Magellan resulted in my asking the Minister for Mines and Petroleum a question without 
notice yesterday about how many safety inspections had been undertaken of Magellan’s operations at Wiluna. In 
the scheme of things, five safety breaches last year is not too bad, but we will need to get some details of those 
breaches. 

One of the great difficulties that I had as a safety representative on-site was convincing people to look after 
themselves and their comrades in the workplace. I remember one incident in which there had been a high-
intensity, flash fire caused by a propane explosion. After that fire, I walked past a colleague who had been burnt 
so badly that his skin was running down his arms and dripping off his fingers like plastic, and he was saying, 
“Look at me; am I all right?”, and I said, “Yes, you’re all right, mate”, and we took him to hospital. The very 
next day, the company determined, as a precautionary matter, that everybody on-site had to wear long-sleeved 
shirts, and cotton underwear and socks, rather than nylon. Another guy who had been involved in that fire had 
had his nylon underwear melt onto his body, through his overalls, and also his socks. So I had to stand up at 
union meetings and explain to my comrades on that worksite why they should abide by the rules set by the 
company. Up until that point, everyone had been wearing shorts—we were working up on the North West Shelf, 
and it was stinking hot—and short-sleeved shirts, and whatever type of underwear and socks they wanted to 
wear. That story gives members an idea about what it takes to bring about cultural change. 
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Production levels must not take priority over safety; safety must come first. Also, the workforce must feel that it 
is in a no-blame culture—that is, an environment where people who make innocent mistakes that may result in a 
near miss or somebody being injured feel safe enough to report the incident without fear of being beaten around 
the head or losing their jobs. Time and again we have heard employers—it goes on to this day—saying that 
safety issues are used as tools by unions and employees to achieve “another outcome”. I do not know what the 
other outcome is. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected.  

Hon JON FORD: I have never been involved in a situation in which workers have used safety issues to gain fair 
wages and conditions, as is claimed from time to time by employers to this day. I have a mate who was a senior 
safety representative in the Newman and Whaleback operations. He is a great guy and a great asset to his 
company and the community of Newman. After years and years and years of being put under stress by his 
company when he raised safety matters, he nearly had a breakdown. As a result of that, the company has lost a 
great safety representative. The reasons for the near-breakdown were twofold: firstly, there was the pressure 
placed on him by family responsibilities; and, secondly, when fatalities and serious injuries occurred, he saw that 
as a personal failure. That is a bad indictment of workplaces that employ people who are just striving to support 
their families. 

I will use BHP to demonstrate the complexity of these challenges. BHP, as we all know, had an atrocious run of 
a whole bunch of fatalities over a short period. It tried all sorts of methods to stop them happening, including 
constant dismissals of supervisors, employees and contractors, yet the fatalities kept on happening. It is my 
opinion that that was because it was failing to address the issue of cultural change. It is doing a lot better now, 
but it has taken a long time. BHP was not helped in trying to address those issues because of the Department of 
Mines and Petroleum’s refusal to release the section 45 report into those failings, based on the grounds that it 
was a commercial-in-confidence document. I do not accept that to be the case. I talked to BHP only two weeks 
ago, and it does not see a problem with that being done. I think the minister’s answer was that the chief mining 
engineer said that because the report was created under the coercive powers of the act, it could not be released to 
the public. Labor will address that when next it is on the Treasury bench.  

We cannot obtain an asbestos management report. Every mining company in Western Australia that undertakes 
work in areas with levels of asbestos deemed to be dangerous, or where there is a likelihood of that occurring, is 
required to put together an asbestos management plan. I asked for one in this place and was told that I could not 
have it. I then applied to the Information Commissioner for the same report, and he stated two reasons for not 
providing the report. Firstly, it contained people’s names, and therefore their permission would have to be 
obtained to release the report. I do not care about all those names; I would have scrubbed that bit out. I am 
interested in the plan. Secondly, the company I had sought to get the plan from had argued that the release of the 
asbestos management plan would have damaged the reputation and/or economic viability of the company. I was 
astonished that the company would actually argue that, and I found it even more astonishing that the Information 
Commissioner would accept that argument. When Labor is in government, it will address that issue, too. That 
gives members an idea of the community acceptance of the placement of workers in a situation in which their 
long-term health may possibly be endangered. The regulations that companies and workers work under to 
mitigate those risks and ensure that they live long and healthy lives should not be contained in secretive 
documents. That brings me back to what I said at the very start about supporting, in principle, what Hon Alison 
Xamon is trying to achieve by way of the Occupational Safety and Health Amendment Bill 2010.  

The question we have for Hon Alison Xamon is how high the bar should be set so that people who are grossly 
negligent can be successfully prosecuted for criminal negligence under this code. I will give an example so that 
Hon Alison Xamon can try to answer it in her second reading response. I had the unfortunate job of representing 
a constituent whose husband had been killed in a truck accident that occurred in the Argyle diamond operations 
in the north of this state. Interestingly enough, the company wanted to resolve the issue—that is, it wanted to 
ensure that the financial future of the young woman and her two small children was secure—but it could not do 
that because there were, I think, seven other interested parties, all of them acting under the guidance of their 
insurers. What had happened was that an Argyle supervisor—somebody who actually worked for the company—
had directed the driver of the truck that caused the accident to get out of his cab, so the driver did that even 
though all the procedural rules said not to get out of the cab. Was that criminally negligent? The supervisor had 
not sighted the vehicle. I understand that it was normal practice to call for a dozer or a grader to put a windrow 
behind the truck to ensure that it did not roll back; however, that did not occur. The shovel driver was the person 
who should have controlled the operation, but he did not. Was he responsible for the accident? 

The supervisor told the driver to get out of his truck to reset the braking system—by switching the system off 
and then on—because he had determined that the truck had been driven through some water and the brake 
control system had short-circuited. The truck hydraulic design was an open-centred system; that is, when the 
power is off, everything everywhere else can flow freely. Therefore, when the driver got out of his truck and 
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flicked the switch, the truck, with a full load of ore, ran backwards down the hill, leaving the driver standing 
halfway up the hill without a truck. Who is responsible? Is it the driver? Perhaps. He was responsible for the 
control of the truck and he should have understood the manuals outlining the truck’s operating procedure, which 
clearly state that he was not to do what he did when operating the truck. The manual requires the operator of the 
truck to ensure that it is parked on flat ground and chocked before switching off the brake system. However, that 
instruction is not in the operating manual; it is in the maintenance manual. So who is responsible? Is it criminal 
negligence? Of course that instruction should have been contained in the driver’s or operator’s manual. In this 
example, an experienced driver appears to have not understood how to reset the brake system resulting in a truck 
rolling down a hill and cutting a man in two. Who is responsible? Is it the designers of the system? As a result of 
that accident, the design was changed to a closed or fail-safe system; that is, if the electrical power fails or is 
switched off, the brakes will engage. That was an engineering fix for an unforseen circumstance. Is there any 
liability shared for the poor design? Should the designer have foreseen the possibility of such an accident? Of 
course he should have! In hindsight, knowing trucks carry large amounts of ore up and down hills, who would 
design a vehicle that carries hundreds of tonnes of ore such that an electrical short circuit leading to battery 
failure results in the truck running away with no way of stopping it? Who would design that? Is the designer of 
the truck criminally at fault? Is the company that built the truck another party to the complaint? 

My point is: where do we set the bar? Who was criminally negligent in the previously mentioned example? All 
those involved should have known the risks. But how do we prove what people knew? How do we prove what 
was going on inside their head at the time they made a decision? It could be argued that it was just an oversight 
or that it was the experience of the guy who designed the truck’s braking system. Was the design fault an 
accident? Should the designer have known it was a design fault at the time of design? Or did he know that it was 
a fault, but went ahead because of some other pressure in the office—for example, the office had an oversupply 
of open-centred valves, was in partnership with a supplier of the valves, or had decided it was cost effective to 
use open-centred valves? Had the company decided that such an event was unlikely to occur, so drivers and 
other people were put at risk? We have to go to court to prove the case. Is that going to achieve the ultimate goal 
of protecting workers? 

My concern, given the bill’s current draft, is that the only people who will make anything out of this will be the 
lawyers, who will make a lot of money. In the meantime, the workers will still be exposed. The focus will be 
about backside covering rather than about ensuring the safe operation of a plant. 

Interestingly, the young Aboriginal man who was killed had obeyed company procedures to the letter of the law 
when he saw the truck rolling down the hill towards him. The rules of operation required him to not leave the 
truck cab; the same rule that the guy in the truck at the top of the hill should have obeyed. The young fellow 
stayed in the cab right to the end and the truck tray came through his cab and cut him in two. He could have 
jumped out of the truck at any time to save his life and nobody would have held him to account for leaving his 
cab. But his training was such that he refused to jump out of the truck. Sadly, the end result was his death. 

Should there have been a clause in the operating manual, a procedure, that stated that the operator was to stay in 
the cab unless, for example, the truck was parked on flat ground and chocked with a windrow behind the vehicle 
and/or there was 250 tonnes of ore rolling down the road towards the operator’s vehicle and/or the operator was 
in danger from a washout and the truck might go over the edge and/or the truck was too close to the ore dump 
and might go over? I make the point that at the level of trying to demonstrate criminal negligence, how do we 
address those issues? Where do we set the bar? We need an answer. The opposition has written to a number of 
groups, including the Law Society, for an answer. 

Can existing law be used to achieve the same end? If somebody has acted in a grossly negligent manner, can 
manslaughter provisions be applied? It does not have to be industrial manslaughter; tell it like it is—it is 
manslaughter. Or can assault or assault occasioning grievous bodily harm or even murder provisions be applied? 
I am advised that one impediment to that is the Corporations Act provisions around company liability. Another 
impediment is that the circumstances were never envisaged. Criminal law, in many aspects, is not perceived by 
the community or the courts to apply to industrial settings. Perhaps that is cultural; for years and years, we have 
sorted out these issues in industrial commissions. Perhaps that is a way forward. I am yet to receive a response 
from the Law Society. I have a couple of lawyers looking at this bill, and I will wait to see what their response is. 
However, these are the complex arguments that need to be addressed to ensure that we are not just applying 
another law that will, in the end, achieve nothing more than a focus on litigation rather than an improvement in 
the workplace. The opposition absolutely supports the principle of this legislation; it is the mechanism that we 
have trouble with. My argument is that we should be doing things that result in a cultural change not just in the 
workplace, but also in the industrial community, the resource sector and the community at large. Does a blame or 
no-blame culture assist? The argument—it is a valid argument—is that if somebody is blamed, people hide the 
reports. We have heard these arguments on all sorts of other matters. If there is no blame, does that allow people 
to raise safety issues that they may have caused themselves, provided that it is not gross negligence? If they are 
repeat offenders, should that result in some sort of punitive measure against that person? They are long and 
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difficult arguments. What is the best way to protect working men, women and children? What criminal sanctions 
need to be applied to someone who puts people’s lives at risk? 

I think the only way that those questions will be answered is to have a royal commission. A royal commission 
would have the power to compel people to give evidence and present documents, and it would demonstrate to 
people that they understand their business and we understand their mitigations. From a regulatory perspective, 
the same information would be gained from a regulatory body. People often tell me that the problem arises 
because the site manager is given 24 hours’ notice of a safety inspector coming on-site and by that time the area 
is cleaned up. That is a policy issue. That is anecdotal, but I hear it often enough to believe that it is true. That 
shows us that there is an issue with compliance. The industry says that the problem with the regulatory 
authorities is that it is a tick-a-box issue. Indeed, we have heard the Leader of the House talk about that and 
about his desire for the department to move away from that assessment system to a risk-based assessment 
system. With a risk-based assessment system, there must be a strong compliance auditing team with very high 
skill levels to ensure that that system does the job. Of course, there are changing community attitudes to self-
regulation. We have recently seen the unfortunate example of the worst excesses of self-regulation with the 
terrible tragedy in Japan. We have seen examples of problems with self-regulation in this state. Certainly, alarm 
bells are ringing about what could happen. As I have said in this place on many occasions, I do not hold the oil 
and gas industry up as an example of a sector with the best possible practices, but it is certainly years ahead of 
the mining sector. That sector has examples of failures in self-regulation. It works with a risk-based assessment 
system, yet incidents such as the Montara oil spill still arise. Notwithstanding the environmental issues caused by 
that incident, it is an absolute miracle that none of those workers was injured. The same thing applies to the 
problems on Varanus Island. It is another miracle that those people were not injured. Everything that I have 
heard and read about the Varanus Island incident indicates that there was a failure by the regulatory body. That is 
another complexity in how high the bar goes. At what level does culpability start and finish? Is it the law-
makers’ liability? Are we in this place responsible for passing laws that fail workers? I know that we operate 
under privilege, but I am talking about the executive government. Where do the arguments start and finish? 

I would like this bill to be referred to a committee—I guess that the government will oppose the bill, but it will 
probably oppose the bill for the same reasons that I have just outlined, and I look forward to hearing its 
response—to determine whether those issues will be addressed by the bill. The important question is: will this 
bill result in a better outcome for working men and women? I have to be convinced of that; my party has to be 
convinced of that. Is this bill the result of the frustration of working men, women and children with the 
community, the regulatory bodies and the culture we share failing to protect those people? Is there an element of 
revenge and punitive desire in this bill rather than a desire for an outcome specifically designed to protect people 
in the workplace? One aspect that I will look at is the interaction with other laws. Why can we not apply current 
criminal laws? If we could apply criminal laws and all the other laws, there would be no need for this legislation. 
What we need to do is amend the different laws and statutes to allow criminal laws to be applied in an industrial 
sense. 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [10.48 am] — without notice: I move —  

(1) The Occupational Safety and Health Amendment Bill 2010 be discharged and referred to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report. 

(2) The committee is to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill. 

I have specifically not put a time frame on the committee’s report, because it takes a lot of time for many of the 
people involved to reply. With the authority of this house, the committee would have the ability to call before it a 
range of people—regulators and businesses alike. In many cases, if it so wished, it could compel those people to 
present evidence and documents that would help the committee and this house determine whether this bill is the 
best way to go. I urge the house to support the motion.  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [10.49 am]: I have the honour of 
responding on behalf of the government. I will make my contribution to the second reading debate on the 
Occupational Safety and Health Amendment Bill 2010 while also addressing the motion that was just moved, as 
is normal practice. I will make reference at the end of my contribution to the question of whether this bill needs 
to be examined by the Standing Committee on Legislation. In the way that I will describe it, we will find that we 
will achieve the outcome and, in fact, probably do it even better than the prospect that is now before the Chair. 
We will come to that in due course.  

In addressing the questions before the Chair, it might be of assistance to the house if I couch my remarks in 
reference to other initiatives that are being undertaken by government in relation to the questions before the 
house. I might add that these actions are being prosecuted by successive governments. Members will see how 
that comes to be in a moment.  
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The bill before the house, presented by Hon Alison Xamon, proposes to amend the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act 1984, which is a Western Australian act that has been amended many times over the years to deal 
with issues that are very, very important. Whether in my current capacity as minister with some responsibilities 
in this area or as a minister or member of Parliament with other duties representing Western Australians, I have 
said publicly on occasion that it is fundamentally important that when Western Australians go to work, they and 
their families, loved ones, friends and associates should have every confidence that they will come home to their 
families safely at the end of their working day. That is the sort of measure that I place above other considerations 
about what is happening in the workplace, whether in a recent portfolio responsibility—for example, in road 
building—or, as Hon Jon Ford made reference to, in relation to people involved in the sometimes hazardous 
occupation of mining. I think that getting the road built, getting the ore extracted, treating the patients in an 
emergency room, or performing a function at any worksite or workplace are secondary to that basic principle of 
keeping our people safe and well. At the outset, let me say that the government views all these matters with the 
utmost gravity and does not place higher importance upon anything else.  

Hon Alison Xamon is very well motivated in bringing forward this bill. All the matters that I now intend to 
introduce into the debate recognise that and are part of a search to make sure that we have the legislation 
available to Western Australia that best meets everybody’s needs. Virtually everyone is a stakeholder in this, 
whether they are individuals in their various capacities, employee representative bodies, employer bodies or 
industry associations. We all have a stake in making sure that we have the laws that best meet the needs of 
Western Australia.  

Turning to the Occupational Safety and Health Amendment Bill 2010, the specific purpose of this bill is to 
amend the Occupational Safety and Health Act 1984, which I will hereafter refer to as “the act”, to impose 
additional compliance and notification obligations, to increase penalties and to prescribe new offences under the 
Criminal Code for duty of care breaches. In her second reading speech, Hon Alison Xamon stated that the bill 
contains several reforms based on provisions in the model Occupational Health and Safety Bill. I will call that 
the model bill. The bill is developed to harmonise the occupational safety and health law of the states and 
territories and seeks to capture the minority of culpable employers and ensure that they are held responsible for 
workers’ deaths, as the current penalties are woefully inadequate.  

The specific amendments that are based on that model bill, which amendments Hon Alison Xamon has brought 
forward for our attention are: an increase in the penalties under the act for duty of care breaches; the introduction 
of an offence of failing to notify WorkSafe Western Australia of dangerous incidents; the provision for a variety 
of sentencing options, including adverse publicity orders and occupational safety and health undertakings; and 
the insertion of a definition of “consultation” to ensure that employees’ views are considered in the decision-
making process and to guide employers.  

Some of the amendments are not presently dealt with in the act, the Criminal Code or the model bill. Those 
amendments are the introduction of industrial manslaughter provisions under the Criminal Code; the insertion of 
a provision into the act to provide for the offence of negligent or reckless endangerment; and provision for 
interested persons—that is, trade unions, people who are physically affected or relatives—to bring legal 
proceedings under the act for alleged offences. There is also an amendment to a provision for continuing 
offences under the act, which is not based on the model bill.  

Turning to each of these themes in turn, I firstly want to deal with the question of harmonisation. Members will 
then understand what is in train at the moment and what has been in train for several years in relation to 
harmonised laws. The second reading speech notes that the reforms proposed in this bill go further than those in 
the model bill to ensure that important aspects are enshrined. Hon Alison Xamon says that no clear indication 
has come from the state government about when the model bill will be implemented apart from an intent to 
deviate in favour of weaker provisions. I advise the house that the government is working towards implementing 
the model bill as a Western Australian statute by 1 January 2012, and cabinet recently endorsed the drafting of 
legislation for general industry and for the mining industry, both of which will mirror the model bill.  

In July 2008 the then state government signed the intergovernmental agreement for regulatory and operational 
reform in occupational safety and health. Under this agreement, the Workplace Relations Ministers’ Council is 
committed to working cooperatively to harmonise OSH laws. On 11 December 2008, when the ministers’ 
council approved the model bill, subject to some technical amendments, the then Minister for Commerce advised 
that WA supported the principle of harmonisation, but would retain its own settings in some areas. The 
subsequent media statement stated that WA would adopt the bulk of the proposed model laws, but it was 
unlikely to adopt the provisions on — 

level of penalties and right of entry; power for health and safety representatives to stop work; and 
reverse onus of proof for discrimination issues. 

The Western Australian government has consistently publicly stated that it does not accept that these issues 
relate to improving safety in the workplace, but that they simply revolve around process. It is also our position 
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that we will continue to participate in the national harmonisation of occupational health and safety laws through 
the ministerial council and through Safe Work Australia, despite that some elements of the draft legislation may 
reduce existing state standards in some discrete areas. There is always a balancing act, of course, in the adoption 
of any form of harmonised system over jurisdictions, as this house has seen on many occasions. 

The tripartite Commission for Occupational Safety and Health, which I will refer to as the commission, has 
advised government on the model bill and will continue to do so as the process of drafting the mirror legislation 
for Western Australia continues. Furthermore, draft model regulations to support the bill—that is, our bill—have 
been released for a four-month public comment period. The commission, which is a tripartite commission 
involving unions, employers and government, is reviewing submissions and will provide advice on their contents 
to the state government. 

I turn now to some of the specific provisions in the bill before us now and firstly to the increased penalties in 
clauses 4, 6 and 17 of the bill. The second reading speech refers to the current penalties in the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act being too low and failing to reflect the seriousness of the matter. The bill proposes to 
increase the penalties, in many cases very significantly. The current penalty regime was introduced in 2005. It is 
structured and it provides a clear indication to the courts that the penalties should escalate in accordance with the 
seriousness of any offence. There is recognition in the act of the seriousness of some offences, with a penalty for 
causing death or serious harm through gross negligence described as a level 4, the top level, which attracts high 
penalties including the option of imprisonment. Those are the current legislative provisions.  

The amendments to the current levels 3 and 4 offences are aligned with those proposed under the model bill for 
the equivalent offences. They are referred to as category level 1 and category level 2 general duty offences. 
However, the model bill does not provide penalties for subsequent offences. In November 2009 cabinet provided 
in-principle support for harmonisation and adoption of the model bill, but did not support the proposed penalties 
for category level 1 and category level 2 offences in support of a reduction of the quantum in the vicinity of 
50 per cent for the proposed monetary penalties. As members will see when I bring a bill forward in due course, 
we will debate those issues again. 

The bill before us also seeks to amend provisions under the act for contraventions of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Regulations 1996. Indeed, some quite significant increases in penalties are proposed by the proponent. 
The proponent has brought forward clauses 7 and 10 of her bill for the notification of dangerous incidents. The 
bill introduces a new offence of failing to notify a dangerous incident to the WorkSafe Western Australia 
Commissioner. A “dangerous incident” is defined to include a range of things, including an uncontrolled 
explosion and the partial collapse of a structure. Hon Alison Xamon’s second reading speech claims that there is 
a gap in the current law, as the requirement is for only deaths and certain prescribed injuries and diseases to be 
reported to the WorkSafe WA Commissioner. The aim of the reform is to ensure that WorkSafe can investigate 
dangerous incidents as well, and inform its inspectorate and conduct educational campaigns. The model bill 
contains a similar provision with a smaller number of items listed in the definition of “dangerous incident”. 
Cabinet has already provided in-principle support for that provision in the model bill. 

The bill before us also provides for a variety of sentencing options for offenders that can be awarded in addition 
to any other penalty under the OSH act. These include penalties such as adverse publicity orders; orders for 
restoration; work health and safety project orders; occupational safety and health undertakings; injunctions; and 
training orders. The second reading speech claims that the purpose of these sentencing options is not only to 
ensure employers are accountable via penalties, but also to potentially require employers by court order to put in 
place changes to make their workplaces safer. For example, a court can order that an employer undertake a 
specified project for the general improvement of occupational safety and health within a specified time frame. 
The Western Australian act already contains, in part, a similar provision, and this provides that the court may 
make an order—an enforceable undertaking—in lieu of a fine, not in addition to it. That could require an 
offender to take specified steps for the improvement of occupational safety and health, publicise details, remedy 
any consequence of the specified offence, or carry out a specified project or activity for the improvement of 
occupational safety and health. The proposed amendments replicate the corresponding provisions in the model 
bill, and although they are still subject to cabinet approval, the government has not indicated publicly that it will 
not adopt these aspects of the model bill in the mirror laws of the state. I predict that when I bring my bill 
forward, that will be an appropriate time to revisit this question, and I am sure members will do so with 
enthusiasm. 

The proposed amendments in this bill also insert some new provisions identical to those in the model bill for the 
regulator to accept written occupational safety and health undertakings and for enforcement, withdrawal or 
variation of them as well as contraventions. 

Clause 11 of this bill also seeks to introduce a new duty to preserve an incident site where a person was injured 
or affected by a disease until an inspector arrives or at any earlier time that an inspector directs. I indicate to 
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members who are not familiar with the provision that the model bill contains an almost identical provision and 
that cabinet has previously provided in-principle support for that provision. 

Clause 3 of the bill also provides a definition of “consult”. As the proponent of the bill felt it was important to 
provide a definition of “consult”, I will now take a moment to discuss the government’s response to that 
proposal. I firstly point out that the act itself as it stands does not contain a definition of “consult”, but it does 
clearly set out the requirements for employers to consult workers under their general duty of care for safety. The 
model bill similarly does not include a definition of “consult” but it does expand the requirements for 
consultation, and there are some similarities to the definition contained in the bill before us now. However, the 
model bill is based around giving workers a reasonable opportunity to express views and to contribute to 
decision making, and around views being taken into account in decision making; whereas the bill before us now 
requires that workers must have their views considered before a decision is made that affects work safety. We 
prefer and have indicated in-principle support for the relevant provision in the model bill rather than the one 
before us now. 

The bill before us also provides in clause 13 for additional limitation periods for prosecutions. Specifically, I 
note that the current act provides for a three-year period to institute legal proceedings; whereas the bill here 
seeks an amendment to align the act with the provisions that are in the model bill, for which again cabinet has 
indicated its in-principle support. I think a theme is emerging here. A number of things have been anticipated in 
this bill that I think can be accommodated. In due course, I will wrap up by indicating what I think is the best 
way ahead. Before I do that, I must have regard to the other provisions in this bill.  

I turn now to some quite new provisions, not varied provisions of our laws, that Hon Alison Xamon proposes 
should be inserted. I turn firstly to a new offence to be called industrial manslaughter, which is contained in 
clauses 18 and 19 of the bill. Under those provisions a new offence of industrial manslaughter is proposed to be 
inserted into our Criminal Code. It relates to a workplace death in which the employer’s conduct or omission has 
caused a death due to recklessness or negligence. This would apply to individual employers, who may be 
imprisoned for a term of up to 20 years, or if the offender is a corporation, a penalty of $3 million, and senior 
officers, who may be imprisoned for up to 20 years. These people are defined as officers of corporations, and in 
relation to government agencies, ministers, chief executive officers and persons in executive positions. I am glad 
to say that it is no more prescriptive than that. The second reading speech refers to the fact that the bill will 
introduce the principle of corporate criminal responsibility to ensure that culpable employers are held 
responsible for workers’ deaths. There is also a reference from the bill’s sponsor that it is extremely difficult to 
prosecute a company for manslaughter and that as it is unlikely that these prosecutions will occur under the 
model bill, this bill introduces the concept of industrial manslaughter.  

It is appropriate that prosecutions in relation to occupational safety and health sit under the framework 
established by our act and, in due course, when implemented, the model bill that I have referred to rather than the 
Criminal Code. That is the government’s view. That does not preclude prosecution of an individual for 
manslaughter under the Criminal Code should the circumstances warrant such charges. That was a view 
expressed by Hon Jon Ford earlier. Industrial manslaughter offences for culpable behaviour causing death or 
serious injury have previously been called for, specifically under the statutory review of our act back in 2002. 
That review led to the introduction in 2005 of the level 4 penalty for gross negligence that I referred to earlier in 
my speech. That term is defined as a situation in which the offender knew the contravention would likely cause 
death or serious harm and acted or failed to act in disregard of the likelihood and the contravention caused death 
or serious harm. The general view was that provision for gross negligence would achieve the desired policy 
outcome but also leave the option to pursue manslaughter charges under the Criminal Code because the concepts 
are very similar. We felt then while in opposition and the government feels now that that is the right balance. 
The penalties suggested for gross negligence are: for employers, a fine of $250 000 and a jail term of two years 
for a first offence and a fine of $312 500 and a jail term of two years for a subsequent offence; and for a body 
corporate, a fine of $500 000 for a first offence and $625 000 for a subsequent offence.  

The model bill—the harmonised bill that I have been referring to during my contribution—does not provide for 
industrial manslaughter. We would be unique among jurisdictions if we were to go down that path.  

Hon Kate Doust: There is nothing wrong with that, is there?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: No. I simply pointed out that if there is an enthusiasm for harmonised laws in this 
area, which has been present under successive governments, it is a point worth noting as we deal with it. What is 
in the model bill is a graduated scale of offences based on culpability in relation to failure to meet the duty of 
care for safety in a systemic way rather than in an outcome sense. Again, I think this is a theme that Hon Jon 
Ford expanded upon in his remarks, specifically that in pursuit of our overall goal that I referred to at the start of 
my speech, we need to be not only capable of responding to individual incidents when they occur, but also 
ensure that we have systems in place that, to the greatest extent possible, mitigate such incidents from occurring 
in the first place. 
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The model bill provides for a graduated scale of offences based on culpability. As I have already indicated, that 
aligns it with the current structure of penalties in our present OHS act and its general emphasis on the duties of 
care for safety. Of course, any injury or death would be part of the evidence of a failure to meet a duty of care. I 
also point out to the house that the insertion of provisions into the Criminal Code in the manner that is proposed 
could have implications for the thoroughness of investigations into workplace deaths as police officers would 
become the investigators. They are not likely to have the necessary expertise in workplace safety issues—for 
example, in safe construction work methods. Additionally, investigations and prosecutions by the police and 
WorkSafe could be seriously hindered as there would be legal limitations on the sharing of evidence.  

Clause 6 of the bill refers to reckless endangerment. The second reading speech refers to there being no offence 
provision for negligent and reckless behaviour when neither injury nor death occurs. The speech claims that in 
situations in which an employee is exposed to substantial risk or harm but they are not injured, the act has 
inadequate recourse. In view of this, the bill before us proposes to introduce an offence of reckless 
endangerment—that is, negligent and reckless behaviour—into the act with some quite substantial penalties. 
That provision applies to contraventions of general duties for safety by employees, employers, self-employed 
people, manufacturers, importers, erectors, installers and suppliers of plant, manufacturers, importers and 
suppliers of hazardous substances, designers and constructors of buildings for use as workplaces and employers 
who provide accommodation in certain cases. The penalties for the offence are $150 000 for employees, a fine of 
$400 000 and imprisonment for two years for employers or a fine of $2 million for a body corporate. I advise the 
house that the general duty offence provisions under the act do not preclude such a prosecution as the one 
proposed. With level 2 general duty breaches, parties may already be prosecuted for dangerous incidents. There 
are no specifications in relation to injury or death. Instead, as with all the general duty provisions, the focus is on 
a systemic failure to ensure safety in relation to control of hazards and risks and culpability. Of course, a 
dangerous incident would form part of a prosecution case as evidence of systemic failure. That is how the matter 
is dealt with under the current legislation.  

In the 2002 and 2006 statutory reviews of the act, no recommendations came forward for the introduction of the 
offence of reckless endangerment. No gap in the act was identified by either of those reviews. However, leading 
on from the 2002 review, the current penalty regime was introduced for the offence of gross negligence, which I 
explained earlier in my remarks. As negligence is a serious allegation, it is appropriate that it applies only for 
circumstances of serious injury or death, as currently provided for in the act under the level 4 penalty regime. 
That relates to a general duty of care breach that involves gross negligence resulting in serious harm or death. 
The model bill contains a provision relating to gross negligence that is comparable with the one that exists in our 
act. It provides for an offence of reckless conduct as a category 1 offence. The government and the Parliament 
will decide on a penalty for that offence when we consider the legislation that I have foreshadowed.  

The bill also contains a power for legal proceedings to be instituted by what are defined as “interested persons”. 
This is contained in clauses 12 and 13 of the bill. Under the bill, it is proposed that interested persons be given 
the ability to pursue prosecutions for most offences under the OSH act, if the regulator has not done so. 
Interested persons are those affected physically by alleged offence, or their union or a close relative, or close 
relatives of those who have died in a workplace accident.  

It is proposed that for offences involving gross negligence, or the offence I have just mentioned of negligence or 
reckless endangerment, interested persons may request the WorkSafe Western Australia Commissioner to bring 
a prosecution. The commissioner must then inform the interested person about whether a prosecution will 
commence, and provide reasons. If a prosecution does not proceed or is not instituted by the commissioner, an 
interested person may institute prosecution proceedings. The act currently provides that the WorkSafe WA 
Commissioner may institute legal proceedings. Under the model bill that I have referred to, the regulator, or an 
inspector with the written authorisation of the regulator, may institute legal proceedings. 

