
 

 

Legislative Council 

Thursday, 8 September 2011 

                 

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

CHAMBER ATTENDANTS — LISA PARRELLA AND LUCY MOYLE 

Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, at the outset I will update you on a couple of events 
concerning our chamber attendants. Members might be aware that just a few days ago Lisa Parrella had a baby 
boy, Christian. We are delighted for Lisa and wish her very well. I also welcome into the President’s gallery, 
Lucy Moyle, who is here for three days on work experience with the Legislative Council. 

ELECTRICITY FEED-IN TARIFF 

Petition 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.02 am]: I present a 
petition containing 210 signatures couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia are opposed to the State Government’s recent 
decision to suspend the Net Feed in Tariff, putting at risk many small businesses and jobs, as well as 
removing the ability for Western Australians to receive a fair and reasonable return for the electricity 
they produce. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council support the restoration of a feed 
in tariff scheme that gives the renewable energy industry and their employees some certainty as to the 
viability of their industry, as well as allowing Western Australians to reduce their bills and receive a fair 
price for the green energy sold back to the grid. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 3698.] 

OFFICE OF SHARED SERVICES — DECOMMISSIONING 

Statement by Minister for Finance 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [10.03 am]: I would like to update 
the Parliament on the government’s progress towards decommissioning the Office of Shared Services. 

A steering group chaired by the Director General of the Department of Finance, Anne Nolan, is in place and is 
making good progress. The steering group is charged with providing advice to the government, through me as 
the Minister for Finance, on an implementation plan for the decommissioning of shared services while 
considering and evaluating options that may retain benefits from previous investment into systems. In early 
August, the steering group reviewed options for each of the services provided by the Office of Shared Services—
namely, human resources, payroll, finance, procurement and recruitment.  

In considering the options for the recruitment function, it was apparent that all services provided by the Office of 
Shared Services are business processes—that is, manual—and there is no link to the information software’s 
enterprise resource planning system. It was also widely recognised that recruitment had been a source of 
significant client dissatisfaction. Thirty-two agencies receiving recruitment services indicated a strong desire to 
resume control over this important function. The chair of the steering group has advised me that the only viable 
solution for the future provision of recruitment is to return responsibility for these processes to the agencies. I 
have therefore approved the immediate decommissioning of the recruitment function. The recommendation to 
me, on behalf of the steering group, also noted that there will be no requirement for increased funding for staff in 
agencies as a result of the return of responsibility for recruitment. Shared services recruitment staff will be 
transferred to agencies as the function is returned.  

The decision to decommission recruitment will maintain the momentum for change. Work has commenced with 
the Public Sector Commission to ensure agencies are ready to resume responsibility for recruitment. The timing 
for the return of recruitment to agencies is dependent on the capacity of the Public Sector Commission to 
reinstall its recruitment advertisement and management system, which is the online system used by government 
to manage recruitment, redeployment, severance and entry-level vacancies in the public sector. It is expected that 
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the decommissioning of recruitment will be complete by the end of November 2011. Agencies have been 
advised of the decision and I am pleased to say that this early move has been welcomed by the agencies. 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

TRAINING SECTOR — STATE GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT 

Statement by Minister for Training and Workforce Development 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Training and Workforce Development) 
[10.06 am]: I would like to share with the house some new statistics that show the value of the state 
government’s investment in the training sector. The state government has invested $58.6 million over and above 
its commitment to national funding agreements for an additional 21 000 training places since coming into office, 
and the benefits of that investment are now being realised.  

In 2009, the state government joined with the State Training Board to produce the “Training WA: Planning for 
the future 2009–2018” strategy, which brought together training providers, industry and employers to build a 
skilled and qualified workforce. An interim report on the strategy found that record numbers of Western 
Australians are in training and, just as importantly, the training is in the areas of skills shortages. There has been 
a 12 per cent increase in the number of working age Western Australians undertaking government-funded 
training since 2008. In 2010, 143 553 people undertook government-funded training; that is more than 20 000 
additional people enrolling in training over the past two years. Interestingly, the big growth age groups have 
been more mature age people seeking to upgrade qualifications or a change in career direction. There has been a 
48 per cent increase in the 25 to 29 years age group and, remarkably, a 57 per cent increase in the 50 to 64 years 
age group, proving that people are never too old to consider training in new skills or qualifications. 

Vital sections of the Western Australian economy are benefiting from a better trained and qualified workforce. 
For example, government-funded hospitality training hours have nearly tripled since 2008 and government-
funded training hours in the electrical and electronic engineering and health sectors have nearly doubled. The 
value of higher level skills is also being recognised; since 2008, course enrolments for certificate IV and above 
have increased by 38 per cent. I am also encouraged to see a 14 per cent increase in enrolments in employment-
related training by Aboriginal people from 7 156 in 2008 to 9 149 in 2010. Much of the credit for that result can 
be attributed to the state government’s “Training together — working together” Aboriginal workforce 
development strategy and the establishment of Aboriginal workforce development centres in Perth, Broome, 
Bunbury, Geraldton and Kalgoorlie. Statistics such as these show that the benefits of training can be more than 
just economic; for Aboriginal people, workforce participation represents self-esteem and a path to a better future. 

Although the global financial crisis led to a reduction in the number of apprentices taken on in 2009, that appears 
to have been only a temporary setback. Apprentice numbers increased in 2010, and the number of apprentices 
and trainees has reached record levels in 2011 with more than 40 000 in training. The 2010–11 financial year had 
a 9.4 per cent increase in apprenticeship commencements compared with 2009–10. Importantly, employers are 
also back on board. By December last year, 10 288 employers had chosen to help develop the workforce of the 
future by taking on trainees and apprentices.  

The state government has further built on the Training WA strategy since its release in 2009, establishing the 
Department of Training and Workforce Development and releasing the “Skilling WA: A workforce development 
plan for Western Australia” strategy, which recognises training as one part of a broader range of goals to develop 
the Western Australian workforce for the future. The state government’s investment in training is now paying 
dividends, and the return on that investment will continue for years to come through a skilled and qualified 
workforce. 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Eighteenth Report — “Parliamentary Inspector’s Report Concerning the Procedures Adopted by the Corruption 
and Crime Commission when Dealing with Complaints of the Excessive Use of Force by Police” — Tabling 

Hon Nick Goiran presented the eighteenth Report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission, entitled “Parliamentary Inspector’s Report Concerning the Procedures Adopted by the 
Corruption and Crime Commission when Dealing with Complaints of the Excessive Use of Force by Police”, 
and on his motion it was resolved — 

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

[See paper 3699.] 
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NORTHERN GOLDFIELDS — CHILDREN’S HEALTH AND WELFARE 

Motion 

HON HELEN BULLOCK (Mining and Pastoral) [10.11 am] — without notice: I move — 

That this house expresses its lack of confidence in the Minister for Regional Development, the Minister 
for Indigenous Affairs and the Minister for Child Protection for their incompetence, inaction and lack of 
accountability in addressing the serious issues raised by the Goldfields–Esperance Development 
Commission project officer reports into the health and welfare of children in the northern Goldfields. 

Guess what? It turns out that Mr Robert Johnson, the Minister for Police, is not the only government minister 
who is incompetent and irresponsible, has a lack of accountability and is a self-loving narcissist. There is a 
bunch of them sitting on the front bench on the other side of this chamber! Shall we go through them, one by 
one? 

Let us start with the Minister for Indigenous Affairs. The Department of Indigenous Affairs is very well known 
in the state’s remote communities. Everybody knows about DIA, but the thing is that nobody knows what DIA 
does; I myself actually wondered at one stage what it does. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: The minister’s time will come; she should just wait patiently. 

Let us try an exercise. I will go through a few of the issues raised in these reports and see whether we can 
somehow get DIA involved. The reports refer to a lack of dental services in the Tjuntjuntjara community for 
both adults and children—not DIA’s responsibility? An unhealthy living environment in the Tjuntjuntjara 
community—nothing to do with DIA? Housing issues in remote Indigenous communities—no? Lack of public 
transport between those remote communities—no? A pregnant 12-year-old girl—nothing to do with the Minister 
for Indigenous Affairs. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Abused and neglected children—not DIA’s responsibility? An unreported 
paedophile running around in these remote communities? 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Okay, right. Let us make things easier. When his time comes to speak, perhaps the 
Minister for Indigenous Affairs can go through a few of his achievements so that we can all hear them. I just 
hope that the minister will not deny himself the pleasure of going through a few of his rare achievements. 

Hon Peter Collier: What’s the role of DIA? Do you know? 

Hon Adele Farina: Let her finish. You’ll get your chance. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: I thank Hon Adele Farina. 

Whenever issues such as those mentioned in the GEDC’s reports are brought to his attention, the Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs often says, “I don’t know how to solve the crisis,” or “I don’t have a solution”. It is my 
understanding that the minister actually asked for this portfolio, so I would have thought that even before he took 
it on, he must have had some idea of how to do a few things and fix some issues, though not all of them; we do 
not expect him to do that. 

Hon Peter Collier: When did I say that? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Minister, please do not interject. You know that there are provisions in the standing 
orders. If you want to do something about it, do it that way, not by interjection. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: As we all know, the issues raised in those reports are not new, so I ask the minister 
to please do something about them—anything, whether conventional or not, or whether politically correct or not; 
I do not mind. Otherwise, he should let one of his capable colleagues have a go. 

Point of Order 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The honourable member made reference to a quote of mine. I want to know whether 
that was a direct quote of mine that she was referring to; and, if so, where the quote came from. I would like her 
to identify that quote. 