Therefore, what Hon Alison Xamon is proposing in her bill is a radical departure from the law as it currently 
stands, and, indeed, many other laws—virtually all other laws. It is also a radical departure from what is 
proposed to be introduced, on a harmonised basis, after consultation with affected parties over some time. 

The capacity for people other than the WorkSafe WA Commissioner to bring a prosecution for offences under 
the act was considered in the 2005 statutory review of the act. The review at that time expressed the view that the 
arguments against any expansion of the power to bring a prosecution would fairly strongly outweigh those 
arguments in favour. It was concluded that to expand the category of persons empowered to bring prosecutions is 
unnecessary in furtherance of the statutory objects of the legislation. The government holds the very strong view 
that that advice, previously received and endorsed by the Gallop government, is also advice that we should 
endorse; that is, this provision is not required, would be extraordinary, and for a range of reasons is highly 
undesirable. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2009–10 (SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2009–10 (SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 6 April. 

HON ED DERMER (North Metropolitan) [11.24 am]: Last night, just before this debate was interrupted 
according to temporary orders, Hon Simon O’Brien raised a point about trade unions. The relationship between 
trade unions and these appropriation bills is a little distant. But I did say at the time that I would address that 
point. There is degree of commonality between trade unions and Parliament, in the sense that both organisations 
are, at their best, committed to equalising relationships in our community and ensuring the appropriate 
representation of legitimate interests. I will not go further into trade unions this morning, but I did say last night 
that I would conclude dealing with that interjection from Hon Simon O’Brien.  

Last night I talked about the importance of learning from history to avoid making errors in the future. I talked 
also about the central nature of appropriations to the work of Parliaments. I started that explanation by talking 
about the model Parliament that was called by King Edward I in the late thirteenth century. I talked about the 
success of Edward I in achieving his objectives by learning from the experience of others. I talked about how his 
father and predecessor, Henry III, had had trouble managing the barons, probably because he was too gentle. I 
did not get this far last night, but it is very important to say that Edward I learned also from the experience of his 
grandfather, King John. King John’s problem, I think, was that he was overly authoritarian, unlike Henry III, and 
the barons rebelled against that over-authoritarian reign of King John. 

On the wall of the members’ corridor just outside this chamber there is a very important document. That is a 
copy of the Magna Carta—or the Great Charter, to put it in English, as we should under the standing orders. It is 
no accident that the Magna Carta is on the wall of the members’ corridor. As I understand it, the Magna Carta 
was a treaty that the king had signed to achieve a temporary respite in his ongoing conflict with the barons. But it 
had the consequence that the king acknowledged that even the king had to obey the law. I think that is a central 
legacy from the Magna Carta and probably why a copy of the Magna Carta is on the wall in the members’ 
corridor, just a few metres from where I am standing.  

Many of the steps that were taken in the evolution of the Westminster system of government were not steps that 
were taken with that ultimate purpose in mind. They were often steps that were taken in response to a crisis, and 
the long-term effect of those steps would probably not have been apparent to the people who were making the 
decisions at the time. But the first very important step—the requirement for the king to obey the law, as specified 
in the Magna Carta—was taken as a response by the king to the crisis at the time so that he would get some 
respite in his ongoing conflict with the barons. 

It is very important that we understand what appropriation bills are all about. Appropriation bills are about the 
Parliament, representing the people of the state, giving ministers of the Crown permission to spend money. This 
relates directly to the model Parliament that was called by Edward I. When we remember why Edward I called 
that model Parliament, that makes the point. Edward I was, like his grandfather King John, authoritarian. He was 
a remarkably belligerent king. He pursued vigorous wars against Scotland and Wales, and probably other 
countries as well, but those two come to mind. He was not stupid by any means. He understood that if he wanted 
to start a war, it would be a good idea to work out how much money and how many soldiers he had available to 
him for the prosecution of that war before he started that war. So what he did was call together, I understand in a 
church, barons from across the kingdom of England and wealthy merchants from cities in which trade provided a 
source of income to consult with him—to parley with him—in that model Parliament before he started the war. I 
think the fact that the king was gathering together people in his kingdom who had wealth, to ask them to commit 
part of their wealth to his purpose of prosecuting a war, is analogous to the appropriation bills that we are dealing 
with today in the Parliament of Western Australia. It is about the money. The money is that which the executive 
uses to do things. The relationship between Parliament and the Crown over the centuries was often based on 
consideration of the money, and the power that comes with the money. The Crown and the Parliament compete, 
conflict and occasionally cooperate; it is a tense relationship. Over the centuries there are points where that 
relationship has flared. Central to that struggle between the Crown and the Parliament is the idea of the Crown 
wanting to assert its independence of the Parliament, but the Crown needing to turn to the Parliament for money, 
and the Parliament endeavouring to use its control over the money to have some control over the Crown and to 
mitigate the absolutism that people like King John would have liked to have perpetuated.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Are you toying with the idea of blocking supply? 

Hon ED DERMER: Hon Simon O’Brien can be assured that I have a great respect for constitutions and their 
conventions, and we have no intention at all of blocking supply, and I certainly would not support such a 
proposal. Therefore, the honourable member can relax on that point! 



2554 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 7 April 2011] 

 

Another point in the evolution of the Westminster system that demonstrates this relationship was during the 
reign of Charles I in the second quarter of the seventeenth century. Charles needed money and he would convene 
the Parliament in order to access money through what was essentially an appropriation. The Parliament would 
then try to impose its will on the king. The king’s answer to that was not to call Parliament, but to endeavour to 
find money through a novel means, a novel device; it was a device that had some precedent. There was a special 
shipping tax, ship money, and the king used it as a way to raise money in such a way that he did not need to 
consult Parliament. The tension reached a point at which the king raised an army against the Parliament. This 
was in the context of religious differences and all sorts of complexities and it had the very unfortunate outcome 
of the English Civil War. A terrible outcome for all those concerned, particularly those who lost their lives and 
loved ones in that dreadful civil war. A similar fate was inflicted upon Charles I when he was tried and executed. 
That trial was made possible by the army at the time using its power to stop some members of Parliament 
entering the Parliament to ensure the numbers to set up a trial, which ultimately resulted in the execution of the 
king. Again, we see a king endeavouring to ignore Parliament by raising money elsewhere, and terrible 
consequences followed.  

I read an interesting book some years ago by a gentleman named Nigel Greenwood. I cannot remember the title 
of the book, but his thesis was that the American War of Independence was linked to a similar endeavour by a 
British king to become independent of the Parliament by raising money in the North American colonies, and that 
king was George III. I have seen documentaries that suggest a different history about the taxes that the British 
endeavoured to place on the North American colonies, but Mr Greenwood’s book entailed the theory that the 
motivation for those taxes was the king trying to find money to become more independent of the Parliament. 
Again, a dreadful war followed and the consequence to the Crown was the loss of most of the North American 
colonies.  

If we move along to the reigns of King Edward VII and George V, we come to the time of the Liberal Prime 
Minister of Britain, Herbert Henry Asquith, whose initial period as Prime Minister was from 1908 to 1916. At 
this time, in 1909, the British Parliament put forward what was commonly referred to as the People’s Budget. It 
was a budget endeavouring to raise taxes to pay for welfare programs—towards equalising income in Britain in 
the early twentieth century. It was also to raise money for battleships, which were part of an arms race between 
Britain and Germany at the time that contributed to the dreadful consequences of 1914 to 1918. Most 
importantly, the People’s Budget of 1909 was a high-taxing budget to provide services to move towards 
equalising wealth and to ensure that more people in Britain had a fair go and a fair opportunity for a better 
future. A good friend of mine, who is academically qualified as a historian, privately put the view to me that the 
reason that there was not a British revolution of the nature of the Russian Revolution of 1917 was the work of 
the Asquith government and its efforts to redistribute income. In history, these matters are always matters of 
conjecture; we cannot be sure, but I think it is a very reasonable and considered theory that achieving more equal 
distribution of income was central to avoiding a bloody revolution. When this People’s Budget was put forward 
in 1909 the Conservative majority in the House of Lords moved to block the budget—to block supply. Two more 
general elections followed in 1910; Herbert Henry Asquith was still Prime Minister at the end of those elections. 
He secured the promise of the new king, George V, who succeeded his father Edward VII in 1911, that if 
necessary, if the House of Lords continued to block the reforming and redistributive initiatives of the Liberal 
government, the king would appoint Liberal peers to the House of Lords with the purpose of ensuring the 
passage of these important reforms. Part of that process led to the Parliament Act 1911, which removed most of 
the powers of the House of Lords. Primarily, the House of Lords’ ability to block a bill was replaced by a 
capacity to delay most bills by a period of up to two years and it was also prevented from blocking financial 
bills. When a democratic system evolves, it is very difficult to say at what point a democracy is achieved; it is an 
ongoing process. In my view, the most significant point that showed that the Westminster system had evolved 
into a democracy was the enactment of the Parliament Act in 1911, which stopped the unelected House of Lords 
from blocking money bills and doing any more than delaying other bills.  

It is interesting that when Westminster systems were inherited in Australia and New Zealand, many important 
initiatives were taken that contributed to the evolution of democracy such as the development of secret ballots 
and the extension of voting rights to women. I also think that the preferential voting system was a very important 
step in the evolution of democracy relative to the first-past-the-post system. I am very pleased to say that 
preferential voting is often referred to as the Australian system of voting or counting votes, which is very 
important. 

Considering these two bills today is part of this process that defines the relationship between the people, the 
Parliament and the ministers of the Crown, and how those ministers are given permission through appropriation 
bills, by the Parliament, to spend money on behalf of the people. It is interesting to draw analogies and parallels 
in history. A behavioural psychologist looking at the evolution of the Westminster system may see it as a process 
of conditioning. We are probably familiar with Pavlov’s dog and the behaviouralist theory in psychology in 
which if we take an action and there is a positive or adverse consequence, it is likely to affect our future 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 7 April 2011] 2555 

 

behaviour. We could look at the history and the evolution of the Westminster system and see that where actions 
were taken with adverse consequences, such as those taken by Charles I, they were part of that conditioning 
process. Over the centuries the evolution of the Westminster system has been a process of conditioning against 
the abuse of power. I think we are very fortunate to be the beneficiaries of that well-conditioned system.  

A behavioural psychologist might consider this to be analogous to that psychological conditioning theory. A 
biologist, which is closer to my own academic training, would draw parallels between the evolution of the 
Westminster system and the Darwinian evolution of natural selection. The theory is based on the accumulation 
of advantages achieved by trial and error, which is certainly consistent with the evolution of the Westminster 
system and the central role of appropriation and the control of the Parliament over appropriation in that system. 

My mind is still tuned to history—it is important we learn from it—but I am just going to cross the English 
Channel and consider French history. When I heard my colleague Hon Ken Travers refer to the Premier’s 
proposal for a new office as “the palace”, I was reminded of a visit I was fortunate enough to be able to make in 
1986 to a notable palace in Versailles, France. Prior to that visit I had shared the general view that the downfall 
of the House of Bourbon during the French Revolution was in large part due to its overindulgence and self-
indulgence in the opulence of its lifestyle. I suppose that is most clearly identified by contrasting the opulence 
and indulgence of the Palace of Versailles with the neglect of the French people, which led to the French 
Revolution. The lady who conducted the tour gave me a very different insight into the role of Louis XIV, the 
French king who had taken the initiative to turn what had been a hunting lodge in Versailles into his new palace 
close to, but outside, Paris. She explained that rather than just being self-indulgent, Louis XIV used opulence as 
a political tool. He thought that by showing the opulence to perhaps a visiting ambassador, he was demonstrating 
his power and therefore his strength, and that by intimidating a competing state he was advancing his political 
objectives. I found that very interesting. She gave us an example by showing us a window of the palace, outside 
which there was a lovely garden, and she said that the King and perhaps the ambassador from the Holy Roman 
Empire would sit by the window and have a cup of tea or something, and they would look out and see a large 
garden full of red flowers; then they would come back a short time after and look out of the same window and 
there would be a garden full of blue flowers because the servants had changed the flowerpots in the garden. That 
was a way of him demonstrating that he had the capacity and the manpower to achieve, on a large scale, 
relatively trivial objectives, but his political objective was intimidation by demonstrating his power of command 
and the power he had over the behaviour of people, to support his political objectives. It was all very interesting. 

I was very concerned when I thought about this new office—the one my colleague described as the Premier’s 
palace. I actually interjected at the time—I do not think Hansard picked it up—and said that I hoped that the 
Premier had not visited Versailles. I would be concerned if the Premier had visited Versailles and was imagining 
his new office as some symbol of his authority—I am glad he is not listening now; he is in the other chamber—
particularly if he had focused on the gardens at Versailles. I cannot imagine what would have happened to the 
landscaping bill for the new office if he had; the government might have needed a special Treasurer’s advance 
bill to pay for what he might have been planning to spend on it!  

It is interesting to draw analogies between politicians past and present, and I would not be surprised if Premier 
Barnett was happy to identify himself with Louis XIV; the expression “I am the state” has a disturbing resonance 
that echoes across the centuries, for example. But I do not think too many parallels can be drawn between the 
Premier and Louis XIV because I remember the Premier when he was Leader of the Opposition for the longer 
period, not the very short one that preceded his success in the election that led to him being Premier, and his 
difficulties in managing his barons in the Liberal party room; I cannot imagine that Louis XIV would have had 
anywhere near the amount of trouble dealing with those around him. It is an incomplete comparison between the 
Premier and Louis XIV, but nevertheless I think it is an important one. 

In learning from history, in learning about money, and in learning about spending it, we learn about how 
ultimately, via our electoral system—via this Westminster democratic system that we were lucky enough to 
inherit—the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition, the opposition Whip in the Legislative Council, the Deputy 
President and whoever else might be in Parliament, are ultimately accountable to our employers when they 
review our contracts at each election. That is the way it should be and the way it is. I have a bit of a dilemma as 
an opposition member because part of me is highly competitive, which leads me to not offer sound and free 
advice to my colleagues and competitors across the chamber. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: But you have a gratuitous element running through you, and I am sure you will! 

Hon ED DERMER: No, no, there is no gratuitous element; it is duty that leads me to implore my colleagues 
opposite to learn from history, and not to repeat mistakes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Forgive me; it was an uncharitable remark! 

Hon ED DERMER: It was, but I am a very forgiving man, so that is fine! 
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It is very important to learn from history. Even a political operator with the capability of Louis XIV built a 
weakness into his very effective political power structure, which was that a person had to be as clever and 
capable and determined as Louis XIV to manage it. Unlike the Westminster system, which was evolving across 
the English Channel and was able to survive the various crises that developed through its history, the system 
developed by Louis XIV only worked under the guidance of a natural political operator like Louis XIV. By the 
time of his successors—namely, Louis XV and Louis XVI—it just did not work. Louis XVI—I learnt this on the 
tour that I had the pleasure of enjoying in 1986—was a king who was probably not that interested in being a 
political operator; he had a particular interest in science, and there was a room in the palace where he conducted 
scientific experiments with Benjamin Franklin of all people. I think the poor blighter was just unable to manage 
the machine that Louis XIV had developed as a grand political operator, and when a financial crisis loomed in 
the reign of Louis XVI the whole thing unravelled and it cost Louis XVI and his wife their lives, and it cost, 
sadly, many, many people their lives, and paved the way for Napoleon Bonaparte and the dreadful wars that 
followed. So having a political system that depends on one man to manage it has an obvious flaw—that is, if that 
one man is no longer there, the system collapses. I think a very strong analogy can be drawn between the system 
of Louis XIV, which depended on one man, and the way that the Western Australian government operates now. 
Hon Colin Barnett is obviously a very capable political operator, but not quite in the same class as Louis XIV.  

Hon Liz Behjat: Louis XIV was a Protestant; I do not think the Premier would consider doing that. 

Hon ED DERMER: I would be delighted to follow up whatever Hon Liz Behjat might like to raise, but I have 
limited time and I am not sure I would receive the generosity of my colleagues of an extension of time.  

In the same way that the weakness of Bourbon monarchy in France was that it depended too much on 
one powerful man, a parallel can be drawn with the Barnett government in Western Australia today. 

Another important lesson—this relates to more recent history—is that when governments are accountable to the 
people, as they are in the system of democracy that we have been fortunate enough to inherit, nothing loses the 
people’s vote more quickly than does waste; that is, waste of the limited money that we as a Parliament choose 
to appropriate to allow the ministers to spend to provide services. I really enjoy listening to the music that 
emanates from the belltower. They are in the habit of playing Finlandia on the bells, which is a lovely tune. I can 
hear it from my office, which is, fortunately, placed on the eastern side of the building. When played, it is 
enough to induce tears. Finlandia by Sibelius is a magic piece of work. I really enjoy it. But in the lead up to the 
2001 election, a very large number of the citizens of Western Australia, the people who ultimately employ 
members of Parliament, viewed the belltower as a horrific waste of money. It was a very small proportion of the 
appropriation Parliament provided to the ministers at that time, but politically it became a matter of very large 
significance. I think it lost the Court government a very large number of votes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: And you are looking for a belltower, aren’t you? 

Hon ED DERMER: I do not think that we have to look at all. It could be argued that there was some public 
good from the belltower. As a citizen, I really like the belltower and I like to listen in my office to Finlandia 
being played. However, that certainly was not enough to induce me to vote for Richard Court, although many 
Western Australians were induced to vote against him because they viewed the belltower to be a waste of 
money. This is my dilemma: am I doing the right thing in pointing this out, and what would happen if it were not 
pointed out to the Premier, his fellow ministers and their colleagues? I often wonder how Henry Asquith would 
feel about the now Liberal Party in Australia using the same name as the British Liberal Party of the early 
twentieth century that did so much good. It is one of those little ironies; but now I am distracting myself. Do I 
advise the Premier and his fellow ministers to not waste money on developing fine new offices when there is 
such an obvious need in the schools, the hospitals, the police stations and in so many other service areas? I think 
it will cost him an enormous number of votes. There are many areas in which the money Parliament entrusts to 
ministers of the Crown to spend on behalf of the people could be better spent than on developing elaborate 
offices for ministers. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Where will we accommodate our public servants? 

Hon ED DERMER: Public servants, ministers and their staff can be satisfactorily accommodated without going 
over the top. Ultimately, the electors of Western Australia, our employers, will assess what is over the top. I 
believe that the proposal put forward for a new office for the Premier — 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm: “Colin I”. I am sorry for interrupting, member. 

Hon ED DERMER: When the member says “Colin I”, he presupposes a “Colin II”. I talked about King John 
earlier. There has never been a King John II. I do not think that reflects on Hon Jon Ford, there in the chair. 
Although the name is spelt differently, the crown fits quite well, Hon Jon Ford. However, now I am distracted. 
One reason there has never been a King John II is that King John is well recognised for doing a bad job. I doubt 
that there will be a Colin II. 
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Be that as it may, very simply, we pass appropriation bills and trust that the Premier and other ministers of the 
Crown will spend the money wisely. If the people, our employers, assess that money has been spent in a self-
indulgent way, those ministers of the Crown will pay the price at the next election. I expect a new composition 
of parties in the Legislative Assembly and corresponding advice to Her Majesty’s representative to appoint a 
new Premier after the next election will follow.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I wonder who that Premier will be! 

Hon ED DERMER: I look forward to the day when I see Hon Eric Ripper in a modest Premier’s office doing 
very well in the state.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: It might be Eric; Eric I. 

Hon ED DERMER: It is important not to mix up heads of government and heads of state. I would have thought 
Hon Simon O’Brien would have a grip on that by now. However, I live to be disappointed. 

If the government spends money opulently in a self-indulgent way and does not learn from recent history, that 
suffered by Richard Court will be similarly suffered by Colin Barnett. Why am I giving advice that may lead to a 
longer period of tenure for Colin Barnett and his ministers? I give it because we have to do our best in this 
Parliament to achieve the best that we can for Western Australians today. In the two and a quarter years, or 
however long it is to the next election; it is probably closer to two years now, we have to — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It is less than two years. 

Hon ED DERMER: It is in the order of two years, which is a long time for the people of Western Australia to 
suffer. Therefore, I am using the consideration of an appropriation bill as an opportunity to make very clear that 
if this money is spent in a way that the people of Western Australia view to be self-indulgent, the government 
will suffer the consequences at the next election. I remember when Jeff Kennett was first elected Premier of 
Victoria. He initiated a program of extensive service cutbacks, blaming the previous Labor administration for the 
necessity of that program. At the time, his argument was probably believed by many Victorians. However, he 
then made a very serious error; he decided to spend some of the limited money available to Victorian ministers 
to provide allowances for parliamentary secretaries in the Victorian Liberal government. I have seen how hard 
our parliamentary secretaries can work and I understand the reasons for their allowances. Although more 
immediate for John Hewson at the next federal election, the consequences for the Liberal Party in Victoria were 
negative. People viewed special allowances for parliamentary secretaries as an indulgence. Once a government is 
perceived to have indulged, even if that indulgence is a fairly modest proportion of the total budget, that 
perception looms large in the minds of our employers because they see it as waste and self-indulgence, and 
consequently political support will be lost. I attribute Jeff Kennett’s ultimate downfall to his decision to strip 
away resources from the Auditor General’s office in Victoria. People widely understand the importance of the 
Auditor General’s role in scrutinising the trust given to ministers of the Crown to spend money on behalf of the 
citizens. I think Mr Kennett’s endeavours to strip resources from the Auditor General contributed to his ultimate 
fall in an election. 

It is very important, at a time when the Parliament is asked to consider appropriation bills, that we think very 
thoroughly about what an appropriation bill is. It is very informative and instructive to think about how we have 
such a device as an appropriation bill; how it is central to the role of the Parliament and its relationship with the 
ministers as a means whereby ministers of the Crown are given permission to spend taxpayers’ money; and how 
in our highly evolved system of government we are very much and very appropriately accountable to the will of 
the people who will review our particular employment contracts at the next election in slightly less than two 
years. I hope that all of this consideration will lead the Barnett government to be prudent, to avoid waste, to 
avoid self-indulgence, to honour the trust that Parliament gives the government when it passes an appropriation 
bill, and to spend that money wisely and to the advantage of the Western Australians who, ultimately, will 
review the position of all members and ministers in Parliament at the next election. 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [11.59 am]: I take the opportunity during the debate on the 
appropriation bills to speak firstly about the Western Australian Council of Social Service forum that I attended 
last Friday. The forum, entitled “Ways to make a difference”, on emerging issues for 2011 was attended by more 
than 100 people. Many of the presentations are very relevant to any discussion of bills of this type. I am sure that 
Treasury officials are aware of this information, and I hope that ministers also are aware of it as we approach 
budget time. A number of speakers spoke last Friday afternoon, but I would like to speak specifically about the 
presentations given by Ms Irina Cattalini and Ms Nicky Cusworth. Ms Cattalini spoke in her capacity as the 
director of social policy, although since Monday this week she has taken on the position as CEO of WACOSS. I 
would like to congratulate her on that appointment. This is also an opportunity to record the enormous 
contribution made by Sue Ash, the retiring CEO of WACOSS, as the CEO of the peak non-government body. I, 
too, thank her for the assistance she has given me. In her professional capacity as the CEO of WACOSS, she 
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embodied the values of that sector, which WACOSS describes as a belief that the mark of a civilised society is 
the support and help it gives to those most in need. 

As some members will know, the community sector that WACOSS represents has more than 300 members and 
800 organisations that work in a very diverse range of areas, including mental health, drug and alcohol services, 
health services, child care and protection, housing, homelessness, disability services, aged and community care, 
Indigenous affairs, services for victims of violence and abuse, and consumer advocacy. These issues are raised 
over and again in this Parliament. The government has a fundamental role in policy making on these issues when 
it can intervene and assist. Obviously, in the time available to me, I can provide only an overview of the 
presentations. Although some of what was said will be very familiar to members, there was other information, 
some of which came as a bit of a shock to me. This information will have an enormous impact on budgets, and 
hopefully will be used in the budget process. It is also timely to speak about this forum, given that the 
government has an expectation and, indeed, a policy position, as outlined in the “Putting the Public First” report 
and in statements made by the Premier and other ministers, of looking more to the non-government sector to 
deliver services. 

Ms Cattalini painted a picture in her presentation of the growing and ageing population. Of course, only recently 
we debated a motion on the ageing population. In particular, she said that by 2030 the number of Australians 
living with a severe disability will increase to 2.3 million. This is both because of the ageing population—of 
course, as people get older, they begin to develop a number of medical conditions, illnesses and disabilities, 
including severe ones—and a sheer consequence of the growing population. Our state was described as a 
booming economy. I understand that although it may be a prosperous economy, it may technically be an 
economy that has been in recession. Despite that, it is true to say that this is a stable and prosperous state. In that 
context, I was staggered to hear that the current rate of youth unemployment in Western Australia is 21.7 per 
cent. I did a double take when that figure was given; in fact, others at my table, including the CEO of Wanslea 
Family Services, also did a double take, looked at each other and then had it clarified. I asked whether I had 
heard correctly. It was confirmed by the copy of the PowerPoint presentation that was provided to everyone who 
attended the forum. It shows a very significant increase in youth unemployment. I note, though, that the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia has said recently that we have real labour shortages. 
In describing the social landscape, Ms Cattalini made the following comments — 

Changes in the age, skills, ability, diversity and size of the Western Australian population are 
increasingly meaning that traditional informal social and family support structures are not adequate to 
the task of meeting the community’s needs. Increasingly services will need to be provided through 
formal structural service systems—which need to be planned, funded, regulated and delivered. 

She painted a picture of how Western Australians are currently travelling. Obviously, I will not speak about 
everything, but one of the issues she spoke about was the cost of living. She said that, along with the increasing 
cost of housing and utility rates, complex mental health, drug and alcohol, and criminal justice issues are really 
driving the demand for services provided by non-government organisations. She provided a very interesting slide 
that was, in a sense, a stress test of how Western Australians were coping with the increase in utility charges. I 
found this slide particularly interesting. She referred to the 2009–10 financial year, when 86 812 customers, or 
9.8 per cent, were granted additional time to pay their electricity bills. She said that this was an increase of 
15 516 customers, or 8.1 per cent, from the previous financial year. Ms Cattalini said that the figure is now more 
than 100 000 households. 

Of course, the issue of housing also formed part of her presentation. Reference was made to the cost of the 
average house in relation to the average income. Despite a slight decrease, rents are beginning to increase 
relative to income, with the average rental being around $400 per week. Of course, the ability of people to house 
themselves in decent housing and to have a decent income go hand in hand. A lot of anticipation was expressed 
about the release of the state affordable housing strategy, which I understand was due for release in 2010.  

I was very interested to read a presentation titled “It could be you: females single older and homeless”, released 
in October 2010. It found that increasing numbers of older women are entering the first-time homeless 
population. In fact, a woman over 45 years of age and single has an increased risk of becoming homeless. I have 
already mentioned the staggering rate of youth unemployment. Added to that is the figure for youth 
homelessness in Western Australia—that is, children and young people aged between 12 and 24 years—which is 
apparently the second highest figure for homelessness in the state. 

I did not see other members of this chamber at the forum on Friday, but no doubt they can access this 
information and the excellent PowerPoint presentations that were provided. Figures and an analysis were 
provided at that forum on the projected and growing number of people with a mental illness and the growing 
number in the prison muster. The increasing number in the prison muster affects not just the person who is 
incarcerated, but for every person who is incarcerated there are flow-on effects for a household. When no income 
is coming in and no-one is available to directly care for the children of a prisoner, there is a greater likelihood of 
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re-offending and re-incarceration. These effects on families can be ongoing and long term, and in a way can 
spread out like the effect of a pebble in a pond. The growing numbers in those two areas alone—mental ill health 
and the prison muster—are an enormous challenge for policymakers. Of course, the smart thinking experts, those 
working at the coalface and even some economists know that we will have the most effect if we start at the very 
beginning and spend far more money in the early years of a person’s life, rather than deal with these issues once 
they are entrenched when we know the success rate is very poor. 

Emerging issues, which was the theme of the forum, indicated that the demand for services is increasing. The 
response to the needs that were identified was described as service needs. There is no doubt, as we move to 
consider these appropriation bills for money already spent, that these service needs should be at the forefront of 
the minds of decision makers. I will read what was described as service needs in response to the brief picture I 
painted of the landscape — 

This emerging issue highlights the growth in demand for services in response to the following: 

• The breakdown/erosion of traditional social/family support structures and community networks 

• The growing incidence of mental health and connectivity with drug related illness 

• Unemployment, in particular for people with disabilities, mental health, long term unemployed and 
high youth unemployment 

• Housing stress and increases in essential living costs … 

Another presentation last Friday afternoon was provided by Nicky Cusworth, who is now at the Department of 
State Development. I expect she is well known to many members from her former position at Treasury. Her 
presentation was very interesting. As I said, I did not see other members of Parliament at the forum, but I urge 
members to get a copy of this presentation, as it covers a wide range of aspects that come together to create the 
economic and social environment that we find ourselves in. 

Nicky Cusworth did use the B-word—the boom word. In fact her slides used the B-word. However, she felt the 
need to qualify the word slightly as it has now moved into a category that not everybody feels they should be 
using. She spoke about how the multi-speed economy in the state is significantly exacerbating the gap between 
high and low-income earners and creating enormous challenges—for government, obviously, in policymaking—
particularly in the community sector. That is reflected, and has been reflected in the last two to three years, in the 
increasing number of people presenting to and seeking assistance from non-government agencies. 

I have previously spoken about the South East Metropolitan Emergency Relief forum that I attend. It meets 
every two to three months and is coordinated by Shirley Glover of the Gosnells Community Legal Centre. She 
works in the community legal sector. I have known her for more than 20 years because of the work that I have 
done, and obviously the Gosnells information service is a very long-established service. When I started to attend 
these meetings, therefore, I obviously knew Shirley because she ran them but, as I previously explained, the 
group that meets brings together people from church organisations, the Salvation Army and any number of 
government and non-government services. It is really an opportunity for people to exchange information about 
the issues they are facing and to help people understand how they might act more effectively. I have previously 
said in this place that the people in the group are seeing an increasing number of people, particularly about their 
utility bills. As I said before, one thing they have observed for the first time is full-time working people on lower 
incomes than the current average Australian income struggling to pay their utility costs, such as the education 
assistants who were, when I last spoke, waiting on a pay claim from the Western Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission. Of course, if they were paying off a mortgage or rent—as of course most were—that was the first 
priority for their income. These low-income but full-time working people were, therefore, asking for assistance. 
Members may have seen that stress reflected in people visiting opportunity shops, for example, and buying warm 
clothing or presenting at organisations such as the Salvation Army or church organisations and asking for 
blankets. They are beginning to ask agencies to provide them with items that will offset cutbacks to their utility 
usage, although they are families who are fully employed and have an income. 

There was another very interesting slide from Nicky Cusworth that I referred to earlier when I spoke about youth 
unemployment. She said that a labour shortage of 210 000 workers is anticipated by 2020. That mismatch 
between the extremely high youth unemployment rate and the demand for workers says something about the 
policy settings and the need for funds to be reconsidered and redirected. Hopefully, the budget that we are 
waiting on will look squarely at that problem.  

The presentation also addressed what sort of structural change was required to ensure that economic prosperity 
was shared more widely. The slides provided a number of very interesting measures that show how strong the 
economy is and the reasons behind it. In particular, the presentation referred to the role of China and to a lesser 
extent India. Following on from that, Nicky Cusworth pointed out who really is benefiting from this boom and 
she divided the beneficiaries into three groups. Group 1 is those with a direct connection to the resources sector 
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and associated industries. The next slide was headed “Missing out” and looked at groups 2 and 3. Group 2 is 
those working in industries with no direct connection to the resources sector. Group 3 is the people who are most 
vulnerable and miss out on the most—that is, people who live on fixed or vulnerable incomes, including casual 
workers, Centrelink beneficiaries and self-funded retirees. In my work over the last 20 years I have had 
particular involvement with people living on Centrelink payments, which are, as members know—modest is not 
the right word—of a size that makes it very, very difficult for people at times to live on, particularly with the 
increasing cost of living. The presentation went on to discuss these three groups.  

Nicky Cusworth said that group 1 will benefit because those people are most directly exposed to the benefits, if 
those benefits and those developments are realised. She described group 2 as trying to stay connected. She said 
that this group faced mortgage stress, and the warning signs for people in group 2 are the changes that come 
about when, for example, they lose their job or their circumstances change because of the significant rental or 
mortgage costs. Of course, the most vulnerable group is group 3. Nicky Cusworth said many of the people in 
group 3 are indirectly being harmed by the economic situation that we find ourselves in. Group 3 is the group 
that the non-government sector intersects with most. The government’s policy appears to look increasingly to the 
non-government sector to provide services to this group. Nicky Cusworth said in her presentation that she 
thought anywhere up to 40 per cent of the Western Australian community, which is not much less than half of 
the community, could be in groups 2 and 3; that is, they are not really benefiting from or extremely vulnerable to 
our current situation. It is not surprising that the persistently disadvantaged are the hardest hit. From what I have 
said and from what members know, the number of persistently disadvantaged people is increasing, and those 
people are seeking assistance from the non-government sector. Although the government has stated that it wants 
not-for-profit organisations to have a greater role in service delivery, as yet no additional resources have been 
provided directly to that sector, particularly to ensure equitable salaries and fair contract fees for delivering those 
services. There was an extremely high expectation that this budget would begin to translate the statements that 
were made into some sort of reality. Given that the number of people seeking services and falling into that 
category is definitely on the increase, it is tremendously important that the rhetoric is matched by real funding.  

As we discuss these appropriation bills I think it is timely to raise again the issue of universal child health 
checks. On 23 February I asked the minister representing the Minister for Health a question in response to the 
Auditor General’s report of December 2010, titled “Universal Child Health Checks. That report found that many 
children are missing out on key health checks. The report found that only 30 per cent of children were having the 
18-month check. I asked the Minister for Health whether he agreed that many children are missing out on health 
checks; whether any new resources had been allocated to the $61 million child and adolescent health budget 
since that report; and whether there was any specific plan of action to address the fact that many children are 
missing out on the key health checks. The minister representing the Minister for Health gave an honest answer—
one that I am very disappointed in, but an honest answer nonetheless—that there is no specific plan of action and 
no additional funds have been allocated since the Auditor General’s report in December last year.  

I have said it several times—I know I sound a bit like a broken record—but it is essential that there are funds in 
this budget to address the chronic shortage of child health nurses. Three reports to this Parliament have said that. 
I keep referring to these three reports that were produced since the Barnett government came to office. Cross-
party committees wrote these reports and there was unanimous agreement on this issue; all three committees said 
that there is already a shortage of more than 100 child health nurses and similar shortages of community health 
nurses for older age groups. Yet the minister representing the Minister for Health answered my questions by 
saying there was no plan and no additional funds. I am doing everything I can to raise this issue. I am speaking 
to everyone I can about it, particularly members of the government and ministers whose portfolios these 
responsibilities fall under, to urge the government to provide significant new funds. It says a lot about us if we 
cannot provide the very basic seven health checks.  

Although I will not speak about it at length now, at some time I will speak about what I have learned by looking 
at the role of child health nurses now compared with the role child health nurses played when my three children 
were seen by the local child health nurse. I will perhaps bring into the Parliament the very little, thin books my 
first two children had, which contained the appointments and the seven key checks to be done before starting 
school. Those books seem like simple things, but they contained essential measurements and provided an 
opportunity to see what was happening with the health of the child. No doubt Hon Robyn McSweeney also has 
the books. In those days the books were pink for girls and blue for boys. With my third child they had moved on 
to neutral yellow. Today the books are purple and much bigger, and call on the child health nurse to look out for 
much more not only with the baby and the infant, but also with the family situation. Much bigger book—much 
less service. How ironic is that? Even though we know how crucial those early childhood years are and even 
though we now have the bigger book, we have fewer basic services. All this money has been spent trying to 
remediate and address the problems. We need to put money into building the bedrock of human development—
that is, the scaffolding and the services for vulnerable children, in particular, in high-risk situations, or for 
children who need assistance for whatever reason. We need this for all children, as my children experienced. 
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Many things arise unexpectedly that any new parent does not know anything about. The need for assistance with 
speech development is one of those things. The role that the child health nurse plays is absolutely crucial.  

There is much that the government could do, not just by realigning policy, but by making it possible, as the 
Auditor General’s report points out, which I will speak about another time, for children and parents to more 
easily access the services that exist, and add far more to those services. These issues are part of a broader picture. 
There has been some comment in the past few days on the new national legislation that covers child care. When I 
had my first child 25 years ago, obviously, childcare services were available, which I used. An increasing 
number of children are in child care in the early years. Women have to work and women are being urged to 
work. For all the reasons that women are in the workplace during those early childhood years, we should have 
the best teachers and professionals in that sector. It is wonderful to have a great education when children are in 
high school, but we know that what happens to a child in those early years is very crucial and determining. We 
should do everything we can to support and professionalise that sector. That is what the move in childcare 
legislation is doing.  

I notice that Hon Robyn McSweeney made the point that she felt that many of the standards that are being rolled 
out across the country have already been achieved in Western Australia. Certainly in the childcare centres that I 
have been to there is a real commitment and a real understanding that they are providing the environment, the 
stimulation and a way of interacting that will affect children all their lives. As a mother who has had one child in 
child care, though not full time, I know what taking a child to day care is like. A mother flies out of the house in 
the morning, hoping she has not forgotten things, goes in with the child at 7.30 or 8.00 in the morning, hands her 
precious child over and then picks up that child at 5.00 in the afternoon. I did that with my last child two days a 
week for two or three years. I was relying on the childcare service to provide a level of service, professionalism 
and input. I did not realise how crucial that was at the time, even though my mother had been a primary school 
teacher and always spoke about what the early years meant, saying that they were the determining years. 

In considering the legislation when it comes before this house, as it no doubt will as part of COAG, the focus 
should be on what it is trying to do. We should not be distracted by what the regulations are said to say about 
celebrating Easter. In fact, I know they do not say what people have been alleging, because I have read them. We 
should help to build in a positive way on something that is most important for our society.  

I am hoping that when the budget is brought down, I do not find, as I have in response to virtually every question 
that has been asked every time the issue of early childhood years has been discussed in the media, a reference to 
the $49.7 million that was in last year’s budget to address waiting lists over four years. I know about that. That 
figure was even used this week in response to concerns about child health nurses. That money will address the 
problem we have with the waiting lists. As I have said previously, if members read the Auditor General’s 
report—I urge members to read it—they will see that it says that the fact that children miss out on the key health 
checks may well be contributing to the growing waiting lists, because by the time a child gets referred by child 
development services, the child’s problem is more entrenched. I spoke about that a few days ago. If anyone is 
getting mixed up with this $49.57 million, or $50 million, depending on who talks about it, that is rolled out 
every time we talk about an infant, I urge them to look at what the Auditor General said. 

Interestingly, Ms Cusworth during her presentation referred to a book that I have also referred to in Parliament, 
as I think others have, called The Spirit Level: Why More Equal Societies Almost Always Do Better. She referred 
to it when speaking about the adverse effect that a widening gap and inequality have on many of us, not just 
those who are at the bottom of it—those on very low incomes, those who are missing out. Economists are now 
recognising that that widening inequality adversely affects us all. This book, which I repeat is well worth 
members looking at, has been very well received across the political spectrum, except by those who are at what 
we would probably call the very extremes of the political spectrum. It is quite widely quoted—it is an English 
book—in the press in Australia and America. It is an interesting book because the initial question that the 
authors, Richard Wilkinson and Kate Pickett, were answering was: why does a person’s health get worse the 
lower down the socioeconomic level they are either born into or find themselves in? Perhaps members may be 
aware that occasionally we see those health-by-postcode surveys. That was the initial question that these 
researchers asked themselves. In attempting to answer that question, they examined the decades of research 
which have been carried out worldwide from the 1950s and which is now available. It has the benefit of being 
longitudinal—that is, it was carried out over a long period. The research was all from highly reputable sources. It 
was peer-reviewed research. The added factor, which is why we can have a book such as this, is essentially the 
internet. People now have access to research from across the globe that they can actually look at and collate. The 
authors of this book did that. It makes absolutely fascinating reading, particularly for people who are interested 
in things such as incarceration rates and what the best peer-reviewed research over a long period across the 
world shows. I do not suppose it is surprising when we consider incarceration rates that race was an issue. 
Obviously, socioeconomic circumstances and mental illnesses were also issues. One finding that perhaps not all 
members would be aware of was the very high correlation between incarceration and children who grow up in 
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fatherless homes. It is very important for us to have that sort of information so that we can assist households not 
just in the ways that we already know, but also in other ways. 

The authors started by asking themselves one particular question, but then they started to pull together all the 
research. If members look at the book, they will see that it is divided into chapters about different areas. 
However, the overall conclusion was that everyone fares better in a more equal society. In a way, I suppose that 
seems to be commonsense really. It is intuitive. One has only to think about why we had the French Revolution. 
There is a point at which inequity will force people to act. If we look at what is happening in the Middle East 
now, we see that there is usually a tipping point at which things begin to unravel. The research of these authors 
shows that in some western countries where the inequities have become greater—that has been a feature of 
particularly the last 10 to 20 years—there has been a corresponding increase in crime rates and antisocial 
behaviour. Mental illness is another one that they refer to. Whether we accept all their conclusions, this is very, 
very important work, and of course it is work that most of us would never have the time to undertake. 

It is interesting that Nicky Cusworth, as an economist, referred to the book and its conclusions as having an 
impact on all of us. In fact, she said in the presentation — 

• Equal societies always do better on most social parameter measures 

• Greater the income discrepancy, Greater likelihood of: — 

This is what comes from The Spirit Level — 

increased mental illness 
increased drug and alcohol abuse, 
obesity and teenage pregnancy … 
life expectancy is shorter 
children’s educational performance and literacy scores are worse. 

Interestingly, dealing with shorter life expectancy, I have no doubt that many members have heard the comment 
that the children of this generation may well not have as great a life expectancy as their parents. That is because 
of their diet and because of the illnesses which this new generation is facing and which we did not face to the 
same degree—for example, diabetes. Diabetes type 1 and diabetes type 2 are both on the increase, but diabetes 
type 2, which relates to lifestyle, was previously virtually unheard of in children and young people. Even 
diseases that are brought on by the effects of alcohol, such as cirrhosis of the liver, are being seen in increasingly 
younger people. As Nicky Cusworth pointed out when referring to The Spirit Level, it is not just that it might 
ultimately make life expectancy somewhat less; it is just as much the burden that it puts on the health system, not 
just when someone is suffering at the very end of their life, but from very early in someone’s life. That is the 
added cost that comes with a child who is overweight and then develops health problems related to that. Of 
course, the best evidence now seems to be leaning towards the fact that lifestyle and food in the very early years 
will in the long term be the determinant of someone’s weight. In their early years, children are completely 
vulnerable to what their parents give them. Therefore, when we hear disparaging comments—I heard one just 
recently—about a mother giving her child Coca-Cola in the bottle, we know that that behaviour is laying down 
issues to do with that child’s teeth and weight for the long term. As easy as it is to say that that is just a mother 
who is not doing what she should, our role as members and policymakers is to find every possible way to 
intervene. That intervening may just be by having a child health nurse—particularly if we move, as I hope we 
will in the future, to the more intensive visiting schemes that other states and other countries are introducing—
who will be able, by building a relationship with the family, to play a role in changing the outcome for that 
child’s life. 

In the budget papers, with the myriad ways and programs through which money is spent, it is very difficult to 
ascertain exactly what is spent on children in the early years as a discrete figure. Some work has been done in 
this area. In the next year, I am hoping to find a way to understand what that investment is. The work that has 
been done in other countries shows that the amount of money that is spent in the early years is very little relative 
to the impact that it has, whereas the bulk of the money, as is the case with the health budget and the corrective 
services budget, is spent at the end when the ability to make a difference is relatively limited and in some cases 
the outcomes are very, very poor. 

I found the Western Australian Council of Social Service forum extremely useful, as I have found the forums 
that I have attended previously. It provided an extremely useful overview of what is happening. As I said, over 
100 people were in attendance, listening, as I was, to some things that were unexpected, such as with the issues 
of youth unemployment and homelessness. They are issues that should be the core concern of government in 
developing policy. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [12.47 pm]: I will make some 
comments on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010 and the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010, which we are debating 
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cognately. These are bills that we debate each year, and they deal with the Parliament authorising expenditure 
which had not been planned for and which is in excess of money granted through the budget — 

[Interruption.] 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Should I panic? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: No, I don’t think they can get in! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): I have absolutely no idea what that was. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No. I did not feel the earth move, but it sounded like it did. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Maybe it is just haunted. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The legislation before us reflects recurrent expenditure excesses, as we are told in the 
explanatory memorandum, for new items created during 2009–10, and expenditure overruns as a result of policy 
decisions or unavoidable cost increases against existing items during the course of 2009–10. The minister has 
tabled for our edification a schedule or a table for the two bills that lists by agency the items for which additional 
funds are sought, and then the offsets where money has been saved, and that is very useful. 

This government has so far taken two different approaches in providing information for the Parliament to make 
its judgement about what we are being asked to authorise. The first time we dealt with these bills under this 
government, we were given the opportunity in committee to ask questions about the specifics under each of the 
item headings in these documents. We were not given that opportunity the second time, and the response from 
government was that we would need to direct parliamentary questions to the specific minister. I ask the minister 
responsible, who I note is absent from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, if he could perhaps 
indicate in his response how we can get answers to questions about some of the matters listed in that schedule. It 
would be helpful if we were provided with a one-sentence or two-sentence description, which I am sure exists, of 
what some of those matters go to. For example, under child protection in both the recurrent and capital accounts 
we are asked to authorise an additional $39.4 million, which is a not insignificant amount of money. Both the 
Department for Child Protection and the Disability Services Commission are asking for additional funds for 
superannuation, and it would be useful to have an explanation as to what was unplanned for or unforeseen about 
the superannuation contributions of a government agency. I would ask the minister if he is able to provide that 
information by way of a line or two—just a sentence—to describe what those items actually mean.  

The other way to do that is much more cumbersome for the house, but it is to, in committee, ask for information 
about each of those matters line-by-line; once we see the descriptor, some of them may be perfectly obvious and 
we will not have to ask questions about them in committee. If we are unable to get that information beforehand, 
it would be useful for the minister, perhaps in his second reading response, to indicate how we might get that 
information. As I have just indicated, there are certainly some items under the Department for Child Protection 
and the Disability Services Commission that I would like more information about so that I can satisfy myself that 
what we are being asked to approve is reasonable and meets the definitions of the bills, which is that they are for 
the appropriation of money for things, if we like, that were unforeseen and were not able to be budgeted for. 
Some things are obvious, such as programs that were delayed in their rollout, which is where some of the offset 
funds would come from, and there are other things for which the costs have increased or decreased. One of the 
items that generated less money than anticipated under child protection was the sale of assets, which I suspect 
was as a result of the state of the real estate market. It would be useful to know whether that was what it was or 
whether it was that the department had taken some things off the market and decided not to sell them. That is an 
important expenditure because the sale of those assets was going to fund the expansion of the residential care 
program, so that will have had an important impact on that program and it would be useful to know what led to 
the Department for Child Protection not being able to realise that anticipated money. As to the superannuation 
one, among others, it seems hard to understand on the face of it how a government agency could not plan for 
superannuation. There has to be some logical explanation for it and it would be reasonable for it to be provided. 

I now wish to touch on the state of economy at the time that the 2009–10 budget was being framed. Some of my 
comments will relate to the material provided at the Western Australian Council of Social Service forum held 
last Friday that Hon Linda Savage talked about. That was the third emerging issues forum, during which 
WACOSS provides the sector with a global picture of Western Australia, encompassing the political climate, the 
economic climate, the social climate, where the pressure points are, and the policy agenda of the government of 
the day, both federal and state. It is a useful forum for the sector because many people who attend that forum—
this was the first one I did not attend—are out every day leading their organisations and delivering the services 
on the ground. They may get the opportunity to skim through the media and take in what they hear on the radio 
or television, but they do not get the opportunity to have a detailed briefing on the issues of the day, the economy 
of the day and what the trends or projections are, and the emerging issues forum gives them the opportunity to do 
that. The purpose of the emerging issues forum is to provide the sector with the opportunity of being informed 
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about things that it just does not get the time to catch up on or analyse during the day-to-day running and 
management of a non-government organisation. I commend WACOSS and Sue Ash, who initiated the forums. 

The emerging issues forum held on Friday was about the state now—that is, the political, social, financial, and 
economic environment in 2011—but some of the trend material provided included statistics and indicators that 
showed how things had changed over time, indeed during the period 2008–09 when the 2009–10 budget was 
being considered, and indeed what happened in 2009–10. That material can be drawn upon now to ask what 
should have been in that budget that was not, and what predictors were available to government at the time it put 
together the 2009–10 budget. I will rely on some of that material. 

A scary point that Hon Linda Savage referred to when she was talking about that document was the assessment 
of an officer from the Department of State Development that around 40 per cent of Western Australians might be 
deemed to be not benefiting from the boom. That is a pretty scary figure; it is a big number of people. 
Essentially, the point made about that information was that anybody who is not directly engaged in the resource 
sector or one of its supporting industries can be seen to be not benefiting from it, and therefore the pressures 
being generated in no small part by, for example, increases in household energy costs and water costs are really 
hurting 40 per cent of Western Australians. That is a huge number of people, and it is a figure that no 
government can afford to ignore. 

Given that these are bills about figures and that the WACOSS information was about the state of figures as well, 
I looked at another set of figures—the number of marginal seats—to remind myself of the state of play. Ten 
marginal seats are held by the government by a margin of under five per cent, and five of those are held by under 
two per cent. When 40 per cent of Western Australians have been identified by the Department of State 
Development as not only not benefiting from the boom but also being under real pressure, with regard to those 
10 marginal seats under five per cent—particularly those five marginal seats under two per cent—somebody had 
better be paying attention to that figure of 40 per cent. The government cannot hold those seats unless it does 
something about that, because it is a big figure. I was shocked. The Labor Party has been talking for some time 
about the effects of particularly the increases in household bills, and it has been talking for some time about how 
this government needs to learn the lesson that our government did not. I have said before in this house that 
one of the reasons we lost the election in 2008 was because Western Australians did not feel that they were 
benefiting from the boom. If the Department of State Development is telling the government that, in 2011, 40 per 
cent of Western Australians are not benefiting from the current economic benefits of the resources industry, is 
the Liberal Party going to go down exactly the same path? I hope that happens politically for the Labor Party, but 
I think we owe Western Australians more, and if an officer of the government is providing that information to 
members of WACOSS, then we have to assume that information has been provided to government. The test will 
come in about four weeks when the budget is handed down, because I think there is a mood among that 40 per 
cent of Western Australians that to some extent this government is being judged to be harsh and callous on a 
range of measures, and perhaps I will canvass those measures in due course. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is the case that I made the earth move!  

Hon Kate Doust: Not for me you didn’t.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I did it for everyone! When I was on my feet before the lunch break there were windows 
rattling. It appears from media reports that there was a tremor of some kind measuring 2 on the Richter scale, 
centred mostly around Mandurah and the southern suburbs, so there we go.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Are you claiming responsibility?  

Hon Norman Moore: What an extraordinary speech you were making  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I say never underestimate the power of a redhead! I reckon there would be some support 
on the other side for that proposition!  

Several members interjected.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I was trying to make a serious contribution before the lunch break. I was talking about the 
figures from the WA Council of Social Service forum. The estimates of the officer from the Department of State 
Development who provided the presentation indicated that currently about 40 per cent of Western Australians 
are not benefiting from the boom. These are the people who are not directly engaged in the resource industry or 
in industries such as construction that directly support the resource industry. These people are really feeling the 
pinch caused in no small part by the increase in household fees and charges, particularly for electricity, gas and 
water. I wanted to make some comments about some of the figures from the indicators around 2009–10. Then I 
wanted to touch on a couple of issues I have portfolio responsibility for. I had asked the minister if he might 
provide a line or two in his reply to the second reading debate about the tables he generously tabled at the 
beginning of the debate.  
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Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. I am happy to ask line by line in the committee process, but I will not need to ask 
questions about some of them if I understand more what those matters are. The minister might be able to say, 
“Yes, I can give you this information”, or “No, you’ll need to ask that in committee.”  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You raised this before when I was temporarily out of the chamber on urgent business. If 
you want to indicate any particular items in the course of your remarks now, I will be delighted to respond to 
them.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much. In particular I had flagged that in the recurrent bill for both 
Disability Services and Child Protection, items are described as “Gold State superannuation employer 
contributions”. It seems unusual to me that those matters cannot be foreseen. I would like an explanation for why 
they are in a bill to address unplanned excesses. In Child Protection there is $39.4 million worth of additional 
new policy items. That is a large amount for an agency the size of the Department for Child Protection, and I 
would like some more detail around that. For example, one of the matters in the capital bill is that less money 
was realised through the sale of assets and more money was required to be appropriated for expanding the 
residential-care program. It may be that less money was generated through the sale of assets because of the real 
estate market. It also might be that some properties were taken off the market and used for something else. I do 
not know, but I would appreciate some information about that in particular. 

I want to canvass a few matters in my comments and I will start with the economic indicators. I was commenting 
on the papers that were made available out of the WACOSS emerging issues forum. Those presentations were 
about the state of Western Australia in 2011—right now. They also tracked some trends, so by way of that 
material they provided us with information about what was known to government at the time the 2009–10 budget 
was being put together and what occurred during 2009–10. Unemployment, which was pretty much at an all-
time low in about 2007, started to increase reasonably rapidly in 2008 and again in 2009–10. Even when it 
started to increase rapidly, Western Australia’s unemployment rate was significantly below that of the rest of the 
nation. That is something to be pleased about. But those unemployment rates started to increase about that time. 
Hon Linda Savage drew to the attention of the house that youth unemployment in particular is now at 21.7 per 
cent. What is really shocking about that figure is that it is a jump from 2008 of about eight per cent.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I think the figure, although not good enough, is 16 per cent.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am happy to be corrected, but I will drag that out. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I am sorry to interrupt.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is all right. I will drag it out by the time I finish my remarks. The point I was making 
is that there was a very significant increase in the youth unemployment rate between February 2008 and 
February 2010—a jump of about seven per cent. That is extraordinary. Much has been made—it is legitimate to 
make the point—in the current community debate, for example, about local jobs for Western Australians. In that 
debate much has been made about the decrease in the number of apprenticeships. That is an important number. 
There are 3 600 fewer apprenticeships in place now than there were a small number of years ago. It is not just 
about apprenticeships or about a four-year structured training program, which is what apprenticeships are, and 
they are very important because people walk away with a qualification that sets them up for life, so I do not 
underestimate apprenticeships at all. But what is not, it seems to me, as easily measured, but just as devastating 
in its impact if we do not get it right, is other sorts of training: training for a shorter period for people who have 
no skills, who are not job ready but who need some skills so that they can at least get into the category of jobs for 
which they are not required to hold a trade certificate but which, equally, can generate a reasonable income for 
them.  

It is a concern to me that Kwinana, which is in the South Metropolitan Region, has one of the highest rates of 
youth unemployment. What is most galling is that the Kwinana strip provides a fantastic opportunity for people 
to work in when it is operating at its best. It is extraordinary that the highest number of youth unemployment is 
in an area with such a highly productive industrial strip. It is disappointing that this government’s approach in 
2009–10, and even now, provides no examples of what it is doing to ensure that those kids will ever be able to 
do a three or four-year structured training program, depending on which industry they are in. With some training 
and support, whether it is through a traineeship or another program, they could acquire the kinds of skills that 
would back up the trade jobs that are needed in places like the Kwinana strip and elsewhere. There needs to be a 
serious investment in that type of training. The metropolitan industrial strip, which is what Kwinana is, should 
not have the worst rate of youth unemployment. Unfortunately, the 2009–10 budget did not do anything about 
that when the youth unemployment rate was jumping at such an alarming rate. Fremantle, which is also in my 
electorate—the South Metropolitan Region—has a high unemployment rate too. It is quite concerning when the 
industrial strip of Kwinana and the second-biggest metropolitan city have such high unemployment rates. The 
government ought to do something about that. 
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I have already touched on some cost pressures and I will now touch on the cost-of-living pressures. The 
consumer price index shows that the pressure points for families in Western Australian and Australia-wide are 
housing, health and education. In Western Australia, the cost-of-living pressures are added to by the increase in 
charges for essential household services such as electricity, gas and water. The second group Hon Linda Savage 
and the Department of State Development identified are working people who are not directly engaged in the 
mining and resources sector or in the industries that support them. The first group that was identified is those 
who are directly engaged in that sector; the second group is those who are not engaged in that sector but who are 
employed; and the third group is those who are reliant on fixed incomes, such as self-funded retirees and people 
on Centrelink benefits. Nicki Cusworth reports that the second and third groups represent the 40 per cent of 
Western Australians who are not benefiting from the boom. We need to do more to acknowledge that we must 
protect those people because that number is way too high. Some people on fixed incomes, but by no means all of 
them, lead complicated and sometimes very messy lives; a lot of issues impact on them. There is no doubt that 
that cohort is sometimes difficult to protect. Nevertheless, the measure of a civilised society is how we protect 
those who are least able to look after themselves. We are looking not just at those people. Government members 
should take no comfort in assuming that that is the same category of people who are always hard to help; it is 
not. In addition to that category of people whom we must help are those who have worked for their whole lives 
and who are living on fixed incomes through their own savings or superannuation funds, those who are living on 
a Centrelink pension, and those who are still in the workforce and are raising a family but are really struggling to 
meet those costs. 

The average level of debt has increased considerably since 2008. Today, the average level of debt is between 
five and seven times a person’s income. It is increasingly difficult for people to get access to finance. Recent 
reports have used cute language and suggest that many people in Western Australia are not “financially fit”. A 
week or so ago reference was made in this place to the increasing number of applicants to the Supreme Court for 
mortgage fire sales because people are unable to pay their mortgages. The delinquency rate for Perth and the 
South West Region—those who have not honoured their debts—has increased considerably since September 
2009. The Western Australian Council of Social Service reports that the 30-plus days arrears rate in the south 
west of Western Australia is the second-worst performing region in Australia, with the rate sitting at around 
2.8 per cent. Western Australia has five of the 20 worst-performing postcodes in Australia for people whose debt 
is in arrears by 30-plus days. Those suburbs are Mandurah, Casuarina, Marangaroo, Gosnells and Swan View. 
We must do a lot more for those hot spots and target our efforts to ensure that those people are protected from 
some of the financial pressures that are being generated by this government. 

In 2009–10, which is the period this appropriation bill covers, electricity prices increased by 15 per cent on 
1 July 2009; by 7.5 per cent on 1 April 2010; and on the day after the end of the 2009–10 financial year—1 July 
2010—there was a further 10 per cent increase. That came on top of a 10 per cent increase on 1 April 2009. 
When those increases are added up, it is close to a 50 per cent increase in the residential electricity tariff since 
1 April 2009. That is a huge impost on people. That is, in part, why I think the mood is shifting in Western 
Australia and why Western Australians are increasingly seeing this government as a hard government that is not 
ensuring that everyone benefits from our prosperity. 

I think Hon Linda Savage referred to the number of people who are requesting additional time to pay their bills. 
In 2009–10, which is the period covered by these appropriation bills, some 86 000 Western Australians needed 
additional time to pay their bills. That figure is more than 100 000 in 2011. If the 80 000 Western Australians 
who needed additional time to pay their bills are added to the number of people who are seeking assistance from 
the hardship utility grant scheme, we start to see that a very high number of people in Western Australia are 
struggling to pay for essential services. They were not struggling to pay for a plasma or an LCD flat screen 
television, they were not struggling to pay for a swimming pool, they were not struggling to pay for the 
luxuries—they were struggling to pay for their essential services. That is why such an angry chord was struck 
when late last year the Premier decided to describe air conditioning as a luxury. This was the same Premier who 
in the winter the previous year had suggested that he would not have any difficulty living on the fixed income 
that pensioners live on, and that if people were cold and could not afford to turn on their heaters, they should put 
on an extra jumper or put a blanket over their knees. In winter the Premier told Western Australians that they just 
needed to put on another blanket and in summer he told them that air conditioning is a luxury. He put up the cost 
of essential services by nearly 50 per cent. The government will pay the price for that.  

Before the lunch break I touched on the fact that this is a bill about numbers. I looked at some other numbers—
that is, the number of marginally held government seats. There are 10 seats with a margin of less than five per 
cent and five seats with a margin of less than two per cent. Of the 10 seats with a margin of under five per cent, 
nine are Liberal-held seats. The government cannot afford to not protect people from these kinds of financial 
stresses, because if it does not protect them, it will pay the same price that we did in 2008 when Western 
Australians decided that we were not ensuring that they got the benefit of the boom. The government has got that 
advice, I presume, from Nicky Cusworth and others from the Department of State Development. The budget that 
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we will see in about a month’s time had better send some very strong messages to the Western Australian 
community that the government has listened and is doing something to protect people from those increases.  

I refer to the increases in gas prices during 2009–10. On top of what had happened on 1 July 2008 under the 
previous government, when we had announced that future electricity price increases would be phased in, there 
was a 10 per cent increase in the price of gas on 1 April 2009, a 7.5 per cent increase on 1 April 2010 and then a 
further 10 per cent increase on 1 July 2010. At the same time that the government was increasing those numbers, 
the disconnection rate for Alinta increased for the second year in a row. A table on hardship indicators has been 
provided. It measures the percentage of residential customers on an instalment plan with Horizon Power, 
Synergy and Alinta; the percentage of residential customers granted additional time to pay their bills from 
Horizon Power and Synergy; and the number of disconnections from Horizon Power, Synergy and Alinta. There 
has been some publicity in recent weeks about the Water Corporation taking people to court for not paying their 
bills. When the hardship utility grant scheme was first introduced, it was not applicable to people who were 
having difficulty paying their water bills, because the Water Corporation took the view that it never disconnected 
people so it should not be part of that program. HUGS was designed to assist people who were identified as 
being at risk of disconnection. The Water Corporation argued, and reasonably so, that it did not need to be part 
of that program because it never disconnected people. I think it is still the case that HUGS does not apply to 
Water Corporation bills. The Water Corporation does not disconnect people, but it does take them to court. The 
measure we need to apply to people who are struggling to pay their Water Corporation bills is not the number of 
disconnections but the number of people who are being taken to court. All the key indicators show that over the 
years 2008–09 and 2009–10, hardship has increased for people. People are starting to express the view that WA 
should be able to do better and that this government has its priorities wrong.  