The PRESIDENT: You are asking for her to identify the document she has quoted from, rather than taking a 
point of order. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Which quote is the minister looking for? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: The one that the member just referred to. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Is the minister referring to “I don’t know how to solve this crisis”? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: That was quoted in The Weekend West on 11 June 2011. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I did not say that. Not at all. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think that is an example of the house working, because the minister has sought 
confirmation of where the quote came from, and the member on her feet has provided that confirmation. Let us 
move on. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: She misquoted me. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: I will pass the quote to the minister after I have finished. 

The PRESIDENT: Let us move on. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: You are actually wrong. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Debate Resumed 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: The Minister for Indigenous Affairs also made repeated comments in relation to 
some of the programs that are running in those remote communities, and I agree with him on those comments. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Let me finish. That is one of the things I have realised after visiting those remote 
communities. The minister was quoted in the Weekend West of 11 June 2011 as saying — 

… an enormous amount of duplication (and) a massive amount of wastage of resources which are not 
necessarily directed at the right areas,” 

Another quote by the minister, which appeared in the Weekend West of 2 July 2011, reads — 

“There are dozens of programs, hundreds of thousands here, millions there, tens of thousands here  

…  

“There is a massive amount of duplication. There is an enormous amount of wastage.” 

We get the minister’s message, and I agree with him. Now we are waiting to see what he is going to do about 
that wastage and duplication of services in those remote communities. 

I will now move on to the Minister for Child Protection, but I ask the Minister for Indigenous Affairs to tell us, 
when he gets the chance, a few of the things he has done in his DIA portfolio for those remote communities. 

The Minister for Child Protection appears to me to be a caring and no-nonsense person, but her action—or 
rather, inaction—in dealing with the issues raised in these reports paints a different image. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Minister, you have interjected three times on the member on her feet. Let her have 
her full 20 minutes of contribution and then it may be that you get an opportunity to respond. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: In relation to the GEDC’s Laverton abandoned children report, instead of 
investigating the claims contained in the report and looking at internal reports, files, emails and any other form 
of correspondence sent to the Department for Child Protection’s office in Laverton from the Laverton police, 
school and hospital, the Minister for Child Protection and the head of her department chose to have a go at the 
messenger by questioning the credibility of these reports and the officer who wrote them. This action itself 
shows how substandard both of them are.  

The senior officer was employed by the Goldfields–Esperance Development Commission. To question the 
credibility of the person who wrote the report, the Minister for Child Protection is actually questioning the 
credibility of the GEDC’s competence in terms of its work ethic and ability to hire the right person to do a proper 
job. I am actually surprised that the Minister for Regional Development had to put up with these accusations 
from the Department for Child Protection. I am also surprised that the Minister for Regional Development did 
not stand up to defend his department and his employee. There is another phrase for it—it is called a man 
without a backbone.  

Members are probably wondering why the project officer did not stand up to defend herself. That is because she 
was told not to speak to anybody. She was not the only one told not to speak to anybody. Lots of employees 
from those government departments were told not to speak to anybody.  
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Hon Robyn McSweeney: Not from my department. If they have anything to say, they can say it.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Minister, did you not hear me a minute ago? You will get a chance to respond; do not 
respond by interjection. The same rules apply to all members, remember that.  

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: I must say, watching the Minister for Child Protection perform like that from the 
outside, I held my breath for her. I said to myself, “Surely she can do better than that.” But no, it got worse. The 
minister then travelled to Laverton one afternoon and spent some time in the community patrol van. She had a 
meeting or two with a few people who were carefully selected by her advisers. She came back and said to us, 
“Look, I went there. I did not see any abandoned children anywhere. You cannot substantiate the claim; you 
cannot prove that they were abandoned; and you cannot give me concrete evidence. What are their names? What 
are their parents’ names? Where do they live? Where do they come from? You cannot substantiate all these 
claims.” She also told us that country kids—like her when she was young—like to treasure hunt in rubbish tips. 
To show how generous the Minister for Child Protection is with royalties for regions money, she said her 
department would provide royalties for region money to fund three more full-time positions in Laverton.  

In terms of other briefs that surfaced in July through the freedom of information process, the record clearly 
shows that the minister received those reports on 2 June 2011. But the second round of these kinds of 
“explosions” clearly was too much for the Minister for Child Protection. She could not handle it any more. This 
is what I imagine happened: she sat in her office, buried her head in her hands and cried out to her spokesman, 
who was waiting for instruction as to what to say to waiting media outside, “I did not receive any reports—did 
you? Can you go out there and tell them that? I could not possibly make comments on the issues raised in those 
reports because I did not see them! What—a 12-year-old girl pregnant! I wish you hadn’t told me that. Are you 
sure she is 12 and not 22? Whereabouts is the paedophile? How do I know; how does that involve me? Oh, no 
more of this. Can you check with Peter and get him to take some responsibilities? And also go out and tell the 
media to please go away. I have given them some money from the royalties for regions fund. There is nothing 
left. Also, could you please go out to check with Brendon to see if he has more money to spend? Just go away, 
leave me alone.”  

Point of Order 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not 100 per cent certain, but — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It is not a speech. Are you standing to make a point of order?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I make a point of order about some words that were used. I am looking for the 
President’s direction in this. I understood the speaker called the Minister for Indigenous Affairs by his Christian 
name, Peter. I understood that she also referred to the Minister for Regional Development by his Christian name, 
Brendon. If, by some chance, the member is referring to those two ministers, I think there needs to be a level of 
appropriateness in the way that is used.  

The PRESIDENT: The member was relaying a hypothetical story. If there is an official addressing of a 
minister, the member knows they have to be addressed in the correct terms.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Thanks, Mr President. I can assure you I understand all that.  

One more thing before I leave the Minister for Child Protection, as I understand this is too much for her: the 
Minister for Child Protection used the words “culturally inappropriate” when the Laverton community asked 
whether the existing youth hostel facility could be converted to a shelter for neglected children. For someone 
who portrays herself as a passionate advocate for the welfare of children in this state, I realise that she is just 
another gutless, disingenuous hypocrite. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: At least I am not Joe Bullock’s wife!  

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: How pathetic; how cheap is that!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: So are you! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: What you just said, the words you just used, really wiped off all the admiration that I 
had for you!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Wow! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That wasn’t much! 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I didn’t have any for you! 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: We move on now; it is not your turn. It is not all about you! Now it is about the 
Minister for Regional Development. The Minister for Regional Development is a very lucky man in many 
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aspects, one of which is to have a very diligent, competent and responsible project officer—which is in stark 
contrast to him—working for him in one of his regional development commissions; namely the GEDC. As a 
responsible person, the officer writes a report, or brief, after each visit by raising issues and providing 
recommendations. These reports are not confidential reports as such. They are merely the project officer’s effort 
to try to bring the government’s attention to the tragic reality of remote communities. These reports or briefs are 
simply working notes. My understanding is that they are very well circulated amongst remote communities. The 
reason for their wide circulation is that the project officer hopes that some government agencies will take some 
action through the circulation of the reports. But what? Nothing has been done. Looking at the date of these 
reports, the earliest date on the report is June 2010 and the latest is January 2011. All these reports were lying on 
the Minister for Regional Development’s desk, sleeping soundly for months and months, just like the minister 
himself, until one day he was woken by the media! Even then, the Minister for Regional Development did not 
want to know and did not want to do anything about it. As reported in The Weekend West on 11 June 2011, he 
kept saying — 

“I don’t know what the answer is mate. If you’re there, I’m hoping you can come up with it.” 

He also said that he would not have acted differently if he had received those reports six months earlier, because 
he did not have a solution. He also thinks the issues and problems raised in the report are not something new or 
unique, as he knew them all too well. In the end, the Minister for Regional Development was very frustrated and 
had a go at the messenger. He told the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission that if there were 
briefing notes attached to the report, he would have known about those reports earlier. I thought he just said that 
it would not have made any difference to have known about those reports six months earlier. What a confused 
soul! The Minister for Regional Development also told the GEDC not just to inform him of the problem, but also 
to fix it with his money because there was plenty of it. 

I think I had better quote what he said, as it is very good. The West Australian reported him on 18 August 2011 
as saying — 

“In a quiet moment with the development commission, I suggested to them that rather than just 
informing me of the problem, maybe some of the policy suggestions could come from them — because 
we put them (there) to have a degree of autonomy and we’ve given them great access to Royalties for 
Regions — instead of just sending me a report saying ‘This is all s…’,” … 

Members can let their imaginations run wild! 

Hon Adele Farina: It’s a direct quote! 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Yes, that is in a quote. 

Hon Norman Moore: Did he say “s, dot, dot, dot”? 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: It did say “dot, dot, dot”. 

Hon Col Holt: Tell us more about royalties for regions; I like that. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: I will come to that. 

I would like to point out that every one of these reports has recommendations. I got you, Hon Norman Moore! 

Hon Norman Moore: What? 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Every one of these reports has recommendations at the back of the report. Do 
members think anyone reads those recommendations before they open their big mouth? Apparently not. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You didn’t consider your speech before you opened your big mouth! 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Is Hon Simon O’Brien being nasty again, like he always is? I did not hear what he 
said. 

Even the Minister for Regional Development himself did not read the report. His chief of staff simply forwarded 
those reports to the chief of staff of the Minister for Child Protection, but not to the chief of staff of the Minister 
for Indigenous Affairs. Of course, that had nothing to do with the Department of Indigenous Affairs. 