I will very quickly touch on the issue of homelessness. Attention was drawn to Youth Homelessness Matters 
Day yesterday. Some of us were wearing black wristbands to recognise that. Unfortunately, WA has one of the 
highest rates in the nation for homeless young people; that is, of 12 to 24-year-olds. That is measured in a 
number of ways. It includes young people who are alone, have no family or support systems and are homeless. 
Another way of measuring it is to include the young people who accompany women—mothers in particular—
seeking refuge in women’s refuges. Every night in Western Australia, women and children of varying ages are 
turned away from women’s refuges because there are no beds available for them. That happens every night. If 
they are organised and get the help they need, they will be provided with emergency accommodation through the 
Department for Child Protection and Crisis Care. They will be given a motel room, a caravan or whatever 
temporary accommodation the Department for Child Protection can find for them. Those numbers are not getting 
better. WA has the second highest number of homeless young people. That number should be going down; it 
should not be getting higher.  

The point has been made that not everyone in WA is benefiting from the boom. Wealth is not being generated 
equally across our community. Despite the side of politics on which I sit, I do not think that it will ever be 
possible to share the benefits of the wealth of the nation or the state equally amongst its citizens. However, I 
think we owe it to the citizens of Western Australia to provide a much stronger safety net than this government is 
providing, and to provide a lot more protection to those people who are not able to protect themselves. I have 
already described for the house the notion that up to 40 per cent of the WA community could be in either group 2 
or group 3 as outlined in the information provided by the Department of State Development to the WACOSS 
emerging issues forum. The first group is made up of those people who are benefiting from the boom because 
they work directly in the resources sector. The second group includes those people who are in the workforce but 
who are not directly or indirectly involved in the resources sector. The third group is those people who are on a 
fixed income. The income levels we are talking about for that group include those who get less than $500 a 
week. That would be people on fixed incomes. The single unemployment benefit is about $450. The second 
quintile of income that is captured in that third group of the WA community that is not benefiting from the boom 
is earnings of less than $760 a week. The point has also been made that if we add that low income to a lack of 
stable and affordable accommodation, it starts to compound the issues for people and it makes it harder for those 
people. They have no capacity to absorb any increases. They cannot adjust their spending because they are 
spending literally just on the essentials. They have no capacity to save for a bill that will come in a month’s time 
because they are living from payment to payment. We need to look more carefully at what this government is 
doing to help people. Much of what this government is doing is leading to the kind of financial stress that people 
are under.  

We need to do more to train our young people, and not just for apprenticeships. We should not just assume that 
overseas or interstate workers are all we need to fix our labour shortages. We know that Kwinana has the highest 
youth unemployment rates. That is a pool of young people whom we should pick up and do something about. 
The point I made in reference to some of the information that came out of the Western Australian Council of 
Social Service forum is that we have a multispeed economy and the gap, in fact, is growing between high and 
low incomes. We need to address the challenges of how we ensure that we protect those people who cannot be 
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employed directly in the resource sector. We are looking to the next budget, the one that is due in the next four 
or so weeks, to address those issues. 

I now turn from the broader economic scenario to a couple of areas in my shadow portfolio. I will begin by 
canvassing issues around disability services. I think that we are at an important point in the debate about 
disability services in Australia, in part because of the release of the Productivity Commission’s draft report on 
the care and welfare of people with disabilities. I will start by referring to a couple of newspaper articles. An 
article in The Australian—I do not have the date but it was probably six or seven weeks ago—was about 
two people whom I have got to know reasonably well. Sometimes in this job we get to meet amazing people 
doing amazing things. We can have one conversation with somebody and out of that some good things can 
come. People will know, because I have talked about this before as has Hon Brian Ellis, that some time last year, 
probably about this time last year, I was invited—as was the government, as I recall, but the government was not 
represented—to a function at Government House to celebrate scientific research that had led to some really 
significant breakthroughs in the treatment of Duchenne muscular dystrophy, a category of disability that affects 
young boys. That night I met for the first time a woman called Lesley Murphy and her son Conor. I also met the 
scientists who were doing the research on an absolute shoestring but having amazing breakthroughs. Byron 
Kakulas was also at that function and we recognised the early work that he had done that was celebrated through 
Telethon back when I used to have sleepovers, stay up all night watching Telethon and sleep in a sleeping bag in 
the lounge room and, as a 10-year-old in Perth, think that was the bee’s knees of excitement, 30-something years 
ago—nearly 40 years ago, actually! Anyway, it was a brief function and I was back in the house in time to make 
a member’s statement. At the function I was directed to look at the Catalyst program that described the type of 
genetic patch that scientists were working on to break the cycle of Duchenne muscular dystrophy. I downloaded 
the Catalyst program, had a look at it and came into the chamber and made my member’s statement. At the end 
of my statement, Hon Brian Ellis came over to me and said that his family had been affected by that disease as 
well and that if I thought there was something we could do about it, he would be happy to work with me. The 
result was that Hon Brian Ellis, Hon Nick Goiran and I had a briefing with researchers Steve Wilton and Sue 
Fletcher in their incredibly cramped research facility at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. We had a conversation 
about what they needed. This group of people is doing groundbreaking research. The meal for us was prepared 
by Sue, a highly qualified professional, and Lesley Murphy, and they gave their presentation. A couple of issues 
arose from that. One issue was that we were at real risk of that research going overseas because they did not have 
the money to perform the human trials in Western Australia. Hon Nick Goiran and Hon Brian Ellis undertook to 
raise the matter with the Minister for Health and they did. It took a while for it to happen, but the Minister for 
Health had a light-bulb moment and realised, not so long ago, that the Catalyst program is really amazing—it is 
potentially Nobel Prize–winning research—and made some research funding available. That is fantastic and 
happened maybe two months ago.  

The other part to that story is that Lesley and her family and Conor were getting to the point that the effect of the 
disease was such that Conor needed more assistance but, of course, he was an adult and wanting to live his own 
life. Conor is studying and the family wanted to make arrangements for him to live as independent a life as he 
could but they could not access any finance for that. At various points between that function and now, I have had 
the opportunity to catch up with not only the researchers but also Lesley and Conor. Most recently, probably 
about a month ago, Lesley invited me to her place in Fremantle for dinner with her, Conor and a friend of 
Lesley’s. We had a great night. Lesley is — 

Hon Kate Doust: A fantastic cook. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: — a very good cook and she is not averse to a glass of wine either, so we had a great 
night. Lesley and Conor feature in that article in The Australian and I want to read some of it to the house. The 
article, written by Sue O’Reilly, is headed “Myopic government penny-pinching comes at great cost to disabled: 
A plea for more help for the chronically injured and their carers is finally being heard”. The article begins by 
describing a young man in Sydney who has sustained severe spinal injuries in a car accident and another who 
was speared headfirst into a sandbank while surfing. The article states — 

… they’d never thought for one moment they could become disabled. Neither has a clue about 
Australia’s disability care and support system and how it works. Now their futures depend on it. 

The first man can look forward to intensive rehabilitation services. Already, a wheelchair and hoist are 
being organised so he can go home, along with all necessary home modifications, transport and home 
help services. 

All this is being provided speedily and free of charge because NSW, since 2006, has had a no-fault 
lifetime care and support scheme for anyone left permanently disabled because of a motor vehicle 
accident, funded by a levy on NSW drivers. 

This man’s post-accident care and rehabilitation will be expensive but he will be back home within 
weeks and almost certainly back at work within 12 months. 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 7 April 2011] 2569 

 

The second young man, the surfer, faces an entirely different future. His hospital treatment is covered 
by Medicare but he has no automatic entitlement to any of the equipment and services he’s going to 
need to return home. 

While a hospital social worker tries to find somewhere else for him to go, he will needlessly remain in 
an acute care bed for many weeks after the other young man has been discharged. 

Eventually, he will have to be moved to an aged-care nursing home because that’s the only option. He 
won’t get the intensive, ongoing rehabilitation therapy he needs, and his family faces a long fight with 
various government agencies for equipment and services so he can move back home. 

… 

All across Australia, it’s the same dismal story for anyone not covered by a transport accident or 
workers compensation scheme. 

In Perth, Lesley Murphy spent two futile years applying to Western Australia’s Disability Services 
Commission for help with caring for her son Conor … who has the degenerative muscle-wasting 
disability Duchenne’s muscular dystrophy and needs intensive round-the-clock assistance. 

Last November, after her application was again rejected, again without explanation, Murphy did the 
only thing she could think of. She sat down and wrote to every one of WA’s 102 state MPs, describing 
in graphic detail what life was like for her family and begging for help. “The level of despair that has 
resulted in being refused funding yet again is beyond description,” she wrote. 

Apart from a support worker funded to take Conor to university for seven hours each weekday, Murphy 
told MPs, her family was on its own for the remaining 133 hours of each week. “My husband and I 
work 17 hours a day during the week and 24 hours a day [in effect] at weekends, with no holiday pay, 
relief or workers compensation,” she wrote. 

“We provide 133 hours of free care a week, in effect operating an unlicensed, unregulated and unfunded 
nursing home on behalf of the state and federal governments. As the staff in the ‘Murphy Nursing 
Home’, the ideas of Fair Work Australia are laughable in relation to our workplace conditions.  

“All this time, I am dealing with the grief of knowing my son is dying and there isn’t a damn thing I can 
do about it. Added to that despair is the conviction no-one cares. The whole process of being forced to 
beg for help to care for my son is totally demeaning. I don’t even want to think about what this process 
is doing to his emotional health and wellbeing, and please also bear in mind he probably has only a few 
more years to live anyway.” 

To Murphy’s surprise, MPs from across WA contacted her to express their concern, and soon after the 
WA government managed to find emergency funding of $16 000 for the family, which is used to 
employ six people to be with Conor from Friday afternoon until mid-afternoon on Sunday. 

She says the help has transformed the family’s lives. But the funding is only for four months. 

Obviously, something is profoundly wrong with a disability support system in which a fortunate few get 
all the help and support they need to maximise their future independence and ability to work, the 
majority get bits here and there, more or less at random, and many get nothing. The long-term costs of 
myopic government penny-pinching are astronomic.  

Lack of basic supports prevent tens of thousands of people with disabilities and carers from working 
and paying taxes, families break down under the strain, and people with disability and chronic mental 
illness are shockingly over-represented in jails and homeless shelters. 

Yet, to date, the state of disability care and support services has been a backwater issue in Australian 
public life. Politicians have done nothing for years but fiddle at the edges, and disability has never rated 
as an election issue at state or federal level. 

That is about half of the article. It goes on to describe the scenario that led to the commissioning of the 
Productivity Commission’s draft report, which was due to be released the week after this article was published. 
The Productivity Commission has released its draft report. I want to make the following comments: I am a bit 
perturbed and disturbed by some of what I see and what I have picked up from the state government’s response 
to that draft report. I want to talk a little bit about that. 

From my point of view, we must ensure that there is, number one, a greater pool of funds to draw from and, 
number two, a more equitable system, which means that wherever someone lives in Australia they can get access 
to a universal level of funding to help them live with their disability. Those are the key outcomes that I want to 
see. Quite frankly, I do not have a fixed view about what the final model should look like; I actually do not care. 
I want a model that works, and I want a model that is equitable. I know that there is some concern at high levels 
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in the sector in Western Australia that the Productivity Commission draft report did not reflect as well as it 
should have what we have been doing in WA; that is, there is a view that the draft report did not pay due respect 
to what is being done in WA.  

WA has for many years led the nation in the provision of individualised funding to people with disabilities. It is 
the case that our standards, our quality and our engagement have been at the forefront of the delivery of services 
in Australia. Governments of both persuasions have lifted the amount of funding available to provide services to 
people with disabilities. If members read the report—I am not sure that many people actually have; it is a very 
thick document—they would know that it acknowledges that. In fact, there is a specific section in the report that 
does a comparison of the different state jurisdictions, particularly with respect to individualised funding. It 
acknowledges that WA leads the field. But it is far from the truth to pretend that the WA system is therefore 
perfect, because it is not. It is the case in the 2009–10 final round of funding for accommodation services—that 
includes intensive family support and the broader accommodation services; the period of the bills we are talking 
about—that 84 per cent of people who sought assistance for accommodation support either for themselves or for 
a member of their family did not get it. Something like 78 people out of 450-odd people who applied did not get 
funding. The percentage of people, averaged over the three funding rounds for that year, who applied for funding 
and did not get it was 64 per cent. Despite the fact that we lead the nation and we ought to be recognised—I 
certainly recognise that the Disability Services Commission and the sector in WA are leading the nation—when 
only 84 per cent of people in a single funding round and 64 per cent of people across a year get accommodation 
support when they are saying they are desperate for it, that is not a perfect system. That is not even a good 
system. 

I am urging the government, and I am urging those people who are driving the policy debate in how WA 
responds to the Productivity Commission draft report, to let go of some of the concern that WA does not get paid 
due respect in this draft report. Firstly, if members actually read the report, they would know that we are 
recognised for what we do. Secondly, we ought never to be complacent. There are absolutely no grounds to be 
complacent when 84 per cent of people seeking urgent assistance in accommodation cannot get it. I am asking 
people to let that bit go. Let us come at this from the perspective of how we can identify to the Productivity 
Commission the bits of this draft report we think will work well and the bits we think will not work so well, and 
offer our suggestions on how we can make them better. Let us tackle it from how we can make this work rather 
than tackle it from the perspective of, “Well, you did not really pay enough respect to how good we are” and 
“We think it can’t work, therefore let us throw the baby out with the bathwater.” 

I also really do not want this to become an argument that this is a Canberra grab to take over Western Australian 
money or that this is Canberra trying to take things away from Western Australia. I absolutely would find it 
offensive if this debate were to sink to that level, because when we scratch the surface there is the capacity for 
this to be a really significant breakthrough in social policy in this country. The timing was such that it was an 
election issue in Victoria and it was an election issue in New South Wales. Both sides of politics in Victoria and 
New South Wales committed to ensuring a positive attitude to coming up with a national scheme to address this. 
Both sides of politics federally have got a positive attitude to addressing outcomes. The Productivity 
Commission draft report has proposed two schemes. One is related to that kind of trauma caused by accident—
the insurance-based scheme which it proposes to be run by the states. The other is a national scheme whereby it 
proposes that services would be delivered by the commonwealth. It is that bit that I think is causing the angst in 
some circles of the Western Australian government. 

Hon Helen Morton: It is not about who supplies it or where the funding comes from. It is the fact that there are 
two systems. The member has not actually addressed that issue around cause and diagnosis, because depending 
on how you get your injury, you are either going to fall into this scheme or to that scheme, and so it is just 
continuing a problem around cause and diagnosis rather than solving that issue. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Let us talk about that then. As I said when I began my comments about this, I do not have 
a fixed view about what the model should be. But where I want us to start in looking at the draft report is, one, 
let us not be precious about protecting our own — 

Hon Helen Morton: I just assure the member that that is actually not what is happening. The very things that the 
member asked for—that we look at the positives, we look at the things that will not work so well and then we 
come up with an alternative approach to make it all work—is exactly the approach being taken by the WA 
government.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am pleased to hear the minister say that, because the message I am hearing and that is 
being given to senior people in this sector by senior people in government is not that. That is what I am 
concerned about.  

Hon Helen Morton: I add that I addressed a round table forum for people in the disability services sector only 
last week, and that was the message I gave them. I do not know whether that is something that Hon Sue Ellery 
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heard prior to that, and a little further back, but things have moved on and that has certainly been the case for the 
last three or so weeks.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is good, and I know that the minister offered that information in good faith and I take 
it that way. However, the minister should understand that I am actively engaged in the disability sector. I talk to 
people in the Western Australian disability sector every day about what the commission and the minister are 
saying to them, and what they are saying to each other. I am not making these comments based on what 
happened when the draft report was first released. There is a danger that perhaps what the minister is saying and 
what others are saying is not the same, so a word to the wise: just watch that!  

Nevertheless, the point I was making is that this is a draft report, so we do not need to get our knickers in a knot 
that this is going to be imposed on us whether or not we like it. It is draft report that has been circulated for 
comment so that we can identify exactly the sorts of things to make this work in Western Australia. I really want 
there to be a positive response to that. I asked a question on this of the minister yesterday, because I really think 
it is important that the voice of those people who do not have an organised voice is heard. How the minister 
gives effect to that and ensures that the voice of those 300-odd people in that funding round to whom I referred 
earlier and who did not get funding—the ones who are exhausted and at their wit’s end—is heard is a pretty 
important issue to be resolved.  

The model the new Victorian government adopted was to set up an expert committee to provide it with advice on 
how the government could make it work for Victoria. Again, I do not have a fixed view that that is the answer 
and that that is absolutely the only way we can go forward. I think that half of the way to generate a positive 
outcome has to do with the attitude that the minister takes. Is the minister going into it with the attitude of, “Let 
us make this work”, or is she going into it saying, “Let us score some political points here; let us protect some 
patches and turn it into another political debate about resources between Canberra and WA”? I really will despair 
if that happens. I have made my comments about that. I still remain hopeful that something positive will come 
out of this.  

I really want it to be the case that here in Western Australia we do not accept that 84 per cent of people who are 
in desperate need of funding and who are not getting it is a reasonable standard. It is not. It is not perfect. It is not 
even good; it is bad. We need to do much more about that.  

The other issue that I wanted to touch on was the policy that was announced on Tuesday by the Minister for 
Housing about the crackdown on Homeswest tenants who exhibit antisocial and violent behaviour and who are 
disruptive to their neighbours. This is a difficult issue to handle. It is appropriate that Homeswest applies the 
policy in such a way that people who are disruptive to their neighbours are dealt with firmly. There is no 
question about that. Every member will have had people coming into their electorate office on this issue. I am 
dealing with a case right now in Hamilton Hill where a constituent of mine lives next door to a Homeswest 
property. He lives in a property that he owns. The property next door is a Homeswest tenancy in the name of a 
young mum, who frequently has members of her family come and stay. Sometimes they sleep on the trampoline 
out the front and sometimes in the rose garden, and all sorts of disruptions are caused at all times of the day and 
night. I want to give this example because it shows how Homeswest has not applied the policy. My constituent 
has for five months been dealing with and making complaints to the relevant local Homeswest office. He was 
pleased that at some point—I think it was the two and a half month point—Homeswest came out to his property, 
did an inspection and accepted his argument about the unruly and disruptive behaviour that was going on. That 
behaviour was fixed; and it improved for about 48 hours. Over that five-month period he was encouraged to 
lodge complaints with the police, which he did. He was encouraged to keep ringing and emailing. At no point, 
until the five-month point, was he told that there was a formal complaint form that he could fill in and that that 
would generate the next level of response from Homeswest. This guy had been in regular contact with 
Homeswest for five months before he came to me. He came to me because he said that Homeswest had told him, 
only after five months of complaining, that what he should have done was fill in this particular form. Even then, 
the form was not particularly helpful in recording all the information that needed to be recorded. Part of the 
dilemma is that Homeswest, quite reasonably, says it needs evidence, and the best evidence it can get is a police 
report, so it asks the complainant to report the behaviour to the police. When my constituent does that, and he is 
listening at his door when the police come, the police tell his neighbour that he has been complaining about X, Y 
and Z. The next day the relatives of the tenant are threatening him! It is a vexed question, and I wish the Minister 
for Housing well in how he gets his department to implement the policy, because it was not implementing the 
policy consistently before, and I do not know what he is going to do to make changes to ensure that it 
implements properly the new toughened version of it.  

Of course, there is a flow-on effect of evicting people from Homeswest housing; that is, where are those people 
going to live, particularly if they have children? They will end up at the door of the Department for Child 
Protection looking for crisis accommodation in a caravan or a motel room. If they have a mental health issue or a 
drug and alcohol issue, we are just shifting the problem from one agency to another. My point is that if all the 
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government does is toughen the policy guidelines for eviction and it does not do something about providing 
support services and addressing the issues that cause these problems in the first place, all it will do is shift the 
problem from one government agency to another government agency. The next set of complaints will be from 
the people in the caravan park or the motel where Child Protection has put them, and these places will say that 
they will not take any more Child Protection clients because they are too disruptive to the rest of their guests. If 
all the government does is get these people out of a Homeswest house, without putting in place the services to 
address the messy and complicated issues that some of these people have in their lives, then it will shift the 
problem from one part of government to another part of government. The government will have to pick up this 
problem at some point. There needs to be more happening than just announcing that the government is getting 
tough on the eviction policy.  

The other area that I wanted to touch upon is Redress WA. This is one area in which the 2009–10 appropriation 
bills could have shown us that this government has done something to address the issue that the Premier himself 
identified as being a policy action that was a bit too tough. I remind members that the Barnett government cut the 
maximum payment available to Redress WA applicants from $80 000 to $45 000, and added another six months 
to the period within which the scheme would be paid out. When members opposite came into government, the 
scheme was to be paid out by December 2010. This government reduced the maximum payment by nearly half 
and said that it would take an additional six months to make the payments. The group of people whom this 
affects have already been betrayed by the state government—not by this state government and not by my former 
state government, but by the state government of Western Australia—in the course of their lives. These are 
people who were abused as children while in the care of the state. I mean no disrespect to these people when I 
describe this group to others as having ongoing issues with similar characteristics to those of some Vietnam 
veterans. Members will understand what I mean if they have dealt with Vietnam veterans struggling with the 
difficulties they faced as a result of the trauma they went through in the Vietnam War, and how we as a nation 
treated them when they came home. It is the wrong group of people to make such a significant policy change to 
because they are already incredibly distrustful of government and they already feel betrayed by government. To 
do this to them is to perpetrate in their minds a second betrayal; it is to perpetrate a second abuse. They are a 
terribly damaged group of people. Frankly, this government has treated them absolutely appallingly. I was really 
pleased when I saw that interview with the Premier in which he said, “You know what—I think on that issue we 
were a bit too tough.” I thought that was a sign he would do something about it. I thought, “If he thinks 
something was a bit too tough—he is a man of his word and he is a man of action—maybe we will see him do 
something to address this”, but unfortunately to date the government has not.  

The majority of Redress WA applicants are aged between 50 and 70 years. It is not a growing cohort; in fact it is 
a dying cohort. More than 60 per cent of applicants are aged over 50. Half of all applicants were children from 
Aboriginal communities. Thirteen per cent were former child migrants; and 37 per cent were other children in 
state care. Approximately half of all applicants, according to Redress WA’s category of eligibility payments, will 
receive between $5 000 and $13 000. Approximately 90 per cent of Redress applicants still live in WA. At least 
2 000 of them are in regional WA.  

There are four levels of payment. Level 1 is for moderate abuse and neglect. As at February this year, 
369 payments had been made. That is the lowest level of payment, at $5 000. That is about 32 payments being 
made a month. At level 2, which is serious abuse and/or neglect with some ongoing symptoms, 974 applicants 
had been paid $13 000 at February this year. That is about 84 payments a month. Level 3 is severe abuse and 
ongoing symptoms. As at February, 533 payments had been made. That is about 66 a month. At level 4, which is 
the highest payment of $45 000, for very severe abuse and neglect with ongoing symptoms, at February this 
year, 351 payments had been made. That is about 44 a month. There are fewer than three months to go in the 
scheme. An awful lot of assessments and payments still have to be made.  

I have spoken in the house before about the kind of contact I am getting now from Redress people telling me that 
phones are still not being answered; they leave messages but they do not get calls returned. People say, “I’ll get 
back to you in two days”, but they do not. Applicants still receive phone calls to say, “We’re just letting you 
know we’re about to complete your assessment. Once it’s completed, in about four weeks, you’ll get a letter and 
that will be your offer of payment.” So the applicants’ hopes rise. They contact the department in four weeks to 
be told, “You shouldn’t have been told that.” Members will recall that I read the circumstances of Michelle 
Stubbs to the house a few months ago, in which she had such an experience. She detailed the dates and times of 
calls that were made and not returned. Last week, I received a letter from a man named Peter King. It is 
addressed to Stephanie Withers, executive director of Redress WA, and copies were provided to the Minister for 
Child Protection and to me. It reads — 

Dear Stephanie, 

I write this letter to state my feelings regarding my dealings with Redress WA.  

April 29th 2009, I received a letter, bearing your name, acknowledging the receipt of my application to 
Redress WA.  
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November 17th 2010, I received a letter, again bearing your name, stating that applications were being 
reviewed for assessment prior to June 30th 2011. It also acknowledged information that was with my 
application but not requesting any further information.  

January 14th 2011, I received a telephone call to arrange a telephone interview in regards to my 
application. This was arranged for January 17th 2011. The telephone call came in and the conversation 
lasted nearly an hour, and I must at this point state that whilst it was a very stressful and emotionally 
draining experience the young lady involved was at all times exceptionally supportive and conciliatory. 
At the end of the conversation the young lady stated “That within two to four weeks” I should hear 
something.  

That was 14 January — 

February 14th 2011, I rang the office to enquire what the status of the application was as it was past the 
4 weeks advised in the telephone conversation. I was told it was “With legal” and the young lady should 
not have told me the time frame she had as it took time to verify details and research information. An 
offer would be made in due course.  

February 28th 2011, I rang the 1800 number enquiring about the progress of my application and was 
told curtly that “It’s with legal. Call back in another month”. Naturally I took offence at this and not 
wishing to experience the same attitude again I contacted Minister McSweeneys office in the hope of 
getting some assistance. The next day I received a phone call from Redress and after relating the 
previous days experience received an apology for the treatment I received in that phone call and was 
advised that my application was “With Legal” however I would not have to wait a month to receive the 
offer.  

That was 28 February — 

March 28th 2011, I rang the 1800 number and was advised “it’s being assessed” and no further details 
were available. Interestingly I have been waiting a month since the last contact.  

At this point I wish to state that I am sorry I started this process. It has caused me great emotional 
distress and has caused bouts of depression not as severe but of a longer duration than any I have 
experienced before. I was diagnosed with depression over twenty years ago and was advised by my 
psychologist that in all probability I had been suffering from depression since about the age of ten years 
old. This being during the period in which I was in care and despite many departmental psychologists 
and examinations was never diagnosed. To date, after the numerous phone calls instigated by me, I have 
yet to receive any contact instigated by Redress. This is so much like my time with the department. 
Isolated, ignored and left feeling as though you hope I just go away and leave you alone. I do not feel 
that there will be any redress for me. To me redress would be quick acknowledgement and constant 
contact advising what was being done and a time frame.  

I do not blame you personally for the treatment I have received from Redress WA however I feel you 
must be made aware of the emotional havoc this process is having me. The only glimmer of hope I have 
and the one thing that keeps me going in this process, is that at the end, I intend to purchase something 
that will give me pleasure for years, to in some small way make amends for the years of maltreatment 
and neglect I suffered at the hands of the department and for the sexual abuse I suffered whilst in their 
care.  

A copy of this letter will be sent to Minister McSweeney and Opposition Member Ellery.  

Sincerely yours, 

Peter King  

I contacted Mr King to speak to him about what had happened. I told him that unfortunately he is not the only 
person who had shared that kind of experience of phone calls not being returned. I asked whether he would mind 
me using his letter in my comments. This is what he came back to me with — 

Thank you Sue, for your response.  

There is no need to phone me as I give you my permission and blessing to read my letter including my 
name and suburb to parliament when you are able.  

He lives in Yokine — 

I have received a response from Redress that simply states that I am able to return my acceptance by e-
mail but it does not acknowledge any of the points I raised in my letter nor does it take into account that 
I have yet to receive an offer.  
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As of today I have contacted my GP to get another referal to a psychologist for Medicare funded 
counselling and have also arranged an appointment with my psychologist. The scary part for me is that 
until now self harm has never been a consideration. Now I find myself being so careful not to allow 
myself to get into a situation that it could be a possibility. I can not even recall a time whilst in care 
when I have felt this vulnerable and fragile. 

Peter King. 

He very eloquently illustrates the point I was trying to make about how we treat people. I fundamentally disagree 
with the government’s decision to cut the maximum payment. I think that was immoral, and the government will 
stand condemned for doing it. However, putting that to one side, because of the way these people have been 
treated previously, the way that we treat them now is terribly important. People who have not been through what 
they have been through might think that a government department not returning a phone call is not a very big 
deal, and would just try calling again in a few days. For these people, this is part of a pattern, and it confirms in 
their minds that government is not to be trusted and that there is nobody looking after their interests. If the 
government thinks that its decision to cut the maximum payment was the right thing to do, it will ultimately be 
judged on that decision. I cannot tell members how much correspondence of the type I have just read I have in 
my office. Frankly, I cannot read them all in this chamber because I do not think that some of those people are as 
mentally healthy as Peter King. I do not want those people to be traumatised by thinking that my raising their 
issues in Parliament will somehow fix their problems, so I do not bring the majority of those letters here. Those 
people are not well enough for me to expose their stories in that way. I treat very seriously the trust they have put 
in me because I do not want to do anything to damage them further. 

When the government refuses to answer a phone call and makes people call a number that is answered by 
machine, or tells people that they will get X amount in two or three weeks, then three months down the track, 
when they still do not have anything, tells them that they should not have been told to expect that, it is seriously 
damaging these people. Maybe the government thinks that, politically, it cannot reverse its decision to cut the 
maximum payment cap, but I think it could probably do something about answering the phone. I think it could 
probably do something about treating these people with a bit more respect than it has to date. Those are the 
things I think the government could change. I think the government should change its decision on lifting the cap, 
but it is up to the government whether it chooses to do that. But I think it could answer the phone and give these 
people a human voice to listen to, not an answering machine. It could respond to their letters on time and avoid a 
situation in which someone like Peter King starts to talk about self harm. I think the government could avoid that 
kind of circumstance. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Will you at least concede that the amounts allocated in the budget by the former government 
were inadequate to cover the level of claims that were ultimately submitted? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No, I will not, because I know the decision that we made at the time was made on the best 
possible information available to us. Both Treasury and an actuary checked our numbers. I also know that our 
government’s decision was that, on the best possible advice, it was the amount of money that we thought we 
needed, but that if we needed more, we would provide it. I know that because I was involved in the decision 
process, and that is a fact, so I will not concede that at all. Even if we had got to the point where the best advice 
to us was wrong, our commitment was that we would increase the funds if that was what we needed to do. With 
that, I will conclude my contribution to the cognate debate on the appropriations bills. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.13 pm]: I am pleased to 
make some comments on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 
2010 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010, which we have 
been debating this week. I am going to talk about a subject which is part of my portfolio and which has received 
particular attention this week—science and innovation. As members may have picked up on this week, there 
have been some changes to the Technology and Industry Advisory Council. Since the change of government in 
2008, we have seen a steady decline in the government’s level of financial support and commitment to science 
and innovation as a viable and sustainable industry in Western Australia. We have had three Ministers for 
Science and Innovation over two and a half years. The first minister, Hon Troy Buswell, saw his stewardship of 
this portfolio as an opportunity to deliver on his three per cent efficiency dividend, and he slashed and burned a 
range of projects and divested a number of people of their jobs. There have been changes at Bentley Technology 
Park, and the role and function of the Innovation Centre has been reduced. I dare say that, at some point in time, 
the government will announce its closure, and we will lose that very important incubator in the area of science 
and innovation. Mr Buswell was then moved on, through his own fault, and a new minister took over, Hon Bill 
Marmion. At the time he took over, we had been waiting, waiting, waiting for the science review that had been 
commissioned by Troy Buswell to be tabled. He had said that the government was committed to science and 
innovation and that it would come up with things, but we were still waiting for that review. The review was 
finally tabled and the interim council was established. There were some very interesting and eminent people on 
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that council. The idea was that they would form a framework, vision and plan for the government to move 
forward. One of the last things Bill Marmion did before he lost that portfolio in December was to finally 
announce the members of the TIAC board. It is a bit confusing, because when this government came to power, it 
removed some of the bodies that were already in place. It got rid of the Premier’s Science Council, which was 
established by former Premier Dr Geoff Gallop. It also got rid of the chairman and the board of TIAC, but I will 
come back to that, because I note that this week, on Tuesday, the 2009–10 TIAC board annual report was tabled. 
It is quite interesting for that report to be tabled now, when that particular body did not function during that 
period—it did not meet and it did not have anybody participating. I am not really too sure how a report could 
have been pulled together to cover a 12-month period during which nothing actually happened. 

The TIAC board was announced in December, and some fantastic people were appointed to it. There is Chief 
Scientist Lyn Beazley, who as we know does a fabulous job as an advocate for science and innovation in our 
state. She certainly works very hard, and I know that a number of members will have seen Lyn at a range of 
functions, always with her camera! She is an extremely positive ambassador for science and for our state. Lyn’s 
role is very important. As I have said in past speeches, I think the role of Chief Scientist should be further 
enhanced and possibly made a bit more independent and given more capacity to make decisions about allocation 
of funding, but I will talk a bit more about that. 

There is also a range of people from industry and academia, including Mr Colin Beckett from Chevron Australia, 
who is the general manager of the greater Gorgon area; and Dr Mal Bryce, who is the chair of iVEC and a 
former Deputy Premier of this state. Mal is a very passionate advocate for the IT area. There is also Professor 
Shaun Collin, who is a Western Australian research fellow; Professor Barry Marshall, our own state Nobel 
laureate; Mr John Poynton, executive chairman of Azure Capital; Dr Beverley Ronalds, group executive for 
CSIRO Energy Group; Dr Jim Ross, chairman of Earth Science Western Australia; Mr Brian Bradley and Mr 
Charles Morgan. I cannot read Mr Charles Morgan’s details out because about a week ago Mr Morgan decided 
he had had enough; he was frustrated with the way this government was addressing these issues, and he resigned. 
In a conversation I had with Mr Morgan, I learned that he had tendered his resignation and, when I spoke to him 
last Wednesday night, about a week and a half after he had done that, he had not even received an 
acknowledgement from the minister to say, “Thank you very much for your correspondence; we acknowledge 
your resignation.” By Friday, 1 April, any trace of Mr Morgan had been removed from the departmental web 
site. It was as though he had never existed. He was not listed as a former chair nor was his name on the 
documents on the web site that related to the work he had been doing. I think that is an atrocity. It is a dreadful 
way for the government to manage these things, and it is an appalling way for the minister to deal with people.  

It had taken the government two and a half years to come up with a research paper about how we can advance 
science and innovation in the state, only to drag its feet to ultimately get the peak advisory body established and 
then discover that the members cannot establish the body they want, so they have to go back and frame it along 
the lines of the body they had abolished.  

After Hon Bill Marmion made his announcement about the new board, we got a new minister, Hon John Day, so 
science and innovation got tagged onto the rest of his portfolios. I note that, until this week, Hon John Day had 
not put out a single press release on this portfolio. In fact, it was only this week that he put out a press release—a 
very positive one I must say—congratulating a couple of students who are going to Washington as part of their 
prize for the BioGENEius Challenge project. That is the only thing he has done. He has not even come out and 
explained why the chair of his peak advisory council has resigned. All he could say to the media this week was 
that the government could probably do more. I agree with him. I think the government could do a lot more.  

That was on Monday; then in Tuesday’s The Australian, an eminent member of that board, Barry Marshall, the 
Nobel laureate, spoke about his frustration while on the board. Given these people are extremely busy and their 
time is very tight and it would be very difficult for them to find time to attend these meetings, there would be a 
lot of frustration. They are taking the time to turn up to meetings and put together a plan—the Technology and 
Industry Advisory Council has put a plan together—and I do not know whether the government has looked at it 
or given it consideration. We saw yesterday that Mr John Poynton, another member of that board, has also 
resigned. He, too, has expressed his frustration as one of the reasons for that. Two down, seven to go. We would 
think that the minister would come out and say, “We are going to try to address this.” But he has not. I 
understand he is not available today, but at some point the minister responsible must make a decision about 
whether the government is dinkum about and committed to advancing science and innovation in this state. Given 
how busy he is, I do not believe this minister has the time or the opportunity to engage in this area. I have talked 
about this in the past—for example, when Troy Buswell was the responsible minister—and how we need a 
dedicated minister and a dedicated department. We do not have that. In fact, the department has been carved up. 
I think Hon Simon O’Brien has responsibility for the part of science and innovation housed in Commerce; other 
parts are scattered elsewhere, and the minister who is responsible is in a totally separate area. I think it will be 
very difficult for the government to engage with people in these areas.  
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The third board meeting since this body was established in December was held on Tuesday. Given the chair had 
just resigned and comments were being made in the media by other board members about their frustration, one 
would have thought that the minister might see his way clear to attending that board meeting and having a 
discussion with his key advisors in this area, the people who can give him direction. No, not Minister Day; he 
sent his chief of staff to the meeting. After that meeting, Mr John Poynton resigned. Quite frankly, the fact that 
the minister sent a staffer speaks volumes about his level of commitment to engaging with those people, listening 
to them and taking on board their offerings about where we can go in the future with this very important area. 
Minister Day should be very embarrassed, and I would not be too surprised if more people did not follow the 
paths of Mr Charles Morgan and Mr John Poynton and resign.  

We really need these types of people on these boards. We need that mix of views and experience. Some excellent 
people are on that board. I was looking forward to their coming up with a solid plan. Although we are a state that 
has, historically, been focused on the mining and resources sector, which is a vital area for us and one that we 
should encourage, we need to build upon that industry—I hate to use the “boom” word; we all get embarrassed 
about that—build upon the boom, plan for the future, and look at developing other industries that feed the 
mining and resources industry, so they can work together and we can gain from that. We should have science 
and innovation as an independent, fully viable and sustainable industry.  

As I have said before, we have some amazing people in our state in a range of fields in this area. The WA 
Information Technology and Telecommunications Awards will be held this Friday night, and several hundred 
people will attend that function. It is always quite astounding to see at that function the level of talent, 
imagination and creativity that exists in our state, and the types of projects that people come up with and the 
dollars that they generate from their ideas and their businesses. Sadly, though, because the state is not providing 
enough commitment, incentive and support, a lot of those people, ideas and money are going offshore. If the 
government were genuine about wanting a plan and a vision for the future, it would be doing whatever it could to 
support those people so that we can hold them here and we can grow better as a state with those very talented 
people. It is really interesting to see from year to year how those individuals grow, because, more often than not, 
every couple of years the same people come up with a more advanced version of their product. It is fascinating to 
see that and to hear their success stories. Last year a young fellow, who I think was only 20 or 21 years of age, 
came up with an Apple iPhone application, I think it was. He had been signed up by Apple in America for full-
time employment before he had even finished his study because he came up with such a good concept. 
Hopefully, that young fellow is set for life, but what a shame that we are losing these talented people and their 
future ideas.  

Hon Helen Bullock: We do have talent but we do not have an industry to support that talent. It is a shame.  

Hon KATE DOUST: That is right; we do not. It has been a real eye-opener this week to see the lack of response 
from the government about this problem. The government has gone to all this trouble to establish this board, 
albeit it took a long time. It obviously provides some monetary support to enable the board to meet. The board 
has put the effort into pulling together a document entitled “From Strength to Strength”, which is available on 
the web site. It sets out the board’s list of recommendations to the state government about what it could do in the 
area of science and innovation. I must say that there are some very good recommendations in that document. 
Given the calibre of the people on the board, one would expect a fairly solid document. They have looked at our 
key areas of industry and how we can build upon them and expand them to pick up opportunities. That is what 
this is about. It is about looking to the future and looking at the opportunities we want for our young people.  

I spoke recently at a women’s science conference held here in Perth. A couple of hundred young women 
attended that conference, including a range of students who are still at school, young women who are working in 
the mining and resources sector as engineers, geologists or chemists, and other young women working in 
medical research. It was a quite diverse group of young women, some of whom had been working in the industry 
for a long time. They talked about not having support and they are concerned that if we do not develop structures 
in Western Australia, we will lose people offshore because there will be nothing to keep them here. A colleague 
of mine told me about a good friend of hers who is a Rhodes scholar and has worked at some very eminent 
places overseas for the past 20 years. She is back in Perth but she is here just for her family because the 
infrastructure for her job is in Melbourne. Western Australia is a great place to be but we must make sure that we 
can keep people here by providing them with good jobs. We must also make sure they are well-funded and that 
the government continues to invest in the future. Members have only to look at what is happening in other 
countries. I am sure that the Technology and Industry Advisory Council would have got around to making those 
sorts of recommendations. It would be interesting to see whether the government has a plan to put in place a 
program to provide support for and assistance to young people who want to engage in this area. I understand that 
the Singaporean government plans to provide funding for students to study through to the PhD level in a number 
of countries. The funding will be provided on the basis that at the completion of study the young students go 
back to Singapore to live and work for a certain time so that the government gets the benefit of the students’ 
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work. That is an example of some very smart thinking on the part of the Singaporean government to retain its 
talented people and to put them to work. 

TIAC has come up with a plan, but I do not know whether the minister will engage with TIAC or do anything 
about its plan. The minister cannot even front his own advisory council and talk to it about what it is doing and 
what its plans are for the future. This council has been in place since December. Hon John Day has been the 
minister since about the time this announcement was made. It is now 7 April. TIAC has had three meetings in 
that time. One would have thought that the minister would have found some time in his diary to meet with those 
very important people at least once, or to have arranged a meeting. The minister has met Mr Charles Morgan 
only once in that time. It has been reported in the media that Mr Morgan was frustrated that the minister was 
never available to talk to him about what the board was doing and what its concerns were. These people are not 
only specialists in their field, whether it is business or academia, but also are prepared to invest in this area. Over 
the past year, Mr Morgan has invested $1 million of his own money in medical research, which is no small ask. 
He donated his own chair’s fee and doubled it, and he established the new Innovator of the Year Award, which 
amounts to about $25 000. He is prepared to put his money where his mouth is and deliver on his commitments. 
He has shown by his actions that he is passionate about science and innovation. He sees the big picture for the 
state and understands the potential and importance of science and innovation, yet he has been ignored. It is 
because of his frustration at this government’s disinclination to address these issues or to have a vision that he 
has walked away from TIAC, which is a real shame. We need people with that sort of energy and enthusiasm to 
drive these types of projects.  

When I was a member of the State Training Board briefly, before I became a member of Parliament, John 
Rothwell was appointed as chair of that board. Whatever people might think of his work practices, he was a very 
successful businessman and had a lot of energy and passion for training at that time. It was interesting to see how 
people with that type of enthusiasm are prepared to drive projects. That is what people on this board were 
prepared to do as well. It is a real shame that because we have a minister who is lazy and is not interested, we 
have lost someone with that type of energy and enthusiasm. I will look with great interest at and ask questions 
over the next few weeks about what the minister will do to replace Mr Morgan and Mr Poynton. I do not know 
how many takers the minister will get for those positions if people already know about the minister’s lack of 
interest in that area. That lack of interest is to the detriment of the state’s future. I hope that the Premier takes 
note of the two resignations from TIAC this week and will take an interest in the matter himself. The Premier 
considers himself to be a person with grand vision. I note that he talked this week about canals or pipes. 
Whenever he talks about pipes, something else must be going on because pipes are a good diversion for the 
Premier. I hope he takes this on board and rearranges the deckchairs. I hope that the Premier is serious about 
advancing the cause of science and innovation. 

Recently a very important guest from China visited Western Australia. The Premier was reported in the media to 
have said yesterday—I do not know his exact words—that he wanted to improve the collaboration between 
Western Australia and China in the area of science and innovation. The difficulty is that that can be done only 
when we have our own house in order and we have our own plan. The Premier was asked a question in the other 
place today about the TIAC resignations this week and about the government’s views on science and innovation. 
I understand that part of his response was that the scientific community supports the government. I do not know 
where he gets that from. The feedback I have received from a number of people is that state-based funding for 
scientific research has dried up and that academic institutions are concerned about the impact that will have 
because it will create issues for the federal funding they receive. The information technology sector has been so 
disappointed at the lack of consultation it has had with the respective ministers it has had to deal with that the 
industry has decided to get on with its business and not worry about government engagement. There is 
frustration among the scientific community.  

We all support and hope we will win the contract for the big-ticket items such as the Square Kilometre Array, 
but that project is largely being driven by the federal government. I do not believe that the new state government 
has provided any new dollars for that project. It has received federal funding and is predominantly driven by the 
office of the federal Minister for Innovation, Industry, Science and Research. The government cancelled the state 
broadband project, yet the government wants the federal government’s national broadband network to go ahead. 
Bill Marmion stood up at an event in Gingin and said, “Roll it out to Geraldton!” However, when we asked him 
a question about it a week later, he gave a weasel-word answer about his views on broadband. There is a conflict 
there. The government must start to think strategically about these areas and include them in its plans. We cannot 
rely on just one industry. 

I listened very carefully to the matters Hon Sue Ellery raised about some people not necessarily gaining any 
benefit from the boom and about its effects not flowing back into the community. We need to think about that in 
the area of science and innovation. Although we are in a good place and although we hope that we will have a 
sustained period of growth in the mining sector, we want to see some of that growth translate into support for 
and sustenance of newer industries. Members with children need only talk to them to know what they are 
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interested in. The sort of work our children will go into is substantially different from the type of work that we 
might have thought about going into when we were teenagers.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: There is an expression one hears now that for the children who are at school today, two-
thirds of the jobs they are going to do in the future have not been invented. That is the sort of expression we hear 
canvassed. We live in challenging times, particularly for the younger generation.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I think the minister is right. I look at my own three children. My daughter is doing 
geology at university and she loves it. That is not a career I thought she would go into. She is hoping to get a job 
in the mining sector at the end of this year, which will make her the fifth generation of the family to work in the 
mining sector in Kalgoorlie, which is a nice closing of the circle. I am not really too sure where my second 
daughter will go. It is not like my father’s generation, who had one job, or even my generation, who have two or 
three jobs over their career; these children may have several different occupations throughout their working life. 
My son, who is only 13, is doing a game design unit at school.   

Hon Sue Ellery: He could make a lot of money  

Hon KATE DOUST: He could make a lot of money. He told me that he had created a game that even his 
teacher did not know how to do. The minister is right; it is evolving. It is evolving so quickly and so differently 
from what we expected. I think the minister is right in that the types of work that people do, the manner in which 
they do it and the technology they use are constantly changing. That reinforces what I am trying to say today: 
unless we invest in the potential for these areas now, we will not realise those opportunities in WA; we will lose 
them to the eastern states. I have talked about this before. Queensland has been very smart and very good at 
encouraging other players in terms of financial collaboration. Government, industry and private donations work 
together to deliver dollars for science and innovation projects, be it in medical research, information technology, 
agriculture, mining or energy. They have developed a clear plan about how to pull in the dollars, and not just 
from government, so that Queensland can be the smart state. In New South Wales and Victoria, serious dollars 
have been allocated in the past to elevate science and innovation to a high level. Those states understand that this 
is an important thing to do, whatever the chosen area in which they specialise. That is the thing for WA to do. 
We need to identify niche areas in which we can excel and into which we can put dollars. We need to plan for 
the future. The Technology and Industry Advisory Council has identified some areas on which we could work.  

The budget allocation for science and innovation is in decline. In 2008–09, about $56 million was allocated for 
grants and subsidies—it was not always spent in some cases. The forward estimates for 2013-14 show that the 
government is planning on putting in only $3.2 million. I do not know what that will fund, but I do not think it 
will fund much. If I were working in that area, I would feel pretty disgruntled and disillusioned and I might be 
looking for other employment or opportunities for my research in another state or country. That is the real risk 
we will take if the government is not prepared to acknowledge the importance of the TIAC board and the people 
involved in it, and does not listen to them or invest in these areas. Picking up on the point made by Hon Simon 
O’Brien—it is absolutely relevant—we have to plan for the future because we do not know what lies ahead. We 
do not know the nature of the work that people will be doing in one or two generations.  

We need only look at the types of research work being done in Western Australia. Peter Klinken and his team at 
the Western Australian Institute for Medical Research at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital are doing some amazing 
work in gene technology and DNA, and in medical research for drug testing. I did not know that that institute has 
one of the largest drug-testing facilities in this part of the world. I understand that they like to attract young male 
backpackers as their guinea pigs. I am not sure whether that just means that they are expendable! They are now 
getting contracts from other parts of the world to run these programs. That brings dollars into Western Australia. 
A new facility is about to start there. I recently asked a question about this new medical research facility and the 
government talked about how it had invested $50 million in it. We have to remind the government that it did not 
put in that money; the money was put in by the former Labor government. The government has been very 
fortunate in that a number of the plans and projects put in place and funded by the previous government are now 
coming to fruition. It cannot rely on that.  

The government has to take on board the recommendations from TIAC and start thinking about the future and 
about how much money is required to build on the boom. How are we going to make ourselves ready for the 
future? How are we going to make sure that we have the types of work available at a local level to retain young 
people? I hope that the government makes a commitment when the budget is tabled in the next few weeks, 
because my real fear, and I think it is the fear of those working in the industry, is that there will be further 
cutbacks in this area. I have spoken to a number of people who used to work in a government department and 
who are no longer there; they left to work in industry or universities. They talked about the frustration they felt. 
They left working for the state government in this very important area because they did not see a future there. 
They do not believe that this government is prepared to acknowledge the opportunities that exist. With the 
talented people we have in this state, we should be the jump point into Asia. People should be coming to us for 
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our ideas and talented people rather than us exporting our smart people and smart ideas to other places, which 
then gain the benefits.  

I received a document from the University of Western Australia this week called Highlights 2010/11. This 
document highlights the range of activities in science and innovation that are being conducted in just one 
university in Western Australia. I am sure that the level of activity, very interesting outcomes and formal 
acknowledgments cited in this document are being replicated at not just Curtin University of Technology, but 
also Edith Cowan University, Murdoch University and Notre Dame University. It is a very impressive list of 
people and acknowledgements in these areas. I do not know whether Minister O’Brien is interested in a 
document like this, but it gives us some idea about where we could be in the future, as long as we can sustain the 
types of people who are here. Amazing research is being done at UWA in agriculture and aquaculture. It has a 
fantastic science and arts department, which merges science and the arts. I am not too sure about the artwork of 
the mice with the ears, but art is in the eye of the beholder. There is also the gold research group in the physics 
department and the medical research teams. It is just an incredible place to visit. Curtin is the same. It has the 
Chemistry Centre (WA), the water research people, and the fellow I have talked about before who is doing coal-
to-liquid research. We have these talented people here. The government needs to make sure that we can hold 
onto them. We need to make sure that the government puts in more than $3.2 million to sustain them.  

I received the State of the Future document from the Department of Commerce this week, in which Minister Day 
talked about the wonderful TIAC board and listed all the members. Sadly, he lost two of them; therefore, by the 
time this hit letterboxes this week, two of those members would have quit, which would have been quite 
disappointing. The minister is behind the times. Somebody needs to tell Minister Day that he needs to get with 
the program. I do not know whether it is because he is so busy he does not have time to engage with this 
portfolio. I do not know whether anyone on the other side has a passion for and interest in this area. I know that 
Hon Helen Morton used to go to a lot of events when she was the parliamentary secretary and I know that she is 
interested in this area. Maybe that is the key: maybe the government needs to allocate this portfolio to another 
minister or to a parliamentary secretary who might have some time to drive these things along and to pick up on 
the issues. I am not giving Hon Donna Faragher some work; do not look worried!  

Hon Donna Faragher: Sorry, I came in when you were talking and I am not quite sure what you are referring 
to. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Science and innovation. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Right, a very important area. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): That is okay, because the member is talking to me, not to you. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Sorry, Mr Deputy President. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Sorry, Mr Deputy President, I — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I thought we might be having a breakout of conversation then. 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I just got distracted. Hon Donna Faragher distracted me! 

Hon Donna Faragher: In a positive way. 

Hon KATE DOUST: In a very positive way, thank you. I have not even got to my notes yet—to my speaking 
points. 

Another issue that has come up that this government needs to focus on is Scitech. 

A government member: We’re just passing notes. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Never mind them. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will just ignore them. 

Scitech is a very, very important place in our state and it has a very important place in the hearts of both parents 
and children in our state. In 2013, Scitech’s funding will cease and its lease will cease. We have been asking 
questions over time about what the government will do. I know that we had an answer to a question last week 
that the government is looking into it. Time marches on very swiftly in this world and I know how difficult it is 
to find appropriate places. Scitech is important because it encourages not only very young people—very, very 
young people; preschoolers in fact—to engage with science, to be excited about it and to think about it as an 
opportunity as they go through school and on to further study, but also other people in our community to engage 
with science. It would be a real shame if we lost that facility. I know that Scitech struggles sometimes to allow 
enough people into its building, so I think it would be a bit of forward thinking on the part of the government if it 
looked to have a purpose-built facility for Scitech, a facility that could plan for the future. In December on my 
way back from a trip to India with Hon Liz Behjat and Hon Adele Farina, we had a few hours’ stopover in 
Singapore so I dragged them around the Science Council of Singapore and we had a fabulous morning. 
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Hon Liz Behjat: We weren’t dragged. 

Hon KATE DOUST: They went very willingly. We had a fabulous morning and it was really interesting to look 
at how the Singapore government had addressed its Science Council, which is a significant tourist attraction. The 
Science Council is on a fairly extensive plot of land and the building has many different arms and sides to it, so 
the council can house different collections and move them around. It also has a facility to run school class 
sessions on site. I do not know whether our Scitech has that capacity. I thought it would be fantastic to have a 
purpose-built place where schools could bring students on site for a particular area of science and run a class 
there, be it chemistry, maths, geology, human biology or whatever. Would it not be a great thing for students to 
experience that in the Scitech environment? Scitech has been quite adventurous lately and offers after-hours 
science parties to encourage older people to attend. I think that it is being creative in trying to encourage people 
to engage with science. I do not know who in this place has been to Scitech. I do not know whether Hon Norman 
Moore has been to Scitech. Hon Nick Goiran and Hon Ken Travers would have been to Scitech. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon KATE DOUST: Members who have been to Scitech will appreciate how important it is and what a great, 
fun place it is. It is a fun way to learn. Our population is growing and we want to encourage people down the 
path of science because if we encourage people to engage with science, particularly during their school years, we 
can cultivate those skills that we need to support our mining and resources sector. Scitech offers an interesting 
way to hook them in, if we like. If the government is serious about it, rather than housing Scitech in West Perth, 
which I do not believe it will be able to do after 2013, it would be a really positive thing if government found a 
site where it could have a purpose-built facility that could plan for expansion in the future. Before all this talk 
developed of a football stadium going up at Burswood, I often thought that the plot of land next to the State 
Tennis Centre would have been a great location for a future Scitech because it is so close to a train station and 
roads. It has easy access. 

Hon Peter Collier: It’s a good place for a stadium. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Now it looks as though it will be a stadium instead, so I can cross that one off the list. 

Hon Ken Travers: There goes your powerlines at Geraldton then, because you won’t be able to afford them if 
you build the stadium over there! 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is another issue so let us talk about that later. 

I know there was a period when a proposal before government was to look at Sunset Hospital as a potential site 
for Scitech, but I understand that also is no longer an option. Time is running out for government to make a 
decision about what happens with Scitech. I know that the government will do whatever it can to keep Scitech 
going because I think the loss of a facility such as that would be a real loss to the community and families.  

Hon Ken Travers: There’s not a serious threat, though, is there? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Its funding finishes in 2014 and its lease expires in 2013. As I understand, the lease has 
already been extended as far as Harvey Norman is prepared to go because it wants to redevelop the site, unless 
that has changed in the past few months. Therefore, I think that the government really needs to get a move on 
with this. Given what we have seen in the past week with the lack of engagement by Hon John Day on other 
science-related matters, I am very concerned about how he will engage with as substantial a project as housing 
Scitech into the future.  

Hon Ken Travers: So they’ve crushed the parents with power bills and now they’re going to crush the kiddies 
by taking away Scitech! 

Hon KATE DOUST: The member might suggest that! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! We were doing very well until then. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know; I think the member is being flippant. 

Given that this week members of the peak advisory body quit through frustration, something has to give. I do not 
know whether anyone sitting on the other side will step up and say that we must do something about this 
situation. We must acknowledge the importance of science and innovation, we must engage with the industry 
and academia, we must plan for the future and we must acknowledge those opportunities, because otherwise we 
will miss out and all that we will be known for is simply mining and resources. That is not such a bad thing, but 
what hope is there for those people in our state who do not end up working in that area? What hope is there for 
those people whom we would like to have working in all the other businesses, industries and areas of science 
that are needed to support the resource sector? Look at Minister Collier’s portfolio. If we do not have people of 
energy—I did not say training, I said energy—who are being educated and encouraged to engage in the area of 
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science, how can we possibly be creative in the area of renewable energy? How can we develop the interest and 
skills in that area? Even Minister Collier would acknowledge that that is a very important area in his portfolio. 
We need to plan how we will integrate renewable energy into current energy sources for supply. There are many 
different aspects to science and innovation. I imagine that even Hon Norman Moore, with his very important 
portfolios, is very keen to ensure that we train enough engineers, geologists, chemists and all the other people we 
need to work in the mining sector. We should train the highly skilled people we need, rather than simply import 
them. There are jobs to be created. I think government has to plan now. We cannot just leave it. I think we got 
caught out before the last boom. I do not think we planned far enough ahead, and I do not think we looked at the 
big picture and at what industries we have to support so that we can be sustainable as a state. We need to think 
about change and where we are going. The government needs to think about this. I certainly think about it.  

One area I think is very important, and Hon Colin Holt might agree with me on this, that we need to focus on is 
education. How do we provide support to young kids, particularly in rural and regional areas, who I think 
sometimes miss out on having dedicated science and maths teachers? How do we ensure that children in those 
rural and regional areas have the same access to highly skilled and dedicated teachers in those fields, so that 
those children can be energised and can develop their interest in these areas so they can make broader decisions 
about their futures and elect to find the type of work we would want them to have to keep them in the state and 
not leave? I met with some people at the University of Western Australia a couple of years ago, and they said to 
me that in that particular year there had been only three dedicated maths teachers finish at the university. They 
had all been picked up by the private sector, as one would expect. Who is teaching maths and science in the 
bush? What qualifications and support do those teachers in the bush have?  

Hon Peter Collier: It is the social studies teachers.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I have girlfriends who teach in the bush, and they do not always teach in the areas in 
which they are qualified, so I think the Minister for Energy is right. That is a real shame. The minister and I both 
come from the country. My parents left and brought us down to the city for high school. It was a shame that we 
had to leave, but we might not have got the same benefits there. That is a real issue for the future. I hope that the 
National Party will start thinking about what needs to be done to ensure that dedicated specialist teachers can be 
encouraged to live in the bush and to stay in the country regions, so that those children can be encouraged to 
elect to take those types of subjects. This is an area that the state government also needs to address. It needs to 
think about what type of support is given to those teachers and what to do to encourage them. I know that Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich was a teacher in the country, so she might be better qualified than me to talk about her 
experiences and what sort of things attract people to the country. That is an important area. I would not like to 
see one group of students miss out on or be denied one set of opportunities when we could be encouraging them 
and opening up other avenues and opportunities for them as well as for us.  

It has been quite interesting to see the events that have unfolded in these last weeks with the resignations from 
the Technology and Industry Advisory Council, because it gives us the opportunity to talk about science and 
innovation. It is not always something that is talked about in the broader community. I do not think that people 
really appreciate the opportunities that exist for both individuals and our state, not just the returns from 
research—we have certainly had some very positive returns there—and in dollars, but returns in opportunity for 
the future and our capacity to evolve in the future and grow so that we are not restricted to one type of primary 
work in this state and that we are capable of doing other things and of growing people into other avenues of 
work. This is about forward planning in the long term. I really think we are missing that opportunity. It is not just 
about putting the dollars in.  

In dealing with these particular bills, it is about what is missing here. I know that when I look at the second 
reading speeches for both of these bills, they refer to these bills allocating funding where no appropriations were 
made during the year. What is really missing in both of these bills is an allocation for the area of science and 
innovation. That allocation was certainly not made appropriately in the budget last year, and the government has 
ignored it in these bills as well. This area needs not just a top-up, but serious dollars coming into it. That can be 
done not just with money directly from government, but through partnerships. I hope there is someone in 
government who has the imagination, drive and vision to work out how to do that and who can engage with 
those key players across industry and across the academic world so that we can set up structures and frameworks 
and establish plans and some forward thinking. I do not think that Hon John Day has demonstrated this week that 
he is that person. Unless the government is going to ‘fess up and be honest and say that it is not interested at all, 
it should remove him from that position and put in somebody who can actually deliver and come up with a plan 
and persuade the Premier to put the dollars in. In fact, if the government were really serious, the Premier would 
take on this portfolio. The Premier should drive it. If the Premier really wanted to engage with countries like 
China and build up collaboration with China in the area of science and innovation, the Premier would be the 
driving force. We all know that the Premier sees himself as a can-do man, a man of ideas and vision, so he 
should take this up because maybe he is the only person in cabinet who has this capacity.  

Hon Ed Dermer: It is worth remembering that Geoff Gallop held the portfolio when he was Premier.  
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Hon KATE DOUST: I was coming to that point. Geoff Gallop did take this seriously. He established the 
Premier’s Science Council and the Premier’s Research Fellowship Program—which are no long provided for. He 
established a range of funding, including the Western Australian Institute for Medical Research that we have 
been looking at. Earlier Hon Sue Ellery talked about Duchenne muscular dystrophy. I have met with those 
people as well, and they are doing incredible work, as Hon Sue Ellery said, on the smell of an oily rag. It is 
programs like that that should be funded. There are a range of programs that are doing cutting edge work with no 
funding. There are people working in their own time, simply because they are passionate about this area and they 
can see the benefit to the community and the state. They are working for free because there is no funding or 
support. That is a real shame, because the state is missing an opportunity. They are developing ideas and 
products that can be of benefit to the community and that can be put out into the market and the benefits can be 
returned. There is a lot of amazing work here. We need to have somebody in this state who is keen, who is 
passionate, who understands the value of science and innovation and who is actually prepared to go out and 
engage with the players in industry, and who is prepared to take on board what they want to see and who is 
prepared to argue in cabinet to get the dollars. I know that science and innovation is probably not seen to be as 
sexy as some of the areas of work that people have, but it is just as important as the other portfolios and should 
be funded appropriately so that we can deliver for our community.  

I have talked about Israel before, and also the role of the Chief Scientist. As I said earlier, Professor Lyn Beazley 
is an excellent Chief Scientist. I believe that it would great to give her role more prominence and to give her 
greater decision-making capacity. I know she has issues that she is really concerned about. One of those issues is 
the fact that we have not passed any more legislation in this area. One of the very important pieces of legislation 
relates to bioprospecting. The government finally flagged that it might do something about it, but we have not 
seen any more.  