The difference between DRD, DCP and DIA is that DRD has the money—that department just has to ask for it. 
In the end, the Minister for Regional Development must have said, “Look, here you go, here’s $28 million to fix 
those irresponsible parents and something we can talk about in case the opposition asks any more questions.” 
But the thing is, this $28 million is a potential headache for the Minister for Indigenous Affairs. He needs to 
decide whether this $28 million will provide positive outcomes for Aboriginal communities, how useful it will 
be and how much will be duplicated through these existing programs. Mr President, I am running out of time. 

These were the actions taken by these ministers in this chamber. Are they doing better than the Minister for 
Police? No! 
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HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West — Minister for Child Protection) [10.34 am]: I certainly will not 
be agreeing to this motion. What an odd little speech that was! What an outrageous motion! It is totally untrue 
and one that has absolutely no substance at all. What a mob of buffoons members opposite are! 

When opposition members come into this place and throw stones, it would be very wise of them to check their 
own party’s record on child protection, because they certainly do have a record on child protection. They have a 
record that is akin to a criminal record on child protection, and there are many reports to prove that. There is one 
report that I will not dwell on. I want to tell the house about the actions I took on the briefing notes that I 
received from the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission. These briefing notes were not written by my 
department. They were not written by trained child protection workers who work in their communities at a 
grassroots level. What is not well publicised is the dates on those briefing notes. By the time I received those 
briefing notes on 2 June, they were well over 12 months old. We have four staff members who work in that area, 
on the ground, working day in, day out. They know what is going on. In fact, Mr Damian McLean, President of 
the Shire of Ngaanyatjarraku, described those briefing notes as shallow, derivative and useless in terms of 
providing constructive ideas, and there was no factual basis provided within the reports for any of the claims 
made; rather, they were a collection of anecdotes, impressions and previous documentation of already very well 
understood problems. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Sounds like an opposition speech! 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: It does indeed. 

The report that I focused on was one written in January 2011, and it was about Laverton. Given that I received 
the briefing notes on 2 June, at the first opportunity on 7 June, some five days later, I flew into Laverton with the 
director of country services of the Department for Child Protection, Mr Hancock. On the way there I was briefed 
about all matters pertaining to that area around the Goldfields, including the lands. That is action—something the 
Labor Party knows nothing about. I met with my departmental staff, I met with police, I met with the Aboriginal 
patrol and I met with local government. I stayed the night. I went out on that patrol with the Aboriginal women 
who run that patrol and they do an absolutely fantastic job. That is action—more action! Do members know 
what? They were extremely offended to think that people were saying that Aboriginal children were living on the 
tip. They told me that it was not true. At an interagency meeting on 13 June, nobody could say or provide any 
data to support those allegations. At that meeting, officers from the WA Police, the Department of Indigenous 
Affairs, GEDC, the Shire of Ngaanyatjarraku and the Department for Child Protection were present. More 
action! A parenting support program is to be set up in Laverton—that is action—with two positions. We are 
advertising for workers now. Oh, look, there is more action here! Since my visit, a team leader is now living in 
Laverton because of something that this government does: it builds houses in remote areas. We now have a 
house for our team leader who is living in Laverton. 

More action! Oh my goodness! More action! I wrote to Jenny Macklin asking her whether we could 
implement — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Actually she is one of the Labor ministers in the federal government that I 
actually do respect; she gets on and does things. I therefore wrote to her asking her whether we could have 
income management in the Goldfields area. Oh, look; more action. I received a letter from the Shire of Laverton 
expressing its appreciation to me for visiting Laverton so promptly and for saying that I would help fund a youth 
officer. They thanked me for that action. Does the member want some more action? I suggest to Hon Helen 
Bullock that this motion is now null and void. She should be extremely embarrassed for bringing it in. When I 
was in Laverton, people asked me who Hon Helen Bullock was. However, I give her full marks for going to 
Laverton. At least she went there. Hon Sue Ellery, when she was Minister for Child Protection, never got off her 
backside to go to Laverton. At least Hon Helen Bullock did. 

Hon Kate Doust: She may come in here and defend herself if you keep on belittling her.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I am absolutely trembling! I am trembling in my boots! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Look, I have got to say that I do not like the tone of the debate that seems to have 
crept into statements, motions and general debates in the chamber in the last few weeks. Members know that you 
reap what you sow. If you make accusations in this place, the member who feels aggrieved is entitled to respond. 
Unfortunately, those accusations and responses are becoming very personal. It is a tone of debate that is not 
constructive and not conducive to good outcomes, which is what this house should be all about. I ask members to 
temper their comments a little so that we address the issues rather than making personal, derogatory comments.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Thank you, Mr President. I am sure Labor Party members have listened to that. I 
have alerted Jenny Macklin to a proposal — 