For the period of the Barnett government, we have seen cutbacks in funding, the removal of peak advisory 
bodies and the resignation of senior industry players from those advisory bodies. We have seen no legislation. 
We have seen lost opportunities, and we have seen a reduction in the capacity of the state to gain benefit from 
this area. I just want to talk about lost opportunities today. That is what we have seen this week in this area, and 
that is a real disappointment. I do not know whether the government is going to pick up on that and actually 
address these issues. If it does address these issues, there are many other portfolios that will benefit from this one 
particular area, because it is a vital and very interesting area of work to engage in. We should be doing whatever 
we can to support the people we have here in our state.  

Another area where support is needed is the Gravity Discovery Centre. I raise this issue because we are coming 
up to budget time and I look forward to seeing whether the government has put money in. I see that no money 
was listed in the appropriation bills, but additional money was provided for the gravity centre in the period of 
these bills. Perhaps when we get to the committee stage we might tease that out. I know additional moneys were 
provided after the budget, but I could not find anything listed in this bill, so I am not too sure. Hon Simon 
O’Brien might want to go and find out about that or ask Hon Bill Marmion from where he pulled the extra dough 
for the gravity centre. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Maybe we haven’t paid for it yet! I’m just joking. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sure that his constituents at the University of Western Australia would have been 
banging on his door if they did not get their bills paid or could not keep their doors open. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You will find everything is in order. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Good. I look forward to this year’s budget to see whether the government continues to 
fund the Gravity Discovery Centre at Gingin. It is a very important place, not just for allowing young people and 
families to observe the night sky but also as a research facility. It is a very important research facility in our state 
that will also provide backup to the Square Kilometre Array project. There are a range of scientific endeavours in 
our state. We could probably go through a long list to find out what is continuing and what has fallen away. I 
look forward to being able to do that when we actually get the budget papers in a few weeks. 

I am not going to talk about my other shadow portfolio of energy today. I think enough members have talked 
about this government’s appalling record on providing infrastructure for the future. It was disappointing that in 
the energy document the government released recently renewables were not canvassed as extensively as industry 
would have liked. I think that probably comes back to the Premier’s own view on renewables, not the minister’s. 

People have been hard hit and punished by the excessive increases in power bills. I will not talk about the 
outrageous dividends that have been paid back to government or the fact that we think that electricity charges are 
really extra taxes that the government is recouping from people who are having to tighten their belts. I will not 
talk about those things, because I really do not have enough time. I might come back and talk about those 
another day. All I wanted to say in my speech today was that it is very disappointing that this government shows 
no intention to commit to science and innovation in the future, has not demonstrated a vision and has put in place 
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a minister who is not interested in this area and has no interest in engaging with the key players who will drive 
this very vital area forward. 

HON COL HOLT (South West) [4.14 pm]: I just want to say a few words on the Appropriation (Consolidated 
Account) Recurrent 2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 
2009–10 (Supplementary) Bill 2010. I will not keep the house too long. I really want to talk from the perspective 
of a backbencher at the midterm point. 

Hon Ken Travers: Halfway through your career then! 

Hon COL HOLT: That is it, mate; thank you. The member might have worn me down by the end of another 
two years, and he could well be right.  

From a government backbencher’s point of view, I could maybe give some of my reflections on what I have 
discovered about government and potentially some of the outcomes of the budget that perhaps I have not got as 
much ability as ministers to control. However, I am sure they welcome any input that I can provide to any policy 
situation or budget spends. Like most members in the chamber who work within their regions, I know it is about 
interacting with the constituency. There are plenty of issues out there, plenty of projects and plenty of things that 
people want the government to invest in. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 2592.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

GOVERNMENT OFFICE ACCOMMODATION — DUMAS HOUSE AND HALE HOUSE 

253. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier’s plans to refurbish Dumas House and Hale House and build some new office 
accommodation. 

(1) Did the state government consider the option of purchasing Governor Stirling Tower along with 1 and 
5 Mill Street when they came up for sale earlier this year or late last year? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) Which government agencies and ministers would not have been required to move had this option been 
pursued? 

(4) Was a financial analysis carried out on the potential savings of this option, compared with the 
Dumas House, Hale House and 140 William Street option; and, if so, what was the result? 

(5) Were the properties offered to the state government for purchase; and, if so, what was the price? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) No. 

(2)–(4) The current lease on office accommodation in Governor Stirling Tower expires in June 2012. A 
procurement process was commenced under the previous government in January 2008, seeking 
30 000 square metres of leased office accommodation for the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
and the Department of Treasury and Finance as replacement office accommodation for Governor 
Stirling Tower. The procurement process was extensive, involving negotiations at different times with 
two preferred proponents. In March 2009, the procurement process was cancelled. At that time, the then 
preferred proponent was asking more than $750 per square metre per year. In late 2009, heads of 
agreement were signed to lease enough space to replace Governor Stirling Tower. These leases were 
finalised in 2010. A total of 27 850 square metres of office accommodation has been leased—at 
140 William Street, 14 600 square metres; and at the Optima Centre, 13 250 square metres. Long-term 
lease rates have been negotiated in both instances, averaging $520 per square metre per year, for a total 
of $14.5 million per year. The new fit-out standards will enable around 1 850 workstations in this 
27 850 square metres, compared with only 1 250 workstations in the current 25 480 square metres at 
Governor Stirling Tower.  

In summary, through better leveraging of government’s considerable buying power, and decentralising 
some government office accommodation from the Perth central business district into a metropolitan 
centre—the Optima Centre at Herdsman Business Park—replacement office accommodation for 
Governor Stirling Tower has been obtained for $14.5 million per year, as opposed to $21 million per 
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year or higher if the government had proceeded with the more expensive Perth CBD lease rates offered 
in the earlier procurement process, for a saving of at least $6.5 million per year. There is also additional 
space for a further 600 public sector employees, valued at around $4.7 million per year. Hence, 
recurrent savings from these first steps will be at least $11 million per year, effective from mid-2012. 
The procurement of the additional leased space and the decision to retain, refurbish and refit the 
government-owned Albert Facey House, Dumas House and Hale House, has enabled the introduction of 
a new precinct approach to the location of agencies. This will deliver significant efficiencies from the 
co-location of similar agencies. Retention of the government-owned buildings is also a very cost-
effective approach to office accommodation, particularly where there is a very long-term requirement 
for accommodation in that location. 

(5) No. 

DEPARTMENT FOR CHILD PROTECTION — EVICTION POLICY FOR PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS 

254. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Child Protection: 

(1) Prior to the announcement of the new version of the Department of Housing’s eviction policy for public 
housing tenants, was advice sought from, or provided by, the Department for Child Protection on — 

(a) the number of tenants likely to be evicted under this policy who have children; 

(b) the cost of emergency housing for this cohort of evictees; and 

(c) who will meet that cost? 

(2) Will the minister table that advice; and, if not, why not? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

The Department of Housing and the Department for Child Protection have well-established protocols for dealing 
with evictions from state housing. The departments will be working closely together to prevent evictions and to 
respond to those that occur. 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

SYNERGY AND HORIZON — LEGAL ACTION FOR NON-PAYMENT OF ELECTRICITY BILLS 

255. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) How many residential customers are currently being pursued via legal action for non-payment of 
Synergy or Horizon electricity bills? 

(2) How many residential customers were pursued via legal action for non-payment of electricity bills for 
the financial years — 

(a) 2007–08; 
(b) 2008–09; 
(c) 2009–10; and  
(d) to date, 2010–11? 

(3) What is the average of the amounts pursued? 

(4) What is the average of the amounts recovered? 

(5) Will the minister provide a geographical breakdown, by suburb, on where those pursued reside? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) I am advised by Synergy that legal action is one option to pursue customers who have not paid their 
account, but that each default is assessed on a case-by-case basis. Synergy is not currently pursuing any 
customers through legal action for non-payment of bills, and it has not pursued legal action in 2007–08, 
2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11 to date. 

(2)–(5) Not applicable. 

ILLEGAL DUMPING — TRAINING ON ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS 

256. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to the Department of Environment and Conservation’s media release dated 25 November 2010, headed 
“Illegal dumping enforcement officers ready”. 
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(1) How many DEC officers have been trained and authorised to enforce the new provisions? 

(2) How many local government officers have been trained and authorised to enforce the new provisions? 

(3) How many times have these officers exercised the new powers for inspections and prosecutions since 
25 November 2010? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) There are 206 DEC officers who have the relevant authorisation, of whom 43 have received additional 
training specifically on the illegal dumping provisions. The training module is being rolled out to all 
authorised officers. All 206 authorised officers have been able to carry out enforcement for illegal 
dumping of waste from the time these provisions came into force. 

(2) Technically, 224 local government officers are authorised to enforce the illegal dumping provisions. 
The first training session for local government officers in the use of these provisions commences on 
25 May 2011. 

(3) A number of matters are currently under investigation concerning an allegation of illegal dumping 
under the new provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. 

“REGIONAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENTITIES: MODELS FOR REGIONAL  
COLLABORATION IN REMOTE AREAS” — DISCUSSION PAPER 

257. Hon PHILIP GARDINER to the minister representing the Minister for Local Government: 

(1) Is there a discussion paper dated March 2011 that has a title similar to, or is entitled, “Regional Local 
Government Entities: Models for Regional Collaboration in Remote Areas”? 

(2) Will the minister representing the Minister for Local Government table this paper? 

(3) If yes to (2), when? 

(4) If no to (2), why not?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

Mr President, I have no record of that question being presented. I will try to find out where it is and provide an 
answer before question time finishes if I can.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

[See page 2591.] 

MARGARET RIVER COALMINE PROPOSAL 

258. Hon GIZ WATSON to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development:  

I refer to the assistance and advice provided to the proponents of the Vasse coal project through the Department 
of State Development. In response to my question on notice 2893 of 19 October 2010, the minister gave a 
summary of the advice and information provided to the Vasse coal project proponents when I asked for actual 
information to be tabled. 

(1) Will the minister please table the advice provided to the Vasse coal proponents under the lead agency 
framework regarding the potential impacts of the proposal on matters such as infrastructure of the 
environment and regional communities as well as the social considerations that arise from the proposal?  

(2) If no to (1), why not?  

(3) Will the minister please table copies of all correspondence by email, letter or fax memos and related file 
notes about meetings and other conversations in person or by phone, and other telecommunications 
relevant to the gas coal project?  

(4) If no to (3), why not?  

(5) How many staff are involved in providing assistance to the proponents of the Vasse coal project?  

(6) What identifiable additional costs were incurred in the provision of the assistance and support, for 
example, travel and consultants?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for her very succinct question, but advise that I have not received a copy of it, nor an answer. 
If it turns up between now and the end of question time, I shall provide it to her. I might add, in view of the 
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comments from members opposite, there are many occasions on which, particularly members of the member’s 
party, put in questions without notice and they do not turn up.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It is incumbent on every member and every minister to make sure the process works. 
The members’ responsibility is to make sure the questions are lodged in the correct manner and the ministers’ 
responsibility is to make sure the questions are ready to be answered at question time. But they cannot do that if 
they are not lodged correctly.  

TRAIN INCIDENT — MIDLAND–FREMANTLE LINE 

259. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the minister representing the Minister for Transport:  

Fingers crossed!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You optimist, you! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Ever the optimist.  

(1) Can the minister confirm that an incident regarding a train on the Midland–Fremantle line at around 
8.00 am on 10 November 2010 was reported to the Office of Rail Safety on 11 November 2010?  

(2) Did the incident involve a serious fault with the train?  

(3) Is the incident being investigated?  

(4) If yes to (1), is the Perth Transport Authority aware of the incident; and, if so, what action has it taken 
regarding this incident?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question, which was received. It was dealt with by the office of the 
Minister for Transport in consultation with the PTA and it came to me.  

Hon Ken Travers: It is now your answer.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: My response is that I do not believe that the answer as drafted dealt adequately with 
the member’s question. Therefore, I have asked—because I was engaged in the house most of today, I have been 
only just able to do this—that the question be redrafted, which the minister has indicated he is more than happy 
to do. If the answer is received here I will present it today; if not I will present it at the next sitting of the house.  

SKILLED LOCAL JOBS BILL 2011 

260. Hon JON FORD to the Minister for Commerce: 

(1) What is the government’s plan to ensure there are many more skilled Western Australian jobs in the 
current Western Australian resource project boom?  

(2) If there is no plan, why is that the case after more than two years in government?  

(3) Will the government support Labor’s Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the member for his question; he has an ongoing interest in this. Am I allowed under our standing orders 
to address a question about a bill that is not mine but is in another place? I am more than happy to do so.  

The PRESIDENT: If the question relates to something to do with your portfolio, you are certainly permitted, 
indeed invited, to respond as requested.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Thank you, Mr President. I wanted to make sure I was not trespassing on any of our 
standing orders. I would have found another way of commenting on Labor’s policy if I were not able to 
comment on a bill in another place.  

(1)–(3) The Australian Labor Party has introduced what is in effect a private member’s bill, introduced, I think, 
by the Leader of the Opposition just yesterday called the Skilled Local Jobs Bill. In my view, the bill 
itself should not be supported. Let me say at the outset that we all support appropriate measures being 
taken to ensure we maximise local participation in resources, related projects and, indeed, any other 
form of economic activity in the state. I hope that is agreed. It is certainly this government’s approach. I 
would not like anything else to be represented as our approach. Insofar as that goes I am sure Hon Jon 
Ford and I agree and both sides of the chamber agree.  

The Skilled Local Jobs Bill proposes a bureaucratic and prescriptive frame to a very valid issue that I 
think sells WA short. It requires that certain specific actions have to be taken in relation to state 
agreement acts and that endeavours be undertaken to perform like functions in relation to other 
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proposals with a value of more than $200 million that are not necessarily subject to a state agreement 
act. One of the provisions of the bill requires that the government include in the agreement a monetary 
penalty that the proponent will forfeit if it does not achieve certain levels of participation and the like. 
Although the Leader of the Opposition claims that will not mandate local content; it sure looks like it to 
me within the letter of this proposed law.  

It is my view—I have already expressed this publicly—that the Labor bill would sell Western Australia 
short. It would do so, I think, by taking the lowest common denominator approach. It would restrict 
and, indeed, encourage the prescription of levels of activity at the time these matters are negotiated, 
possibly years and years ahead of construction being completed. Therefore, inevitably, a proponent 
would try to go for the lowest level of local content that they would be forced by law to comply with. I 
do not think that is a good outcome. A regime similar to that being promoted by Labor was introduced 
in Canada—I think that might be where the opposition got part of its model from—which has achieved 
about 30 per cent local content, and that is mandated. Yet here in the mining sector, we have been, 
historically, able to achieve 80 to 90 per cent local content. Even in difficult circumstances with some 
of the newer generation offshore projects in oil and gas we have achieved at least 50 to 60 per cent. I do 
not want to see us sold short by adopting a system that would require companies to shoot for lower 
levels of local content than we should be able to achieve and will be striving to achieve. Furthermore, if 
such a level is struck, once it is achieved by the proponent the government has no capacity to exert 
further pressure on that company to honour the principles of fairness and opportunity for local 
participants in major resource projects. If this matter is brought on for a more substantial debate outside 
of question time, I will share with members some of my other views about it.  

In answer to the other parts of the member’s question, there are not only plans, but also activities in 
place to make sure that we encourage access to resource projects for far more Western Australian 
workers, manufacturers, contractors and suppliers. That is going on at the moment. Well might 
members opposite ask: if the government will not support the opposition’s bill, inadequate though it is, 
what is the government doing? We are engaging in strategic dialogue with all proponents and we are 
looking to achieve partnership agreements with stakeholders for resource projects generally and for 
individual projects specifically. That is why we are maintaining local content committees on the 
Wheatstone project, for example, which is in operation.  

A number of other measures are either in train or in operation right now. I look forward to a whole-of-
government announcement being made in due course. Our approach is to make sure that we empower 
our own officers within the Department of Commerce to provide the assistance that is needed by local 
manufacturers and contractors to access the new global-scale economy; to assist in providing 
connections between all parties; to make sure that training strategies are in place; to renegotiate and 
reinvigorate the activities of the industry capability network, which, as members know, is run at the 
state government’s expense by a private concern; and, most importantly—this is outside my immediate 
portfolio—the government, through the Premier; Minister for State Development, is vigorously 
engaging with the commonwealth at every opportunity to make sure that we act in partnership with it 
because we have to recognise that the economic environment we now inhabit is very much an 
international one. We have to tap into international considerations and Australia-wide industry 
participation plans. We want to make sure that the commonwealth, as well as us, is working for our 
providers. 

BRAJKOVICH DEMOLITION AND SALVAGE PTY LTD 

261. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

(1) What is the Department of Environment and Conservation doing to manage the sand drift and dust 
impacts from the Brajkovich Demolition and Salvage Pty Ltd stone crushing plant in Wattleup? 

(2) What other agencies are involved? 

(3) What are those agencies doing to manage those issues? 

(4) Has action been taken to ascertain whether any employee who has worked in the Brajkovich Demolition 
Wattleup stone crushing plant has suffered ill-health that may be associated with such work? 

(5) If yes, what action has been taken? 

(6) If no, why not? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Environment has provided the 
following advice — 
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(1) As the licence issued by the Department of Environment and Conservation to Brajkovich Demolition 
Pty Ltd to operate its mobile crushing plant in Wattleup expired on 11 February 2011 and Brajkovich 
has ceased its crushing operations at this site, DEC has no further statutory control. 

(2) The City of Cockburn. 

(3) DEC has been advised by the City of Cockburn that the stockpiles and exposed ground have been 
covered with hydro-mulch to reduce dust emissions. DEC has confirmed this in a site visit. 

(4)–(6) These questions should be addressed to the ministers responsible for the Department of Health and 
WorkSafe. 

STATE CORONER — SUICIDES 

262. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the article in The West Australian entitled “Coroner reveals toll of suicide” in which the coroner 
indicated that some 230 cases were still waiting to be allocated to officers because of limited resources within his 
office and the WA Police coronial investigation unit. 

(1) How old are the 230 cases still awaiting investigation? 

(2) Where are the 230 bodies presently located? 

(3) What is the time frame for the completion of those 230 cases at the coronial investigation unit? 

(4) Have the families been advised of the considerable delays in reaching a verdict because of a lack of 
funding? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) Currently, 261 files are allocated to the inquiry and 245 files are being held pending allocation. The 
oldest file is 12 months old. 

(2) The majority of the bodies are released by the coroner to the next of kin. Occasionally the bodies are 
retained at the State Mortuary as no next of kin is available to release the bodies to. 

(3) It is not possible to provide a time frame for the completion of the case files that are not currently 
allocated. The time frame for the completion of the case files may also be determined by the timeliness 
of relevant specialist medical reports. 

(4) The senior next of kin is advised by correspondence that the matter will be investigated by the coronial 
investigation unit and they are invited to provide further relevant information. 

WATER CORPORATION — OVERDUE ACCOUNTS — ENTERTAINMENT–RECREATIONAL VENUES 

263. Hon ED DERMER to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

Some notice of the question has been given. 

(1) Which public entertainment or recreational venues were given additional time by the Water Corporation 
to pay their overdue water accounts in the past two years? 

(2) What was the amount of each venue’s account? 

(3) How much time was each venue given to pay the outstanding accounts? 

(4) Which venues were given a reduced interest rate on their payment plan? 

(5) Which venues currently have outstanding bills? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Water has provided the following advice. 
It should be noted that the Water Corporation will not divulge specific information such as the names and 
financial details of individual customers. 

(1) Eight public or recreational venues were given additional time to pay their overdue water accounts in 
the last 12 months. 

(2) Due to commercial confidentiality, the Water Corporation will not divulge this specific information. 

(3) Payment arrangements granted to the eight public venues ranged from between two weeks and 
18 months. 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 7 April 2011] 2589 

 

(4) Three public or recreational venues have been given reduced interest rates. Due to commercial 
confidentiality, the Water Corporation will not specify the venues. 

(5) Four public or recreational venues currently have outstanding bills. Due to commercial confidentiality, 
the Water Corporation will not divulge specific information. 

BUCKINGHAM BRIDGE, BROOKTON HIGHWAY 

264. Hon ALISON XAMON to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the temporary replacement of Buckingham Bridge on Brookton Highway crossing Canning River. 

(1) What remediation measures will the minister undertake to correct the heavy siltation occurring at the 
bridge? 

(2) Was the temporary bridge designed and intended to cope with the increased river flow as a result of the 
winter rainfall? 

(3) What modelling of potential stream flows through the bridge was used when designing the temporary 
bridge? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. I will be brief. 

(1) Minor siltation took place on 28 February prior to the completion of the protective works. None has 
taken place since that time. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) Standard waterways analysis using data for the catchment area was provided by the Water Corporation. 

CHILDREN’S COURT — PSYCHIATRIC AND PSYCHOLOGICAL REPORTS 

265. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 

I refer to the article by Magistrate Deen Potter in the October 2010 edition of Brief in which he is reported to 
have said that there is an increasing awareness that the proportion of children in custody with mental health 
issues significantly exceeds their numbers in the general population. 

(1) What specific funding is currently available to enable the Children’s Court to order and receive 
psychiatric and psychological reports to assist in its decision making? 

(2) Has the Attorney General received any advice that the funding is not adequate to enable the Children’s 
Court to order and receive psychiatric and psychological reports in a timely manner? 

(3) Does the Attorney General support the establishment of a Children’s Court clinic, as exists in Victoria, 
to conduct psychological and psychiatric assessments of children and families to assist the Children’s 
Court in carrying out its responsibilities?   

(4) Has the Attorney General given consideration to the establishment of a secure facility similar to the 
Frankland Centre for children under 18 years of age; and, if so, does the Attorney General support the 
establishment of such a facility? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) All psychological and psychiatric reports ordered by the Children’s Court are provided by or through 
the Department of Corrective Services. The funding for these reports is provided by the Department of 
Corrective Services.  

(2) The Attorney General has not received advice that the funding is inadequate.   

(3) Some examination of the operation of the Children’s Court Clinic in Victoria will be required before 
any commitment can be made to the establishment of a similar clinic in Western Australia.   

(4) There is recognition that the Frankland Centre may not meet the needs of young people. Consideration 
should be given to the establishment of a secure facility for children under 18 years of age as part of a 
range of mental health initiatives for young people in contact with the justice system. The Attorney 
General will raise this issue with the Minister for Mental Health.  

NGURRAWAANA REMOTE COMMUNITY SCHOOL — ANNEXES OF LARGER SCHOOLS 

266. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

I refer to Ngurrawaana Remote Community School, which operates as an annexe of Roebourne District High 
School. 
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(1) Which other schools are annexes of larger schools? 

(2) Is the minister considering the policy option of annexing small public schools to other larger schools; 
and, if yes — 

(a) which schools will be annexed to other schools, and why; 

(b) when will they be annexed to other schools; and  

(c) what are the terms and conditions that dictate whether the minister will make the decision to 
annexe one school to another?   

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) Westonia Primary School is an annexe of South Merredin Primary School, Rottnest Island Primary 
School is an annexe of Beaconsfield Primary School, Mulga Queen is an annexe of Laverton School, 
and the Child Study Centre is an annexe of Nedlands Primary School.  

(2) Annexure has been a policy option exercised by the department for many years.  

(a) No decision has been made to annex any other school. 

(b) Not applicable. 

(c) Any future decisions to change schooling provisions will be determined on a case-by-case 
basis, taking into account the educational needs of the students and the specific circumstances 
of each school and community.  

WOODSIDE BROWSE LNG HUB, JAMES PRICE POINT — SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS 

267. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to security arrangements relating to the proposed Woodside Browse LNG hub at James Price Point. 

(1) Has any member of the WA public service been released on leave without pay or a similar arrangement 
to engage in employment with Woodside or a contractor thereof at any time from 2009 to the present?   

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(i) on what date did this occur; 

(ii) is this arrangement ongoing; 

(iii) what agency is the person employed with;  

(iv) what were the duties of this person in the WA public service prior to their current 
circumstances; 

(v) who approved the placing of this person on leave-without-pay status; and 

(vi) was leave-without-pay status for this person approved with the knowledge that this person 
would be employed by Woodside in a security role?   

(3) Does the Premier support the practice of WA public service employees taking leave without pay in 
order to gain employment with a company that enjoys considerable support from the Western 
Australian government for its proposed Browse LNG hub?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1)–(3) It is not uncommon for public service officers to be granted leave without pay to seek employment in 
the private sector, and such leave arrangements are contained in industrial awards and agreements to 
facilitate them.  

The information in respect to the other part of the question is not readily available and as such I ask the 
member to put the question on notice.  

SOUTH WEST MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES — RELOCATION TO BUSSELTON HOSPITAL 

268. Hon ADELE FARINA to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the proposed relocation of South West Mental Health Services, Busselton from its current location in 
West Street, Busselton to the new Busselton Hospital. 

(1) Has the minister been consulted on the concept, design and floor plan for the new Busselton Hospital to 
ensure that the specific requirements of South West Mental Health Services, Busselton are 
accommodated in the concept, design and floor plan for the new hospital?   
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(2) Is the minister aware that the floor space available to South West Mental Health Services and 
community health services at the new Busselton Hospital has been restricted and is less than optimum 
due to funding and construction constraints with the new Busselton Hospital?   

(3) Will the minister ensure that the specific needs of the South West Mental Health Services, including 
increased floor space capacity for much-needed expansion of this service and community health 
services, are accommodated in the concept, design and floor plan for the new Busselton Hospital? 

I have a copy of the question for the minister.   

Hon Norman Moore: Is that without notice?   

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

It is without notice. I thank the member for the question.  

(1)–(3) I do not know a lot about what the member has just asked. What I do know is that South West Mental 
Health Services provides a fantastic service in the South West. My involvement with that service has 
been predominantly around the work it has done at Bunbury Regional Hospital and with some of its 
outreach services. I was not aware that it has an inpatient unit at the Busselton Hospital. Is that what the 
member was saying—that it currently has a specialist mental health inpatient unit at Busselton?   

Hon Adele Farina: No. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I did not think it had.  

Hon Adele Farina: It is being relocated to the new Busselton Hospital.   

Hon HELEN MORTON: From?   

Hon Adele Farina: From its West Street location. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: So it is an outpatient facility and not an inpatient facility.   

Hon Norman Moore: Do you know the names of the patients?   

Hon Simon O’Brien: And what footy teams they support?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do like to have that level of information; that is right. I have not been consulted on 
the plans for the hospital and how the outpatient clinic fits within that. I do not know about it. I am sure that the 
Mental Health Commission has had some involvement in it, but in the time I have been minister, I have not had 
any involvement in that. Given the member’s interest in the matter, I will certainly follow it up.   

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 3530, 3660 AND 3748  

Papers Tabled 

Papers relating to answers to questions on notice were tabled by Hon Norman Moore (Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum) and Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health). 

“REGIONAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENTITIES: MODELS FOR REGIONAL COLLABORATION 
IN REMOTE AREAS” — DISCUSSION PAPER 

Question without Notice 257 — Answer Advice 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (Minister representing the Minister for Local Government) [5.06 pm]: The 
answer to the question asked earlier by Hon Philip Gardiner has miraculously turned up. The answer is — 

(1) Yes, the document is entitled “Regional Local Government Entities: Models for Regional Collaboration 
in Remote Areas”.   

(2) No.  

(3) Not applicable.  

(4) The discussion paper is available from the website of the Department of Local Government.   

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 3511, 3504, 3505, 3532, 3535, 3536, 3537 AND 3538 

Answer Advice 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.07 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 138(d), I wish to inform the house that the answer to question on notice 3511 asked by Hon Linda 
Savage will be provided on Tuesday, 12 April 2011. Further to that I advise that the answers to questions on 
notice 3504, 3505, 3532, 3535, 3536, 3537 and 3538 asked by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich will be provided on 
Tuesday, 12 April 2011.  
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GENETICALLY MODIFIED WHEAT — FUNDING 

Question without Notice 243 — Answer Advice 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West — Minister for Child Protection) [5.08 pm]: I wish to provide 
an answer to Hon Lynn MacLaren’s question without notice 243, asked of me yesterday as the minister 
representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food, which I seek leave to have incorporated into Hansard.  

Leave granted. [See paper 3214.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

I thank the Hon. Member for some notice of this question. 

(1) $0. 

(2) $0.8 million in 2009/10 and $1.0 million in 2010/11. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) Yes. 

(5) The Department of Agriculture and Food’s Grains Industries Program Practice and Systems Innovation has a $6.5 million budget 
in 2010/11. 

 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2009–10 (SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2009–10 (SUPPLEMENTARY) BILL 2010 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON COL HOLT (South West) [5.09 pm]: I was talking about the role members of Parliament play in their 
electorates as backbenchers. I guess a government backbencher is not that different from an opposition 
backbencher, although I have not had the pleasure of that experience yet, and according to Hon Ken Travers I 
probably will not because I am halfway through my career! 

Hon Ken Travers: If your career extends, you will; I guarantee that. 

Hon COL HOLT: Thank you! 

Obviously as a National Party member of Parliament, a lot of my focus is on royalties for regions—surprise, 
surprise! A lot of the people who come to see National Party members talk about projects that they would like 
funded through royalties for regions. From my experience, there was not a lot of activity by the previous 
government in the regions, and a whole range of projects, issues and infrastructure were banked up, ready and 
waiting for an opportunity to have that investment in regional WA.  

One such area that we have come across is residential education colleges. Picking up on a point that Hon Kate 
Doust talked about, I do not think there was any investment to a great degree in some of those regional colleges, 
so a lot of students flowed away from the regions into Perth to take up educational opportunities, and I think 
teachers flowed with them. We are very proud to say that we have invested in a whole heap of residential 
colleges throughout the regions. I hope that trend continues because I think we all know that when we have 
students, schools develop. 

Hon Kate Doust: It is not just about having that, though; it is how you attract those teachers and retain them. 

Hon COL HOLT: I will talk about that. I hope that the trend of investment in residential colleges continues and 
that we look at regional education as being just as good as metropolitan education. To pick up on the member’s 
point about how we attract and retain teachers in the regions, there has been a great deal of investment by this 
government in some district allowances. We recognise that living in the regions is expensive and we want to 
invest in people who live in the regions, so district allowances are an important way of rewarding that dedication 
to the regions. 

I will talk a little about the gifted and talented education program as well, which again follows on from what Hon 
Kate Doust said. The GATE program is offered only in metropolitan Perth. Gifted and talented children in the 
regions—I know it is just about to change, Mr President—who want to pursue their academic excellence or 
dramatic talents in a GATE program have to go to the metropolitan area. In my case, my two boys are very good 
at art and they wanted to pursue a GATE program in visual arts. The only place they could do that was in 
Kalamunda and either Applecross or Rossmoyne. Someone might be able to correct me on that. 

Hon Kate Doust: Rossmoyne. 

Hon COL HOLT: I think it might have been Rossmoyne. A whole series of programs is offered through the 
education system in metropolitan Perth. Our boys basically live, breathe and drink art, but the only opportunity I 
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had for them to pursue their talents through the GATE program was to put them into Kalamunda Senior High 
School. When I was in Manjimup not long ago, I ran into a friend of mine who works in the timber industry. I 
asked her what she and her kids were up to. She told me that her eight-year-old daughter is basically a fantastic 
artist and showed me some of the art her daughter had done. I was absolutely impressed and she asked, “What do 
I do now for this child who wants to pursue an education that goes through and works on that talent?” Really, the 
only answer I had at that time was, “You’re going to have to move to metro Perth or find some other ways to 
nurture her abilities.” Therefore, I was very pleased when the Minister for Education announced a GATE 
program in Bunbury. Although it has a focus on academic outcomes, I was very, very pleased to see that finally a 
step has been taken that says we can deliver those services in a regional centre. Although Bunbury is obviously a 
very, very big regional centre and can draw on a large pool of kids, it is important that we have taken this first 
step and said that we can do it. I hope that in the future we can look at some of those potential residential 
colleges around Bunbury that might serve as a catchment that draws kids in from maybe Bridgetown or 
Donnybrook, or maybe a little further to Manjimup, like my friend’s daughter, who can stay at the residential 
college, and we can expand that GATE program to include visual arts, performing arts and music. Therefore, I 
am very pleased we have taken that step and I hope that we will continue to focus the budget on delivering those 
sorts of outcomes for our regional kids. 

I will also talk about royalties for regions and how really, up to this point, it has focused on some of those bricks-
and-mortar solutions. The regions seriously needed that focus. A range of programs have ensured that buildings 
and services have been brought up to standard so that they can be used for things like country residential colleges 
or educational delivery points. While we are doing that, we cannot ignore the people capacity in the regions to 
help deliver those programs as well. 

I will briefly talk about another issue that I have come across since working in this role—that is, the Hassell 
Highway, which, for the benefit of members who may not know, runs from Albany to Jerramungup and on to 
Esperance. It has a really bad stretch, not far from Albany. It is a really critical piece of infrastructure for that 
region and if the Southdown project gets up and running, as we suspect it may, there will be a whole heap of 
pressure on that road from trucks, caravans, kids going to school on buses and day-to-day vehicle traffic. I want 
to talk about that because in 2001 all the repairs were basically budgeted for and there was to be a focus on that 
part of the road. With the change of government there was a change of government focus, and I accept that; 
governments get elected because they have a different focus on what they want to deliver. I think at that time 
after the change in government there was a definite focus on projects such as the Mandurah railway. Therefore, I 
can accept that change in focus, which is why I think this change of government — 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon COL HOLT: Muirs Highway is another road that needs a bit of attention, although some parts are getting 
that. I think that this change of government has brought the focus back on to regional Western Australia. I hope 
that some of those little things will be back on the radar of the Minister for Transport and the other people who 
can see that that sort of regional infrastructure will have increased pressure and that they will have the focus to 
make things happen. I think that is what the royalties for regions program has brought to this government, and I 
am sure that all the members in this place will agree with that.  

I want to talk briefly about the community resource centre network, which again has had some funding injected 
into it. Community resource centres really are community nodes in the regions. I encourage all members, even if 
they do not live in the regions, to visit them. I often go to the Walpole and Nannup community resource centres. 
These centres buzz with activity and are located in fairly small communities of maybe 800 to 1 000 people. 
These little community nodes are simply amazing centres of activity for the communities, again because there 
has been a focus on what they can do for their own communities. They operated for a long time on the smell of 
an oily rag and worked their proverbial off to deliver whatever they could to their communities, and they were 
well appreciated. I think now with increased investment and an increased focus, they actually deliver and do a lot 
more for their communities, and we should use them as internodes for government access to our communities 
because that is a role they can play. We should be appreciative that these centres have stepped up to the mark to 
deliver some of those services. 

I have just a very quick story about one of those community resource centres. I think I have talked about it 
before in the house, but in case I have not, I will. When I visited the Wellstead CRC I found out about a program 
and that a speech therapist was actually living in Wellstead. I do not know if members are aware of Wellstead, 
but it is east of Albany and it probably has about 40 people living there. How many people does Hon Giz Watson 
reckon live there? 

Hon Giz Watson: About 50.  

Hon COL HOLT: They have a speech therapist who lives in Wellstead, and she wants to be able to work her 
trade, if you like. That community resource centre has the ability to connect to other resource centres over the 
internet, through Skype and a couple of other programs, and she could deliver speech therapy to other remote 
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areas. How good is that? It brings those communities together and uses that natural ability within that 
community and enables someone to share a valuable skill, even though her community may only have 50 people. 
In Perth, people can make a booking and jump in the car and drive for 10 minutes to see a speech therapist. That 
does not happen in regional WA. Another friend in Badgingarra has a child who needs speech therapy. I told her 
about this story and suggested she go to her local CRC to see if it could connect her in the same way. I will have 
to catch up and see how that has gone. That is the sort of thing that that focus and that investment can do in some 
of those regional services.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders.  

TRAIN INCIDENT — MIDLAND–FREMANTLE LINE 

Statement 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.21 pm]: I will take a quick moment of the time of the house. 
Today during question time, I asked a question of the minister representing the Minister for Transport. I 
appreciate that Hon Simon O’Brien was not happy with the answer, and I understand that. However, I did want 
to place on record and encourage the minister, in his conversations with the Minister for Transport about the 
issues I have raised, to ensure that the government thoroughly examines and assures itself whether or not an 
incident occurred as a result of a serious fault on a train at around 8.00 am on 10 November 2010 on the Midland 
to Fremantle line. It has been brought to my attention that there was a very serious incident, and I am very keen 
to ensure that the matter has been, or is being, properly investigated because it goes to the very heart of safety 
issues on our rail network. I encourage the minister to ask that of the Minister for Transport.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I want to deal with this as well. Can the member indicate the nature of the incident?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to do that behind the Chair.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I heard there was a problem with the door closing.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is more substantial than that. I suggest that if that is the advice the Minister for 
Transport is getting from the department, he needs to dig deeper than that; he might need to ask further 
questions. As I understand it, there are recordings of all the radio conversations between drivers and the control 
centre. I suggest that the Minister for Transport needs to dig deeper. If that is the sort of answer he is getting, the 
minister needs to go further into this matter to see if something more substantial happened on that train on that 
line. I suggest that the minister asks for the tapes of the conversations and that he listens to them himself, to 
assure himself that nothing more substantial occurred. The answer that was given yesterday was that there was 
no incident. I guess it comes down to the definition of “serious fault”. I understand the comment from the 
minister today that he is not happy with the answer. The Minister for Transport should make sure that he digs 
deep to confirm the advice that nothing happened on that train that was of a serious nature that concerned 
passengers and their safety. If the minister is getting an answer, such as that which Hon Simon O’Brien 
interjected across the house, he needs to dig a bit deeper.  

ELECTRICITY GENERATION NETWORK 

Statement 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.23 pm]: I rise tonight to briefly respond in some part to 
Hon Max Trenorden, who yesterday touched on electricity generation, the wires and renewable energy. Firstly, I 
want to identify that I support what Hon Max Trenorden was saying about the way the wires or the network has 
been designed in Western Australia and what we need to be doing about it for the long-term future.  

Western Australia has a hub system based around Collie. Even if we wanted to put in a brand new coal-fired 
power station at Geraldton or Albany, we would have exactly the same problems as we have at the moment in 
bringing renewable energy into the system. We need to stop working from this hub mentality. With this hub 
mentality, if we want to put large amounts of renewable energy onto the grid system, we have to do it at Collie, 
because that is our only electricity hub. For the future development of energy in this state, we need to start 
looking at a broad understanding of a network system that allows for the development of renewables and other 
forms of electricity across the whole network, not just at that one location. 

Unfortunately, I disagreed with the honourable member when he said that there are significant problems with the 
renewable energy systems operating in Germany. I made efforts yesterday to find out the current situation from 
Volker Oschmann, who designed the German system. There is a document on the web prepared by the federal 
Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety that goes into the costs of renewables in 
great detail. We also need to realise that only a few days ago, the German government put out another paper 
called “Energy Concept”, which is not dissimilar to the document released by our Minister for Energy. 
Currently, the proportion of household electricity prices due to Germany’s EEG, or what we would refer to as a 
gross feed-in tariff, is about five per cent, and there is no evidence that there will be any marked increase in the 
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future. This document teases out in further detail that, although there has been a five per cent increase, the 
infrastructure costs have decreased across the network due to the fact that Germany does not have to have such a 
robust system because it is a disaggregated energy system. I urge members opposite to get hold of this document 
titled “Electricity from Renewable Energy Sources: What does it cost?” put out by the German federal ministry. 

I briefly want to touch on what we are doing in this state. Quite clearly, the minister has put out a discussion 
paper about where we need to be with our energy futures. Unfortunately, that energy futures document really did 
not identify what we are going to do about renewable energy. I will briefly read what the Germans plan to do. 

Hon Peter Collier: You do understand that that is a directions paper — 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, I understand that. 

Hon Peter Collier: — and that we are working on a cleaner energy component, which is a subset of that 
directions paper? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have read the minister’s document in detail and I am aware of what he has said 
about renewable energy. To a degree, I understand his problem. The problem is how we get the level of uptake 
of renewable energy. The unfortunate thing the minister is going to face is that, notwithstanding whether we 
have a net or a gross feed-in tariff, or whatever else, the renewable energy sector is now becoming so 
competitive with the ordinary energy market that there is going to be a massive take-up at any rate. Since the 
introduction of the net feed-in tariff, we have seen a 3 000 per cent increase in renewable energy in the system. 
The problem is that, notwithstanding that, if for whatever reason we get larger amounts of renewable energy onto 
that network, we will need to do something about redesigning the network to cater for it. 

Returning to what the Germans are planning, electricity generated from renewable energy sources is to account 
for 35 per cent of the gross energy consumption by 2020, 30 per cent by 2030, 45 per cent by 2040, and 60 per 
cent by 2050. These are the sorts of strategies that have been adopted throughout Europe. I know that we have 
some problems with our wires but we really have to focus on the network and the wires to enable us to keep pace 
with the rest of the world. Without that focus—I tend to agree with Hon Max Trenorden on that—we will not get 
anywhere. That does not mean that we have to stop our whole renewable energy drive in this state.  

MT HART STATION 

Statement 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [5.30 pm]: I rise tonight to talk about a couple of constituents of 
mine—Taffy Abbotts and Kim up at Mt Hart station. Members may be aware that the government has decided 
that the management of that lease should be put out for tender. There has been some discussion about that. That 
is the government’s prerogative. I do not have any real issue with that. The issue I have is with the way the 
agency—the Department of Environment and Conservation—has treated these people. People have to 
understand the context of this pastoral lease. When Taffy went out there over 20 years ago, the building was a 
mouldy old wreck. It was a mouldy old wreck because it gets swamped for months every year. At the moment 
they are surrounded by water. They spend much of the year surrounded by water. There are between 20 and 30 
creek crossings between Mt Hart station and Derby during the wet. I had cause to talk to Taffy on the phone 
about a month ago, and he told me that they had 1 100 millimetres of water overnight, which gives members an 
idea of how wet it gets. It is pretty rough when they have to talk in litres in regard to water.  

Taffy has reluctantly accepted that he has to move on. He has been negotiating with DEC on what is reasonable 
recompense for moving off that property and for the improvements he has done. There has been a fair bit of 
argy-bargy. Taffy has argued for X quantity of money based on his efforts in maintaining that place and building 
it up from a mouldy old building to what is a favourite place for people right across Australia to visit. As I have 
said before in this place, it is now a great Kimberley experience. It is the sort of experience we want people to go 
for because it is not a sterile tourist experience; it gives people an insight into what it would be like to live on a 
homestead in that neck of the woods. Taffy has invested a fair bit of his life doing that. A letter went out to some 
people who were supporting his claims, outlining the amount of work and effort he had put in and what it was 
worth. That was sent out by the head of DEC. Letters were received by different people around Australia 
suggesting that everything that Mr Abbotts said was not true because he had been paid a salary as a manager. 
The salary was barely over $1 000 a month. I hope that he takes issue with that and takes it further. If he was in 
contracted employment and he was being paid $1 000 a month, he should be able to claim back wages. That is 
not very much money for managing a place such as that. The amount of work he did went well beyond that. He 
has done a whole heap of improvements. As I said before, DEC has completely overstated the investment that it 
thinks it has made in that property compared with the investment, time and effort—investment in real monetary 
terms and capital improvements—that Taffy, Kim and their friends have put into that place. To add insult to 
injury, because he just wants to get out now—as I understand it, DEC and he have agreed on a price, but he has 
been gagged from telling anybody what that price would be—they are going to send a bunch of DEC inspectors 
out there after the first payment to ensure that he has not run away with any of the equipment. This guy is as 
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honest as the day is long. He is a very simple character in spirit. He just wants a fair go. It is all very confusing to 
him. He comes from a world where a handshake and a person’s word is valid and can be trusted. Now he is faced 
with lawyers, letters of demand, and all these things that we might think are normal in the contractual world, but 
he is finding quite insulting, to say the least.  

I have committed to go out there with Taffy when DEC officers go out there to ensure that he is not done over. I 
raised these concerns with Minister Marmion, and it was a waste of time. He was happy to meet with me, and I 
was grateful for that. I suggested, having looked at all this correspondence, that perhaps his department was 
spinning him a line. Even if it was not spinning him a line, he needed to understand the conceptual basis—that is, 
the environment in which this whole negotiation was being negotiated. I offered to assist him in going out to Mt 
Hart, which is about a 30 or 40-minute flight from Derby in a light aircraft. He said to me, “I’ve been to all these 
sorts of places before. I do not need to go out there.” That reflects pretty poorly on him. He had been up there 
and spent some time, but, honestly, a couple of hours out of his day to go up there, because I am sure he is a 
reasonable man, would have made him realise what these people are going through and what they are actually 
doing.  

I am happy that the state will get a great asset, because that is what it is. I am unhappy that Taffy and Kim feel 
that they have no option, because they do not feel that they can tender for the property. Therefore, they just want 
to move on with their lives and go over to Queensland. I think the government has been very mean-spirited in the 
way that this has happened. It reflects badly on the minister, even though I actually think it is the department that 
has been mean-spirited. I know that we have to be careful with taxpayers’ money, but seeing the improvements 
that Mr Abbotts, Kim and friends have effected on this place, and the work that the two of them have done in 
maintaining that place right through the wet shows that the state has a great asset. It is being offered at an 
absolute fire sale bargain basement price to the detriment of that couple. It is sad that long-term Western 
Australians feel that they have no alternative and are so disillusioned and upset by this process that they have to 
leave the state. There is another great asset that we have lost, because these are salt-of-the-earth people. 

It takes a lot to get me going on these matters, but I have been watching this progress, and I bit my tongue in the 
hope that somehow commonsense would be seen and that a reasonable level of compensation would be found to 
assist this person recreate his life; he is going to have to move on and make a new life for himself and Kim. 
Unfortunately, as far as I am concerned, that has not been the case. We have treated him very, very poorly. 

I offer the government and Minister Marmion one more chance to offer some dignity to this person and 
reconsider the offers that they have made. Even if they come to the decision that the compensation is adequate, 
they should assist these people get on with their lives, instead of trying to screw them over—that is what it is. It 
is an absolute disgrace. The Department of Environment and Conservation should be ashamed of itself. I hope 
the government listens to what I have said. I hope it treats this person with dignity in the future.  

MENTAL HEALTH PORTFOLIO 

Statement 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [5.39 pm]: A shocking thing happened last night. I was in 
my office preparing to pack up when Hon Helen Morton got to her feet and commenced a character assassination 
of me. I have to pay a compliment to my colleague Hon Kate Doust, who got up and defended me against this 
character assassination by Hon Helen Morton. Hon Helen Morton obviously took offence at some things I have 
said in the area of mental health since taking on responsibility for that portfolio only about six weeks ago. Today 
I went through Hansard and read the contribution made by the honourable member in this place last night. I 
looked at what was alleged to have been said and what the Hansard record actually told me. I want to pick up a 
few of those points. I will pick up the whole issue about the Mental Health Act and its delay. This is very 
important because the expectation was that the draft Mental Health Act would come into this place much sooner 
than is now proposed. When I speak to people in the mental health sector, they are surprised to hear that that bill 
will not be introduced until the second half of next year. The reason given at the time by the minister was that we 
are now in a new environment—that is, we now have a Mental Health Commission—so some of the work must 
be redone. This is what has been stated time and again. Clearly, it is not as though the government did not 
promise a Mental Health Commission. It knew that the Mental Health Commission was an integral part of its 
policy. So, why would it spend the time and effort making amendments to the Mental Health Act to maybe 
shelve them because the government had an afterthought that it had not included the Mental Health 
Commission?  

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister has said time and again on the public record — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Could I make the point that I will give the call next to Hon Helen Morton, who 
indicated she wished to speak. In doing so, I would like to apologise to Hon Giz Watson because she also 
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indicated she wanted to make a member’s statement. It is obvious that a couple of members have some issues. I 
am going to give them the chance today to clear the air.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you, Mr President. I welcome the opportunity.  

Anyway, the real point is that it is not as though the minister did not know there would be a Mental Health 
Commission. I do not think it is good enough that some of the work has to be redone and that is okay because 
now it will be incorporated into the act. It is like putting the cart before the horse. I do not think it is good 
enough.  

There are other issues, such as the $22.47 million Indigenous mental health strategy. When I asked a question 
about the statewide Indigenous mental health strategy, the minister replied, “Which one? There are two of them.” 
The minister is right; there are two of them. One sum of money came in the form of an allocation from the 
commonwealth government to the tune of $117 million over four years. That is the answer the minister gave me, 
but the bottom line is that the strategy is not really being rolled out. The minister said that she is very 
comfortable that the statewide specialist Aboriginal mental health service is in good hands. How on earth can she 
be happy and say that it is in good hands when in fact there have been 13 suicides in the Kimberley alone? How 
can the minister say she is happy with the way that has been rolled out? We now know what the suicide figures 
are because the coroner has advised us, and we know there were 260 suicides in 2010. Following the question I 
asked today and the answer provided, we know that there is currently a major backlog of files sitting with the 
police coronial investigation unit. There are 260 files currently allocated to an inquiry and there are a further 245 
files being held, pending allocation. That is 505 files that are either currently allocated, or being held, pending 
allocation. That says to me that, of those 505 cases, a percentage of them will be suicides. Because the oldest 
cases are only 12 months old, it means that the suicide rate for 2010 will be considerably higher. The minister 
may have one view about what is going on, but I think that the facts speak for themselves. The minister clearly 
does not understand her responsibilities. I would have thought that one suicide was too many, but it beggars 
belief that the minister can dismiss something as important as the 11 suicides in the Kimberley—never mind all 
the other regions, because it is happening everywhere. It is incredible that the minister can be so flippant as to 
say that she is very comfortable with the specialist Aboriginal mental health service and that it is in good hands! 
Given what is happening in Indigenous communities, for her to say that is a reflection of her lack of 
understanding of how important it is to get mental health right. She has adopted a very flippant attitude that is 
about anything but getting it right. 

I want to make a final point in respect of the third matter, which is the $13 million suicide prevention strategy. I 
have gone on and on about this because that $13 million was part of the government’s election commitment. The 
aim was to have the suicide prevention plans rolled out to 50 communities. Currently only 13 communities have 
received funding for the planning, and much more work is needed. The simple fact is that this government has 
been in office for two and a half years, and 13 is a long way short of 50. I will be interested to find out where 
those 13 communities are that are actually developing these plans, how much money they have received from the 
government, and how they are progressing. Since I first raised this matter in Parliament, the minister put out a 
press release to call for anyone, anywhere, to come and advise the Mental Health Commission on the need to 
develop such a plan. That to me smacks of a lack of strategic direction on how to get the best out of that 
$13 million, how to ensure the money will go to where it is most needed, and how to ensure that the money is 
allocated in a targeted way to achieve the best outcomes. 

The minister said yesterday that she would come here every two weeks and give a report on what has happened; 
I look forward to that, and I very much encourage the minister to do that. She should not lose her nerve; she 
should come here every two weeks and give me a report on where she thinks things are going wrong and where I 
have got it wrong, because I want to learn how to do my job better, and I do not want to end up like the minister! 
I do not want to end up thinking I know absolutely everything and not listening to my bureaucrats and the people 
on the ground because I think I know everything. That will be the minister’s downfall.  

MENTAL HEALTH — COMMENTS BY HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH 

Statement 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.49 pm]: Before I respond to 
that whole lot of rubbish that we have just heard I want to continue with the comments I made last night. Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich was probably hoping I would respond to all the repeated garbage she has just spoken about —  

Hon Sue Ellery: I can see this is going to clear the air!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Not necessarily, but we need to talk about the most significant issue, which showed 
the height of irresponsibility and recklessness. If members opposite think those words are a character 
assassination members should listen to what Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich did. As I said last night, the whole mental 
health sector cringed over the stupidity of the comment made when Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich talked about a man 
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who had rung her office saying that my ministerial staff had screeched at him. I went on to say that she did 
herself and her credibility a great disservice. It is more important than that; it did great disservice to the mental 
health sector. She stood up in this place and raised an issue about a person about whom she had not made any 
contact or attempted to make any contact. More than one of her colleagues contacted me about that particular 
performance that day. As I said, this is a man who, for years, has been well known to me, my ministerial office, 
my electorate office, the Chief Psychiatrist and many other people. I could not believe that anyone would take a 
phone call from someone like that, stand up in this place and start mouthing off without making at least one 
phone call to check something. I would like to repeat for her sake and anyone else’s sake that some people have 
certain conditions —  

Point of Order 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: If I may, can I remind the house through you, Mr President, what you said last night 
when you responded to a situation in the general tenor of saying that members’ statements serve a certain 
purpose and they are not for making ministerial statements. You said the following — 

It is sometimes difficult from the chair, but when there is an opportunity and other members are not 
seeking the call, I will give ministers the opportunity to respond during members’ statements if no other 
member is seeking the call.  

Can we have clarification of that ruling in this case?  

The PRESIDENT: I said that last night, and that remains the substantive position. Hon Giz Watson has 
indicated that she wants to speak tonight. I can also see that there appears to be some issues between two 
members that are of concern to both of them and perhaps other people. Rather than let that matter fester for 
another week before anyone has an opportunity to say anything, I took the decision to give the call to Hon Helen 
Morton to give equal time to both members. If the member is unhappy with that, there is a course of action she 
can take.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Mr President. I take seriously that when a minister is being spoken about 
in the way Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does, they have an opportunity to respond. I would like to remind Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich that some people suffer from conditions. They fit a mental health diagnosis called “personality 
disorder”. These people are highly manipulative, attention seeking and quite histrionic. They threaten that they 
will do many things, including kill themselves. People have rung me at my electorate office and said that if I do 
not make this, that or the other thing happen within a certain time frame, they will kill themselves on the front 
doorstep of my electorate office. My staff take calls from people like this on a regular basis. Everyone who has 
association with these people on a professional basis knows they are involved in a committed and secure 
behavioural management plan. 

This means that people know who is going to make contact with these people, how those contacts are made, and 
how frequently they are made. They can then, if people ring them, refer those people to the person who is meant 
to be making contact with them. There is also usually some email contact around appointments with their 
specialist et cetera, and about the number of phone calls made and their duration. These people will seek any 
opportunity to break through that management plan. Unfortunately, that is not because they want to do 
something bad or silly. It is because that is the nature of their illness. These people may then, through that 
process, commence a new cycle of pathology. 

So, my request to the member is that if she does get that sort of contact, please just pick up the telephone and 
check. The member does not have to check with my office, but I will put her in touch with the Chief Psychiatrist 
if that is what she needs. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not have much time. I have been on this for two sessions. I have to keep going.  

Hon Sue Ellery: It is every member’s right to raise any issue.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not saying that. I am just saying be careful.  

All contacts are referred to the Chief Psychiatrist. Our office staff are not there to provide counselling services or 
psychiatric support. We constantly refer these people to the Chief Psychiatrist. The lady in my office, whom Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich referred to by the name of Rosie, is a highly professional public servant and mental health 
specialist. She does not screech. She is not rude. She is certainly not high-handed. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich should 
be ashamed of herself for that outburst. I understand that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has been a staffer. She knows 
what it is like to work in an office.  

Several members interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! We have listened to the contributions from all other members tonight without 
interjections. Let us continue in that vein. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Over the three days prior to the member’s outburst, my staffer had made and received 
10 phone calls in relation to this man. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich would have received a letter from me about this 
matter, and about her irresponsible and reckless behaviour and the fact that she has referred to one of my staff 
members by name in this place. This is not the first time Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has used a person’s illness to 
make cheap political points. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I know some members do not like what is being said, and I am not particularly 
comfortable with it either. But the situation is that various members have made some accusations across the 
floor, and I have to give every member the opportunity to make their own contribution to that. I would remind 
members that twice in recent weeks, the opposition Whip has stood to object to members making interjections on 
one of his member’s contributions. So I will apply the same rules to everybody in the chamber.  

Point of Order 

Hon JON FORD: Mr President, I appreciate what you are saying, and I will make this quick. It seems to me that 
the minister opposite is using this debate to cast aspersions on the motivation of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. To say 
that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is somehow a bad person, or is poorly motivated, is reflecting on Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich’s character. The rules specifically say that we are not to do that. It seems to me that the minister should 
be keeping her comments to a debate or a point and not directing them to the member. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I did make a point last night about a couple of things. Firstly, there is a boundary 
around where people should tread in making personal observations about the character traits of other members. 
The comments on these matters are running very close to that boundary. If that gets us to standing order 116, I 
will exercise it. The other point I made last night is that members reap what they sow in this place. That applies 
to all members. I therefore have to apply a bit of latitude for some members who debate in a certain style to be 
prepared to accept that same debate back in the same sort of style. It is not comfortable for members, and it is not 
comfortable for me in the chair, but I think that is a fair way of treating it. The other point I would make is that in 
future I will be urging members who want to make contributions in this time frame to think about another 
alternative, and that is to seek leave to make a personal statement on various issues that come up from time to 
time. I will let Hon Helen Morton continue and finish her contribution. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you very much, Mr President. I am not sure what the circumstance is with the 
time ticking down, and whether I have lost that amount of time; if so, I will seek the call again at another time to 
finish my remarks. I know that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has received a letter from me about this matter — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I do need to interrupt, because time has expired. Sorry, the minister still has 
30 seconds. All that the standing orders provide for is a 40-minute time frame. I will give the member another 
30 seconds, because that was my mistake.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I actually have another 27 seconds. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich might like to apologise to 
my staff member for her outburst. In demonstration of the fact that I do not find the member offensive, and I 
have no concerns with her whatsoever, I have indicated to the staff in my ministerial office, and in my electorate 
office, that they need to undergo mental health first aid training to enable them to deal with some of these calls 
that come through. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and her staff might benefit from that as well, given the types of calls 
that she is going to receive. In fact, I make that offer to anyone in the house who is receiving the sorts of calls 
that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has mentioned.  

COMMONWEALTH HEADS OF GOVERNMENT MEETING (SPECIAL POWERS) BILL 2011 

Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Donna Faragher (Parliamentary Secretary), read a 
first time. 

Second Reading 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [6.01 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting—CHOGM—scheduled to be held in Perth from 28 October 
2011 to 30 October 2011 potentially brings to this state over 50 heads of sovereign states, 3 000 delegates and 
members of the royal family. WA Police will have a lead role in providing security for the event and additional 
resources are required to allow for this. The Western Australian government has already approved additional 
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recurrent and capital funding for WA Police of up to $12.219 million. This money will fund: the establishment 
of a 24-hour command centre; the costs associated with additional vehicle, maritime and air support capabilities; 
the recruitment of additional Western Australian police officers; and the use of personnel from the Australian 
Federal Police and police officers from other Australian states and territories and New Zealand. This is not the 
final cost. Further funding requests are currently being progressed and will be considered by cabinet in the near 
future. 

CHOGM creates serious challenges to police and others to ensure the smooth running of the event and the safety 
and security of the delegates and the community in general. A major concern is that, in addition to providing a 
forum for the attending nations to discuss matters of mutual importance, CHOGM provides an opportunity for 
persons aggrieved by the actions of one or more of the participating states to publicise their particular cause. The 
behaviour of anarchist groups at the 2010 G20 meeting held in Toronto, Canada, provides a vivid example of the 
challenges that may confront police and other security officers during and in the period leading up to CHOGM. 
Overt displays of public disorder are just one of the risks. Other risks such as acts of terrorism must also be 
guarded against. Security at similar events held in Australia in recent times has been greatly assisted by the 
enactment of special powers that provide police and other security personnel with additional powers to assist 
their functions. The 2000 Sydney Olympics, the 2002 Queensland CHOGM, the 2006 Melbourne 
Commonwealth Games, the 2007 Sydney Asia–Pacific Economic Cooperation—APEC—Conference and the 
Australian Grand Prix held in Melbourne are examples of events for which special powers legislation has been 
enacted. The legislation enacted for these events have been used as a basis for the Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011. 

This bill provides security powers for police and authorised officers to use in designated security areas, 
additional powers for police to close roads for the purposes of conveying dignitaries, and coercive hearing 
powers to assist in gathering evidence of suspected offences aimed at disrupting the event or harming delegates 
and property.  

In summary, part 1 of the bill deals with matters relevant to the commencement of the legislation. The majority 
of the bill will commence by proclamation, the exception being clause 78 and part 8, which relate to the use of 
Corruption and Crime Commission resources and coercive hearing powers. These commence the day following 
assent and will be a valuable tool in gathering evidence of potential threats to CHOGM. 

In relation to these powers, part 2 provides the ability to designate security areas for CHOGM events. Core 
security areas are to be prescribed in regulations. These will include major venues used for the meeting or related 
events. Regulations made for this purpose may also regulate the use of special powers by authorised persons and 
detail any restrictions or conditions that apply to entering the area. To provide flexibility in cases when it is not 
practicable to make regulations, additional security areas may be established by order of the Commissioner of 
Police with the approval of the minister. An additional security area can be declared when the declaration 
substantially assists in promoting the security or safety of a CHOGM event, people attending the event, or the 
public, or in preventing or controlling a public disorder. These orders must be published in the Government 
Gazette, other than when doing so would significantly compromise security. Further, when is it not practicable to 
make regulations, and there are unforeseen circumstances that make it unacceptable to delay the establishment of 
a security area, the Commissioner of Police may, by order, establish the security area without the approval of the 
minister. In such cases the minister must be notified as soon as is practicable after the order is made and the 
order must, as soon as is practicable, be published in the Government Gazette. There is an exception to this 
publication requirement, if to do so is likely to significantly compromise security. Provisions in relation to the 
exercise of powers by authorised persons and restrictions and conditions of entry can be included in the order 
specifying an additional security area. 

Provision has been made for areas within security areas to be designated as restricted areas, and additional 
security powers may apply within these areas. Restricted areas must be areas being used directly for a CHOGM 
event or for the administration of a CHOGM event. The commissioner must, as soon as practicable after the 
order is made, take reasonable steps to ensure the public is notified that an area has been designated as restricted. 

To ensure that the smooth operation of the event cannot be frustrated by vexatious legal action, orders made 
under this part will not be open to legal challenge during the CHOGM period. 

Pursuant to part 3, police and other security personnel will have the ability to — 

establish checkpoints, cordons and roadblocks around security areas for the purposes of stopping and 
searching persons, vehicles or vessels, and controlling the access to and movement of persons, within a 
security area; 

refuse entry to a security area if a person refuses to provide their personal details, a reason for entry to 
the area and/or to submit to a search of the person and things in their possession, including a search of 
any vehicle or vessel in which they may be travelling; 
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require persons within a security area to provide their personal details and a reason for being in the area; 

stop and search a person who is in a security area, including things in their possession, as well as search 
any vehicle or vessel in which they may be travelling; 

require the surrender of, or to seize and detain, prohibited items. Prohibited items will be prescribed and 
will include items such as weapons, noxious substances, spray paint cans et cetera; 

dispose of unclaimed, seized or surrendered prohibited items in accordance with the Criminal and 
Found Property Disposal Act 2006; 

give reasonable directions to people in a security area to promote, when necessary, the security and 
safety of a CHOGM event, people attending the event, the public, or to prevent or control a public 
disorder; 

close roads in or leading to or in the vicinity of a security area or roads along a route being used to 
convey participants in CHOGM to or from their accommodation, airport, venue, facility or event; 

remove vehicles, vessels or things from a security area or a closed road and take them to a police station 
or other place where they may be conveniently detained. Notice is required to be given to the owner of 
any of these things as to their location if the owner is known; and 

remove excludable persons from a security area. Excludable persons are persons who are on the 
excluded persons list or who fail to comply with a lawful requirement made under the Commonwealth 
Heads of Government (Special Powers) Act—the CHOGM act. The excluded persons list will include 
persons identified as posing a serious threat to the safety of persons or property in a CHOGM security 
area.  