Hon Ken Travers: Let’s see if you have.  
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No, I have just said that I absolutely respect Jenny Macklin, the federal minister. 
I have alerted Jenny Macklin about a proposal in Laverton. The Laverton shire wants to provide managed short-
stay accommodation and temporary sorry facilities, which I support. More action! I have arranged to visit the 
lands in October. It was an arrangement that I made back in June to travel to the lands and have a look. That is 
what a good minister does. A good minister takes action when there are flare-ups. In child protection there 
inevitably will be flare-ups. At times, a minister has to go into a community and see what is happening. I do that. 
There is no inaction on my part. As I said, I hope Hon Helen Bullock is very embarrassed with the motion she 
brought forward. My colleague Hon Peter Collier works very hard in Indigenous affairs and Hon Brendan Grylls 
is doing an enormous amount of work out in the regions with state government royalties for regions money to 
help Indigenous people. I do not care what colour a child is; if they need help, I will try to help them. That is 
what I am doing. I know child protection is challenging. I actually asked the Premier three years ago if I could 
have child protection, because we needed to turn it around. We needed to turn around the fear and intimidation 
that was the culture in that department under Labor. We needed to turn around what was happening to children 
in care. While I would love to take every child home with me who I see being neglected, I cannot. I put on the 
record that I care. I am a minister who is very strong in the area of child protection, and I take a great deal of 
action when it is needed.  

Government members: Hear, hear!  

HON COL HOLT (South West) [10.43 am]: I rise briefly to say that the National Party cannot support this 
motion. It is a little misguided and, in fact, is completely wrong. We have a great deal of confidence in those 
ministers. It is useful to again put on the record some of the positive things that are being done to address some 
of those issues. We always welcome opposition members putting motions on the notice paper so that we can talk 
about all the very good things that are happening. They are doing a very good job in opposition in that respect; 
they should probably stay there a bit longer. There are certain issues. This government, especially through the 
Department of Regional Development and Lands and the Minister for Regional Development, has been working 
towards addressing some of those issues.  

I will go through some things that are specific to Laverton but also talk about the Goldfields region and other 
regions, which I know members will be interested in. At the time of this issue, investment was already underway 
in Laverton. Ten homes were under construction in Laverton as part of the Government Regional Officers’ 
Housing program. That program had stalled, but the injection of royalties for regions funds put it back on track. 
Out of those 10 homes, five were allocated to the Department of Education, four to WA Police and one to the 
Department for Child Protection. I understand that DCP is looking for more housing for further positions. I think 
the Minister for Child Protection just talked about that. One thing that this government recognised early in 
providing services to communities in those regions was the level of housing that was available. Often people 
move a long way from essential services or a long way from their families to take up these positions. One thing 
that can be provided to them is a level of housing that they can appreciate and so that they can feel like it is their 
home. That has been a very positive program that has been funded by the royalties for regions program.  

Funds have also been put into the responsible parenting program. I know that 13 additional full-time equivalents 
have been provided in the Goldfields to expand that program. It is a $38 million program over five years, which 
is a significant injection of funds. Money is not everything—it is also about how these things are implemented 
and the people who work out there—but funds and infrastructure are certainly needed to support the work that 
they do. In 2011–12, $6.4 million will be provided to expand the program, including its home visiting services 
and its support and advice services to at-risk families with both older children and young babies. Before royalties 
for regions came along and enabled the expansion of this program, this service was available only in the 
metropolitan area, the Peel region and the Kimberley. We are now looking to expand it further into the regions 
because of the need. We know there is a need out there and we are trying to expand into that.  

There has also been an injection of funds into the country local government fund for the Shires of 
Ngaanyatjarraku and Laverton. Some of their projects include working on the design and building of 
accommodation villages for Aboriginal people to provide various types of accommodation in a safe and healthy 
environment. I believe that about $2.1 million of their country local government funding has been invested in 
those projects. An Indigenous visitors’ hostel is going up in Kalgoorlie and the Department of Housing is 
providing $13 million over three years to establish transient visitor housing. There will be 30 beds in Kalgoorlie 
and 50 beds in Broome.  

Hon Adele Farina: How does that help the Broome community that I identified in the report?  

Hon Mia Davies: You were talking about the other report and we are talking about the statewide impact of 
royalties for regions and the considerable effort that the Department of Regional Development and Lands is 
putting into Indigenous disadvantage. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon Peter Collier: That is not what she spoke about.  
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Hon COL HOLT: We are talking about all of it. We are talking about how we are supporting these 
communities and Indigenous people in the regions.  

Hon Mia Davies: You can’t have it both ways.  

Hon Sally Talbot: You can sit down now, Hon Colin Holt, because Hon Mia Davies is doing all the talking. 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Look, every member has the right to stand in this place and make a speech, so every 
member should respect that right.  

Hon COL HOLT: Thank you, Mr President. I will keep going through the things we are doing. An amount of 
$10 million has been budgeted towards the Aboriginal community emergency response fund, which is an 
initiative that will enable an immediate response to emerging crises in critical infrastructure needs for Aboriginal 
communities. In the past, and having worked with some communities like this, I know that when a crisis has 
come along—it could be for a whole variety of reasons, such as a major industry has shut down or something has 
happened in the community—the community has had nowhere to turn and no pot of money to access to provide 
an immediate response to address some of those concerns. The only example I can think of at this time is the 
mine closure at Hopetoun, which obviously caused a lot of angst in the community. There was no real avenue 
through which the people there could get people to help them solve some of the issues. That fund has been 
established to address some of those sorts of events. It is a really good initiative so that if there is a real crisis in 
communities, there is somewhere to turn to for immediate funding assistance. Also, $12 million has been 
allocated to upgrade existing water infrastructure so that quality water is delivered to the remote communities in 
the Goldfields, Esperance, the Kimberley and the Pilbara. Also, nearly $20 million over four years has been 
invested in north west drug and alcohol support services. We know there is a real challenge in a lot of 
communities with the level of alcohol abuse. An injection of funds in that area is strongly welcomed.  

The Kimberley and Pilbara youth justice services have been expanded. This is about tackling some of the core 
issues and helping young offenders before they get on the hamster wheel of recidivism. The amount of $22 
million is allocated over four years to six remote Indigenous health clinics, the design of which is based on the 
Warmun clinic model. The WA Country Health Service will determine which sites those clinics will go to.  

One of the very positive and well received projects is the additional Clontarf colleges, which have achieved 
some outstanding results. This government has invested in the establishment of eight additional Clontarf colleges 
throughout the regions, at Carnarvon, Newman, Northam, Wyndham, Katanning, Derby, Roebourne, Karratha 
and Fitzroy Crossing. This is about action at the level at which it is needed so that people can get engaged in the 
sorts of programs they run, for their own benefit and the benefit of their families and communities. The amount 
of $15 million has been allocated to Aboriginal housing in the Kimberley. Housing in the Roebourne area has 
been instigated, and $20 million has been allocated for Indigenous participation in the Pilbara Cities initiative.  

Finally, I come to the Ord–East Kimberley expansion program, which is one of the first projects started under 
royalties for regions. A fair commitment was made also from the federal government. While royalties for regions 
provides a lot of funding for infrastructure for the Ord growing area expansion, the federal government came in 
with a package with the aim of supporting the community, including the Indigenous community, and making the 
most of those opportunities. This project is an excellent example of a partnership between the state and federal 
governments in making sure we get an extra bang for our dollar and good outcomes for the projects we instigate. 
I would like to see more of the state and federal governments partnering to deliver greater outcomes for people in 
regional Western Australia and Western Australia generally. With those words, I will take a seat.  

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [10.53 am]: With the greatest respect to Hon Col Holt—it is interesting 
that he stood and basically read from the royalties for regions glossy pamphlet—that is not what is under 
discussion today; we are not talking about lists of expenditure. We are talking about a motion of no confidence 
in three government ministers, the Minister for Regional Development, the Minister for Indigenous Affairs and 
the Minister for Child Protection, for their incompetence, inaction and lack of accountability —  

Hon Col Holt: I was pointing out some action, that’s all, and my confidence.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am getting to the point, Hon Col Holt, of addressing the serious issues raised by the 
Goldfields–Esperance Development Commission project officer reports into the health and welfare of children in 
the northern Goldfields. That is what we are talking about this morning. The government, particularly the Liberal 
Party ministers, clearly do not want to have this debate aired, as we saw from their reaction to the excellent 
speech by Hon Helen Bullock. I think that every member, at least on this side of this house, who takes these 
issues seriously, will want to join me in paying tribute to the work she has done to get this issue onto the front 
pages of the press and to draw it to the attention of the media in this state. What was revealed in these four 
reports—I notice Hon Robyn McSweeney acknowledges only one—told the tragic story about what is happening 
to people in this state in 2011. If we had read these stories 200 years ago about Third World countries, we would 
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have been appalled. Anybody with the slightest passing interest in political history, even if it extends only to 
watching movies such as the great film Amazing Grace, will have read stories about the abolition of slavery and 
the kinds of abject poverty and dreadful social consequences of people living lives of such deprivation. These 
reports show that people in this state in 2011 are living in just such appalling conditions.  

These four reports give accounts of abandoned children, children begging for food, children living on rubbish 
tips and children and women subject to levels of domestic violence that would have had a state of emergency 
declared had they been happening in the suburbs of the metropolitan area. The four reports tell stories about 
water supplies in communities contaminated with human faeces, schools with no teachers, clinics with no nurses 
and fully equipped community facilities for old people and children that are simply standing with padlocks on 
their doors, locked up and unavailable to the communities to use.  