A police officer or authorised person will also be empowered to conduct a basic search of a person, including a 
search using an electronic screening device. In doing the search, the person may be required to remove 
headwear, gloves, footwear or outer clothing such as a coat or jacket, and those items may also be searched. A 
police officer may, in addition to the basic search, also frisk search a person.  

To conduct a search, a person may be detained for as long as reasonably necessary, be ordered to walk through 
an electronic screening device, pass their belongings through an X-ray machine, and submit to having 
themselves and their belongings scanned with a hand-held scanner. Persons failing to comply will be refused 
entry or be required to leave the area as is appropriate. 

Part 4 provides additional powers in a restricted area. These include powers to enter and search premises, other 
than residential premises; request the personal details of a person entering or in a restricted area; and require the 
person to provide proof of their personal details. A police officer or authorised person may exclude from a 
restricted area a person who is in the area without the appropriate authorisation or who is in possession of a 
prohibited item without special justification or who fails to comply with a requirement to disclose their personal 
details or provide proof of the same. 

Part 5 provides for the recognition of law enforcement officers from other jurisdictions and the appointment of 
authorised persons. This part provides that the Commissioner of Police may appoint as a recognised law 
enforcement officer a member of the Australian Federal Police or a member of the police force of another state 
or territory, or of New Zealand. These law enforcement officers will have and may perform any functions of a 
WA police officer under the CHOGM act and, in connection with the exercise of those functions, may perform 
any function of a WA police officer under any written law or the common law. These officers will be given 
photographic identity cards that must be produced or displayed when performing functions under the CHOGM 
act. 

Part 5 also enables the Commissioner of Police to appoint authorised persons when it is considered that the 
person has the necessary skills or experience. The authorised person’s powers under the act may be limited in 
their instrument of appointment. They will be given a photographic identity card that must be produced or 
displayed when exercising powers under this act. These recognised law enforcement officers and authorised 
persons will be public officers and thereby given the protection provided to public officers under the Criminal 
Code. 

Part 6 details the offences applicable under the CHOGM act. Division 1 of part 6 relates to security areas and 
provides offences for unauthorised entry to a security area; unauthorised entry to a restricted area; interference 
with a CHOGM event; possessing a prohibited item; failing to disclose or provide proof of personal details; 
providing false personal details or evidence in support of the same; and re-entering a CHOGM security area after 
being removed. The maximum penalty for these offences is 12 months’ imprisonment, with the exception of the 
offence of possessing a prohibited item, the maximum penalty for which is a fine of $6 000. Division 2 makes it 
an offence for a person to use a road without a reasonable excuse while it is closed under part 3, division 5. The 
maximum penalty is a fine of $1 000. Division 3 makes it an offence for an authorised person to fail to return the 
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person’s identity card within 21 days after the person’s authorisation ceases. The maximum penalty is a fine of 
$2 000. Division 4 makes it an offence to enter restricted airspace over a security area without authorisation, and 
carries a maximum penalty of $250 000. It is envisaged that the major venues for the meeting will be subject to a 
restricted airspace declaration under the commonwealth Airspace Regulations 2007. 

Part 7 deals with miscellaneous matters to aid in the operation and interpretation of the provisions of the 
CHOGM act. The part details what constitutes a special justification for relevant provisions of the CHOGM act; 
the onus of proof for a lawful excuse, reasonable excuse or special justification; proof of unpublished orders and 
of appointments; what authorises the use of reasonable force by police and authorised persons; the relationship 
with other laws; and the protection from civil liability. The part also provides that the Commissioner of Police 
may, by arrangement between the commissioner and the Corruption and Crime Commissioner, make use of the 
services of any officer of the Corruption and Crime Commission or of any facilities or resources of the 
commission subject to that arrangement. 

Part 8 provides for examinations before the Corruption and Crime Commission. This part is essentially the 
provisions relating to examinations before the commission contained in part 4 of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission Act 2003 relating to organised crime, and these have been adapted for use in regard to suspected 
offences intended or likely to harm persons or facilities associated with CHOGM. Pursuant to this, the 
Commissioner of Police will be able to request the commission to conduct an examination of persons, including 
juveniles. The inclusion of juveniles is a departure from the provisions of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Act 2003 and has been made in recognition that some of the groups likely to engage in extreme acts are known 
to recruit juveniles and indoctrinate them to their cause. In such an examination, a person cannot be examined on 
a matter for which the person has been charged with an offence, and the evidence provided cannot be used in any 
criminal proceedings against that person other than for contempt or for an offence against the Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act 2003.  

Part 9 amends the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 to provide that the commission must include in 
the report, required under section 91, the number of findings made under the Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting (Special Powers) Act in the year to which the report relates. This provision will expire at 
the end of 2012. 

Finally, part 10 provides that parts 2 to 6 and part 7, other than divisions 2 and 7, of the act will expire at the end 
of 5 November 2011. The remainder of the act will expire on a day fixed by proclamation. All operational 
aspects of the act will expire at the end of 5 November 2011, leaving evidentiary averments required for 
prosecutions in relation to the act and requiring the Commissioner of Police to complete and report on a review 
of the operation and effectiveness of the act. The report is to be given to the minister and subsequently laid 
before Parliament. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 6.15 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 
 

MENTAL HEALTH NURSES — DISTRIBUTION 

3530. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Minister for Mental Health 

I refer to the Media Statement released by Graham Jacobs on 3 February 2011 entitled ‘WA hospitals welcome 
influx of nurses’, and I ask — 

(1) Which mental health facilities will the nurses be placed in? 

(2) How many nurses per facility? 

(3) Are there any vacancies that have not been filled? 

(4) How many vacancies are there? 

(5) In which facilities are the vacancies? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

(1)-(2) [See paper 3213.] 

(3) Yes. 

(4) There are no vacancies for Enrolled Nurses remaining in 2011 and there are 10 Registered Nurse 
vacancies remaining for programs commencing in August 2011. These remaining positions are open for 
applications during 7-22 March 2011. 

(5) [See paper 3213.] 

BENTLEY HOSPITAL ADOLESCENT UNIT 

3531. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Minister for Mental Health 

I refer to the media statement released by Graham Jacobs on 29 November 2010 entitled, ‘$1.17 billion for new 
children’s hospital’, and I ask — 

(1) What will happen to the Bentley Hospital Adolescent Unit and reopened Families at Work unit? 

(2) Will the mental health nurses currently in the Bentley Adolescent Unit be transferred to the new 
hospital? 

(3) Why are the adolescent mental health units being centralised to Nedlands? 

(4) How many mental health beds will be available to adolescents when the new hospital is operational? 

(5) How many adolescent mental health beds are available as at today’s date? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

(1)  Six beds for children and adolescents under 16 years will relocate from the Bentley Adolescent Unit to 
the New Children's Hospital. It is envisaged that the Department of Health will continue to utilise the 
remaining six beds for young people over the age of 16 years. The Families at Work beds continue to 
operate at the site. 

(2)  The mental health nurses will be given the choice to transfer to the new hospital.  

(3)  The relocation of six beds from the Bentley Adolescent Unit to the New Children's Hospital will 
provide a single tertiary level service to patients under the age of 16 years on one site ensuring 
continuity of care for this patient group. The relocation also enables the coordination and synergy 
between the child/adolescent's mental health care needs and physical health care needs with state of the 
art facilities for young people. 

(4)  20 beds for children and young people who are under the age of 16 years at the new Children's 
Hospital. Bentley Adolescent Unit will have 6 beds for young people over the age of 16 years and 
Families at Work have 6 beds.  

(5)  As at 23 February 2011, there are a total of 26 mental health beds for young people 6-18 years old. At 
the Bentley Adolescent Unit there are 12 beds available for all young people aged 12-18 years, Princess 
Margaret Hospital Ward 4H has 8 beds available for all young people aged 6-16 years old and Families 
at Work has six beds available for all young people aged 8-13 years. 
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LIFELINE WA — GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 

3534. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Minister for Mental Health 

I refer to the media statement released by Graham Jacobs on 22 November 2010 entitled, ‘State Government to 
provide new support for LifelineWA’, and I ask — 

Why only a one-off payment for such a vital service? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

A one-off grant was made to support Lifeline WA's telephone counselling service 13 11 14. The Mental Health 
Commission intends to implement a review of current telephone counselling services and future needs 
during 2011. 

The Mental Health Commission is currently negotiating with Lifeline WA the possibility of extending financial 
support pending the completion of the proposed review. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE — ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE 

3542. Hon Lynn MacLaren to the Minister for Commerce 

(1) Is the Department of Commerce addressing climate change issues as it affects the Department’s sectoral 
responsibilities? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) If yes to (1), which climate change issues have been identified as affecting the Department’s sectoral 
responsibilities? 

(4) In respect of each issue identified, how is it being addressed (please provide full details) in terms of — 

(a) adaptation; 

(b) mitigation; and 

(c) modification of activities likely to maintain or increase the severity of the impacts of climate 
change? 

(5) In respect of each answer to (4) — 

(a) how much funding has been allocated to this work; 

(b) how many FTE staff have been allocated to this work; and 

(c) how is success being measured? 

(6) Regarding the answer to (5)(c), is this information publicly available? 

(7) If no to (6), why not? 

(8) If yes to (6) — 

(a) where is it publicly reported; and 

(b) how often is it updated? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Yes, the Department is addressing climate change issues as it affects its sectoral responsibilities. 

(2) Not applicable 

(3) Adaptation and mitigation issues have been identified as affecting the Department's sectoral 
responsibilities.  

(4) For adaptation and mitigation, the Department is involved in the following activities. 

• The emissions from the Department's fleet vehicles are being offset through the State Fleet Vehicle 
Emissions Offset Scheme; and the Department adheres t the WA Government Fleet Policy CO2 
emission benchmark when selecting replacement vehicles. 

• The Department's greenhouse gas emissions are measured through the System for Accounting and 
Reporting Government Emissions (SARGE). 

• The Department regularly delivers education to staff on energy reduction. 

(5) (a)  There is no funding allocated to this work. 

(b)  There is .25 of a level 4 FTE allocated. 
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(c)  The emission and consumption figures are measured each year against previous years with a 
reduction target of 10% reduction in energy use per MJ/FTE or m2/FTE by 2011/2012 relative 
to 2006/7. 

(6) No, the information is not currently publicly available. 

(7) Under the Premiers Circular 2008/11 agencies are required to report their energy use. Up until 
the 2007/2008 year a report was prepared by the Office of Energy which was a public document. Since 
that report no further reports have been prepared. 

(8) Not applicable 

RANGEVIEW REMAND CENTRE — OVERCROWDING ISSUES 

3547. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Corrective Services 

I refer to the report from the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, Report of an Announced Inspection of 
Rangeview Remand Centre October 2010, which notes a range of problems which have been arising as a result 
of overcrowding, and I ask the following — 

What specific measures are being undertaken to — 

(a) manage staff break time in order to lessen the necessity for lockdowns; 

(b) employ additional staff in order to address staff shortages; and 

(c) ensure the practice of lockdowns cease? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(a) The Department of Corrective Services manages staff breaks in accordance with the Juvenile Custodial 
Officers Award 2006 and lockdowns are kept to a minimum. 

(b) The Department of Corrective Services is conducting a recruitment campaign for Youth Custodial 
Services in 2011. 

(c) See answer to part (a). 

CERTIFICATE IV ENROLLED NURSING — COURSE APPLICATIONS 

3549. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development 

I refer to Certificate IV Enrolled Nursing, and I ask — 

(1) How many applications to undertake this course were received to commence study in 2011? 

(2) How many places were available? 

(3) Is there currently a waiting list to start studying for this qualification at any campus? 

(4) If yes to (3), how many potential students are on waiting for places at each campus? 

(5) When do you anticipate that these potential students will have an opportunity to commence studying 
this course? 

(6) Will the number of places available be increased next year? 

(7) How many students were on waiting lists for this course in each of the years — 

(a) 2006; 

(b) 2007; 

(c) 2008; 

(d) 2009; and 

(e) 2010? 

(8) How many international students enrolled in this course in each of the years — 

(a) 2006; 

(b) 2007; 

(c) 2008; 

(d) 2009; and 

(e) 2010? 

(9) How many other full-fee paying students were enrolled in this course in each of the years — 
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(a) 2006; 

(b) 2007; 

(c) 2008; 

(d) 2009; and 

(e) 2010? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1)-(9) Nil. 

The Certificate IV Enrolled Nursing is not offered in Western Australia. The minimum level 
requirement for Western Australia is the Diploma. 

CERTIFICATE III HEALTH SERVICES ASSISTANT — COURSE APPLICATIONS 

3550. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development 

I refer to Certificate III Health Services Assistant, and I ask — 

(1) How many applications to undertake this course were received to commence study in 2011? 

(2) How many places were available? 

(3) Is there currently a waiting list to start studying for this qualification at any campus? 

(4) If yes to (3), how many potential students are on waiting for places at each campus? 

(5) When do you anticipate that these potential students will have an opportunity to commence studying 
this course? 

(6) Will the number of places available be increased next year? 

(7) How many students were on waiting lists for this course in each of the years — 

(a) 2006; 

(b) 2007; 

(c) 2008; 

(d) 2009; and 

(e) 2010? 

(8) How many international students enrolled in this course in each of the years — 

(a) 2006; 

(b) 2007; 

(c) 2008; 

(d) 2009; and 

(e) 2010? 

(f) How many other full-fee paying students were enrolled in this course in each of the years —
2006; 

(g) 2007; 

(h) 2008; 

(i) 2009; and 

(j) 2010? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

1.  The course referred to was not offered in the student intake for the first semester of 2011. A similar 
course was offered, Certificate III in Allied Health Assistance, for which 86 first preference 
applications were received. 

In respect to the Certificate III in Allied Health Assistance the following applies: 

2.  78 plus 48 places for international students. 

3.  No. 

4.  Not applicable. 

5.  Potential international students will have the opportunity to commence study in July 2011. 
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6.  Not known at this time. Further places are usually offered for entry to this course in second semester 
each year. 

7.  I am not aware of there being any waiting lists for this course for these years. 

8.  (a)  Nil 

(b) 1 

(c) Nil 

(d) 3 

(e) Nil 

(f) 8 

(g)-(j) Nil 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION — ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE 

3552. Hon Giz Watson to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Environment 

I refer to the first paragraph of the answer given to my question without notice No. 27 on 16 February 2011, and 
I ask — 

(1) Apart from the work of the climate change unit, is the Department of Environment and Conservation 
addressing climate change issues as it affects the Department’s sectoral responsibilities? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) If yes to (1), which climate change issues have been identified as affecting the Department’s sectoral 
responsibilities? 

(4) In respect of each issue identified, how is it being addressed (please provide full details) in terms of — 

(a) adaptation; 

(b) mitigation; and 

(c) modification of activities likely to maintain or increase the severity of the impacts of climate 
change? 

(5) In respect of each answer to (4) — 

(a) how much funding has been allocated to this work; 

(b) how many FTE staff have been allocated to this work; and 

(c) how is success being measured? 

(6) Regarding the answer to (5)(c), is this information publicly available? 

(7) If no to (6), why not? 

(8) If yes to (6), where is it publicly reported and how often is it updated? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

(1) Yes 

(2) Not applicable 

(3)-(4) Consideration of climate change is integrated into the department's sectoral responsibilities wherever 
appropriate. For example, in respect of adaptation: 

• DEC undertakes research into the effects of climate change on biodiversity, including through 
membership of the Western Australian Marine Science Institution and participation in the Indian 
Ocean Climate Initiative; 

• climate change is taken into account in conservation reserve planning and management, and in 
recovery plans for threatened species and ecological communities; 

• DEC is a participant in the Centre of Excellence for Climate Change, Woodland and Forest Health; 

• DEC has developed planning and operational procedures for planned burning to consider current 
climate conditions including seasonal dryness; and  

• in the area of forest management, modelling and sustained yield calculations include adaptive 
settings in respect of tree growth and forest health, and a report into vulnerability of forests in 
south-west Western Australia to timber harvesting under the influence of climate change 
(October 2010) is publicly available through the DEC website.  
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In respect of mitigation: 

• DEC measures its emissions through the System forAccounting and Reporting Government 
Emissions (SARGE); 

• DEC has an internal workplace sustainability program called DECrease that incorporates 
sustainability principles, including energy efficiency and resource use, into itsoperations and 
decision-making. For example, the department has developed an energy management plan to 
reduce its stationary energy footprint and the department's Atrium tenancy is a signatory to the 
national City Switch Green Office program;  

• DEC is reducing its fuel consumption and emissions for new vehicle purchases, unless there is a 
specific operational need; 

• DEC is participating in a trial of electric vehicle technology; 

• DEC implements the CleanRun Ecodrive, TravelSmart workplace and AirWatch initiatives. These 
behaviour change programs are implemented to achieve air quality and climate change benefits 
within targeted sectors of the community; and 

• DEC promotes greenhouse gas capture from licensed landfill sites.  

(5) (a)-(b) As consideration of climate change is integrated into delivery of the department's sectoral 
responsibilities, there is generally no separately identifiable allocation of resources to climate 
change aspects, other than in the case of DEC Science Division's Climate Change and 
Biodiversity Unit which has a budget allocation of $380,000 and the DECrease project which 
has an allocation of $200,000. 

(c) The measures of the success of the above initiatives are embedded in the performance 
measures of the department's services and are not separately reported. 

(6)-(8) Information is available in the department's annual report and on the website.  

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE 

3554. Hon Giz Watson to the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister for Agriculture and Food 

I refer to the first paragraph of the answer given to my question without notice No. 27 on 16 February 2011, and 
I ask — 

(1) Is the Department of Agriculture and Food addressing climate change issues as it affects the 
Department’s sectoral responsibilities? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) If yes to (1), which climate change issues have been identified as affecting the Department’s sectoral 
responsibilities? 

(4) In respect of each issue identified, how is it being addressed (please provide full details) in terms of — 

(a) adaptation; 

(b) mitigation; and 

(c) modification of activities likely to maintain or increase the severity of the impacts of climate 
change? 

(5) In respect of each answer to (4) — 

(a) how much funding has been allocated to this work; 

(b) how many FTE staff have been allocated to this work; and 

(c) how is success being measured? 

(6) Regarding the answer to (5)(c), is this information publicly available? 

(7) If no to (6), why not? 

(8) If yes to (6), where is it publicly reported and how often is it updated? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) Yes, the Department is addressing climate change issues as it affects  its  sectoral responsibilities. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Adaptation and mitigation issues have been identified as affecting the  Department's sectoral 
responsibilities. 
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(4) (a) adaptation; 

(i) The Department is working with the Climate Change Unit in the  Department of 
Environment and Conservation through the Climate  Change Policy Inter-
Departmental Steering Group to develop the  Climate Change adaptation and 
Mitigation Strategy for Western Australia. 

(ii) Adaptation responses range from immediate actions such as the  release of Farmnotes 
which identify the options for landholders, to  longer term strategies such as the 
identification of crop genes that  reduce the impact of drought. 

(b) mitigation;  

(i) Mitigation actions in the grains sector have included research on the release of nitrous 
oxide from WA soils to release of a farm fuel calculator which allows assessment of 
the fuel consumed by  different farm operations. 

(ii) The emissions from the Department's fleet vehicles are being offset through the State 
Fleet Vehicle Emissions Offset Scheme. 

(iii) The Department's greenhouse gas emissions are measured through the System for 
Accounting and Reporting Government Emissions  (SARGE). 

(c) modification of activities likely to maintain or increase the severity of  the impacts of climate 
change? 

(i) Activities being promoted to reduce the severity of the impacts of  climate change 
include promotion of stubble retention, adjusting  fertiliser rates to reduce over 
fertilisation and research into non — wetting soils so as to increase carbon 
sequestration. 

(ii) The Department is involved in research aimed at reducing emission  reductions from 
livestock. 

(5) (a)  4ai — $120,000 
4aii — approximately $700,000 of state and industry funds 
4bi — approximately $140,000 of state and industry funds 
4bii and iii — $75,000 
4ci and cii — approximately $250,000 of state and industry funds 

(b)  4ai — 1.0 
4aii — 2.5 
4bi — 0.6 
4bii and biii — 1.0 
4ci and cii — 2.0 

(c) 4ai-aii — through farmer surveys to identify changes in practice and attitudes 
4bi — through the reduction in the nitrous oxide emission factors  from WA grains production 
in the national inventory of  greenhouse gas emissions.  
4bii and biii — reduction of energy used by the Department in buildings,  plant and equipment 
which is recorded via the Online  System for Comprehensive Activity Reporting (OSCAR) 
 and includes electricity, LPG, diesel oil, natural gas and  renewable energy. 
4ci and cii — through farmer surveys of the adoption of new techniques  to reduce water 
repellence and the continued use of  stubble retention techniques. 

(6) Yes. 

(7) Not applicable. 

(8) Where research and development has been completed it is published  in reports to industry funding 
bodies or in conference and journal  papers. Reports are available on the Department's web site. 

The Department's emissions are reported through the System for Accounting and Reporting 
Government Emissions (SARGE). 

FOREST PRODUCTS COMMISSION — ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE 

3619. Hon Giz Watson to the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister for Forestry 

I refer to the first paragraph of the answer given to my question without notice No. 27 on 16 February 2011, and 
I ask — 
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(1) Is the Forest Products Commission (FPC) addressing climate change issues as it affects the FPC’s 
sectoral responsibilities? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) If yes to (1), which climate change issues have been identified as affecting the FPC’s sectoral 
responsibilities? 

(4) In respect of each issue identified, how is it being addressed (please provide full details), in terms of — 

(a) adaptation; 

(b) mitigation; and 

(c) modification of activities likely to maintain or increase the severity of the impacts of climate 
change? 

(5) In respect of each answer to (4) — 

(a) how much funding has been allocated to this work; 

(b) how many FTE staff have been allocated to this work; and 

(c) how is success being measured? 

(6) Regarding the answer to (5)(c), is this information publicly available? 

(7) If no to (6), why not? 

(8) If yes to (6) — 

(a) where is it publicly reported; and 

(b) how often is it updated? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) Yes 

(2) Not applicable  

(3) The lower than average rainfall in the southwest land division is  affecting the health of some of FPC's 
plantations, particularly those  north of Perth. 

The lower rainfall may also result in some tree deaths in the State's  native forests, particularly in 
heavily stocked forests. 

(4) (a) FPC has undertaken non-commercial thinning of some young pine   plantations north of Perth 
to mitigate tree deaths due to drought.  

FPC is always looking for markets to enable it to sell more low grade  material. Strengthening 
markets for lower grade material will enable  thinning to mitigate drought risk to be more 
commercial. 

(b) FPC continues to support development of new plantation development  in lower rainfall areas, 
albeit through the provision of advice rather than  the direct investment strategy previously 
adopted. To the extent that  this leads to more plantations, this will help to sequester more 
atmospheric carbon dioxide. 

(c) Not Applicable 

(5) (a) Approximately $2m was spent in the 2009/10 financial year on non-  commercial thinning of 
drought affected pine plantations north of Perth.  A further $0.5m approximately is budgeted 
for 2010/11. 

No specific funding has been allocated to pursuing markets for lower  grade material. 

(b) No additional or specific staff have been allocated to this work. The   work is carried out by 
contractors selected and managed by FPC's  existing staff as a part of their regular duties. 

(c) By monitoring health of remaining trees within the thinned plantations. 

(6) No. 

(7) Such information is not made public unless it is considered to be of sufficient importance to be included 
in the FPC's Annual Reports. 

(8) Not applicable. 
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WORKSAFE — INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS 

3640. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to the Minister for Commerce 

I refer to the reporting and subsequent investigations by WorkSafe under the Minister’s portfolio, and I ask — 

(1) How many complaints have been made to WorkSafe for the years — 

(a) 2008; 

(b) 2009; and 

(c) 2010? 

(2) How many WorkSafe investigations have been initiated due to a complaint for the years — 

(a) 2008; 

(b) 2009; and 

(c) 2010? 

(3) What is the expected timeline for an investigation performed by WorkSafe? 

(4) What is the average time it has taken WorkSafe to investigate a complaint in the years — 

(a) 2008; 

(b) 2009; and 

(c) 2010? 

(5) How soon after a complaint is received is a full investigation initiated? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) WorkSafe refers to occupational safety and health enquiries and Injury/Disease reports rather than 
complaints. Occupational safety and health enquiries include matters such as general enquires and 
issues for consideration by the WorkSafe inspectorate. Occupational safety and health enquiries and 
Injury/Disease reports received by WorkSafe and referred to the inspectorate for consideration in the 
years requested were: 

(a) 6267  

(b) 5471  

(c) 6232 

(2) Reactive investigations from occupational safety and health enquiries and Injury/Disease reports 
referred to the WorkSafe inspectorate in the years requested were: 

(a) 5124  

(b) 4562 

(c) 5115 

(3) WorkSafe's completion aims for investigations are: 

Fatalities — Within 12 weeks 
Non Fatalities — Up to 8 Weeks 

(4) The average number of days for WorkSafe to complete reactive investigations in the years requested 
were: 

(a) 13.8 

(b) 14.6 

(c) 18.6 

(5) The WorkSafe inspectorate considers all occupational safety and health enquires and Injury/Disease 
reports it receives. However, not all of the occupational safety and health enquiries and Injury/Disease 
reports considered are subject to an investigation. The response to an occupational safety and health 
enquiry and Injury/Disease report depends on matters such as the seriousness and immediacy of a risk 
to safety, nature of the issues, workload at the time, WorkSafe's knowledge about a workplace and how 
resources can be most efficiently used. The WorkSafe inspectorate aims to respond to occupational 
safety and health enquiries and Injury/Disease reports throughout Western Australia as follows: 

Fatalities — up to 24 hours 
Non fatalities — up to 15 business days 
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MARGARET RIVER COALMINE PROPOSAL — SUBSIDENCE RISK 

3653. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

I refer to the proposed Coalmine in Osmington, Margaret River, and ask — 

What is the risk of subsidence associated with the proposed mining? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

The Environmental Protection Authority announced its decision on Monday 21 March 2011 that there is 
adequate information to demonstrate that the Vasse Coal Managements coal mining proposal is environmentally 
unacceptable. The Environmental Protection Authority is preparing its assessment report and recommendations 
to the Minister for Environment setting out the reasons for its decision. It is expected the Environmental 
Protection Authority will submit its report to the Minister for Environment within 6 weeks. It would be 
inappropriate for me to comment at this time while the EPA's assessment is in progress. 

VASSE COAL SHELF — EXPLORATION AND MINING LEASES 

3660. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

I refer to the Vasse Coal Shelf, and ask — 

(1) Over the area, can the Minister identify all — 

(a) exploration licences granted; 

(b) mining leases granted; 

(c) applications for exploration licences; and 

(d) applications for mining leases — 

(2) In relation to (1), please provide details of — 

(a) tenement number; 

(b) holder; 

(c) date applied for; 

(d) date granted; and 

(e) expiry date? 

(3) Can the Minister identify any and all of — 

(a) exploration licences; 

(b) mining leases; 

(c) applications for exploration licences; and 

(d) applications for mining leases — 

either terminated, cancelled, relinquished or withdrawn in the last two years? 

(4) In relation to (3), can the Minister provide details of — 

(a) tenement number; 

(b) holder (who has terminated, cancelled, relinquished or withdrawn license/lease/application); 

(c) name of any other holders of that tenement number; 

(d) date of termination/cancellation/withdrawal/relinquishment; and 

(e) reasons for termination/cancellation/relinquishment/withdrawal? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

There is no such entity as the "Vasse Coal Shelf". There is the Vasse Shelf which is referred to in Geological 
Survey of Western Australia (GSWA) Record 1998/7 (Geology and Permian Coal Resources of the Vasse River 
Coalfield, Perth Basin, Western Australia) which is defined as the structural shelf along the western margins of 
the Bunbury Trough between the Dunsborough Fault and the Busselton Fault. Within part of this structural shelf 
lies the Vasse River Coalfield as shown shaded "grey" on the plan attached, and it is this area that has been 
tagged as a coalfield, as the coal measures contained within this area are shallow and are therefore accessible. 
Accordingly the answers to the Parliamentary Questions are based on this area which is known as the Vasse 
River Coalfield. 
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The tabled paper provides answers to Questions 1 to 4. This data has been extracted from the Department of 
Mines and Petroleum's electronic mapping system "TENGRAPH®", however, it should be noted that in 1999 
when TENGRAPH® replaced the paper plans the data captured in TENGRAPH® did not include mining 
tenements that were not current (dead) prior to 1999. To determine the pre-1999 dead tenements would require 
significant departmental resources and time to search the historical paper plans.  

(1)-(4)  [See paper 3212.] Note that this paper incorporates the death reasons and death dates for all the dead 
mining tenements in the spreadsheet. It is not limited to the death of mining tenements over the last two 
years. 

MARGARET RIVER COALMINE PROPOSAL —  
DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM SUBMISSION 

3666. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

I refer to the proposed Osmington coalmine in Margaret River, and ask — 

(1) Has the Department of Mines made a submission or provided comment to the EPA to assist it with 
determining whether to assess the proposal and the level of assessment? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) If yes to (1), will the Minister table the Department’s submission/comment? 

(4) If no to (3), why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I refer the Hon Member to my answer to Parliamentary Question 3653. 

URANIUM EXPLORATION 

3748. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

I refer to the Minister’s comments in the article ‘WA spending big’, published on page 36 of The Advertiser on 
22 March 2011, and ask — 

(1) Will the Minister table the location of each of the 30 separate uranium deposits he identified in the 
article and their size in estimated tonnes of uranium oxide? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) Will the Minister table the figures for uranium exploration spending in Western Australia for the 
year 2010-2011, provided to each company by the State Government under the Exploration Incentive 
Scheme (EIS)? 

(4) If no to (3), why not? 

(5) Of the $84 million spent on uranium exploration in Western Australia for the calendar year 2010, what 
was the contribution of the State Government to this figure that was not part of the EIS, and who were 
the recipients? 

(6) What is the anticipated cost to the State Government of developing regulations covering the transport of 
uranium? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(1) Yes. [See paper 3211.] 

(2) Not applicable 

(3) Yes [see paper 3211] that lists sums offered in 2010/11 to individual exploration companies searching 
for uranium (as a single commodity or combined with other commodities) under the Co-funded Drilling 
Program of the Exploration Incentive Scheme (EIS). 

(4) Not applicable 

(5) In the 2010 calendar year, no Government funding outside of the EIS was provided to individual 
companies searching for uranium. 

(6) The transport of uranium is covered by the existing Radiation Safety (Transport of Radioactive 
Substances) Regulations 2002 which is the responsibility of the Minister for Health. 

__________ 

 