These four reports show that the Aboriginal people in those communities have been using every resource within 
their power to bring change to their communities. The reports show that they have received not one level of 
effective assistance from the Liberal–National state government. I think the core of this problem goes to the 
question of what the issue is here. Clearly I, and Hon Helen Bullock in moving the motion, and other members 
on this side of the house, identify the issue as being the issue of reports about abandoned children and the unused 
facilities I have just listed. That is obviously not the case as far as the government is concerned. I draw members’ 
attention to documents that are now, thanks to Labor’s freedom of information request, on the public record. I 
particularly draw members’ attention to a briefing note dated 21 June to Hon Brendon Grylls from Robert Hicks, 
the CEO of the GEDC. At the end of section 2 is the heading “Issues”. We do not have to speculate about how 
the government identified the issues of concern here. We do not have to wonder whether the government agreed 
with us and whether the issue was about people living in the most appallingly deprived circumstances of squalor 
and poverty because they have been set out for us in this document. There are three issues as follows — 

i The Laverton brief/report has been leaked to the media and details about child neglect, 
violence and child prostitution published and aired.  

ii The Freedom of Information requests from two Opposition members of Parliament may lead to 
questioning in Parliament of Ministers and their agencies.  

iii This may create further media interest. 

Mr President, did you hear any reference in there to the issues being flagged as the absolute imperative to deal 
with the problems identified in those four reports? Not once is it mentioned. Not once have we heard in the 
responses made to Hon Helen Bullock’s motion so far any effective plans for dealing with these issues that have 
been raised. The first official government response we got stated, according to my notes — 

This is not an official or formal report.  

This is the government’s response to the Laverton report. It continued — 

It is a briefing note from a field officer. … there has been no formal consultation between the field 
officer and the DCP.  

The second reaction was, “We’ve been investigating this for as far back as”—wait for it—“2010”. Oh, my 
goodness! The government has been investigating it since the end of last year. I have seen all these documents 
and I can tell members that emails were circulated amongst senior government officials, ministers and 
government advisers with attachments labelled “Laverton Abandoned Children—Domestic Violence Report, 
January 2011.” What possible excuse could the government have for doing nothing? 

I want to move specifically to the role of Hon Peter Collier in all of this because he is one of the ministers named 
in the motion. Hon Peter Collier got off to quite a good start when he took on the Indigenous affairs portfolio by 
announcing to this house that he saw his role as Indigenous affairs minister, the role of his office and, indeed, the 
role of his department as being that of a coordinator. A number of people in this house, including me, thought at 
last we have a Minister for Indigenous Affairs who is prepared to take action to move behind the silo-ed thinking 
that has beset this portfolio and a number of others for years. On 21 June he spoke about wanting to “ensure 
coordination within government”. On 16 March he said that the role of his office, the role of the department and 
his role as Minister for Indigenous Affairs is to act as the coordinating department. The minister initially took 
this role on quite willingly. Since then it has all been downhill. We have seen no response to the stolen wages 
report, despite the fact that the minister well knows that his predecessor made specific commitments about the 
extent of the embarrassment that this was causing the Barnett government. We have seen no response to the 
Kimberley Aboriginal Law and Culture Centre about the Kimberley alcohol plan. We have had no active 
involvement in the federal government processes in which DIA is identified as the lead agency.  

I can only agree 100 per cent with Hon Helen Bullock because at every meeting that I walk into as the shadow 
Minister for Indigenous Affairs, people say to me, “What on earth is DIA doing because we see no evidence of 
their action on the ground?” We have seen an appalling set of bungles and mismanagement when it comes to the 
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Oombulgurri community, culminating yesterday in the minister’s advice to me that when he went to Wyndham 
he did not speak to anyone who told him they wanted to go home to Oombulgurri. I do not know who the 
minister talked to; he probably sat in the chairman’s lounge at the airport and did not venture out. The 
government has a set of recommendations in front of it in the shape of the Sanderson report. It needs to act on 
them and it needs to act now.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [11.04 am]: I will have to try to 
temper my comments after that rubbish. Obviously, I will not be supporting the motion. First, I want to clarify a 
couple of things. As far as Hon Helen Bullock’s motion is concerned, as a result of the original report, 
Hon Helen Bullock has probably received advice that perhaps the report is not as accurate as may have been first 
thought and a number of the claims made in that report have been unsubstantiated, so therefore she went ahead 
and talked in a more generic sense about Indigenous affairs. I want to make a few comments about that and also 
pick up on a couple of things that Hon Sally Talbot said. I am so glad that she reiterated the points that I have 
made on a number of occasions with regard to the role that I have as Indigenous affairs minister and the role of 
the Department of Indigenous Affairs.  

People think I have this notion that the Department of Indigenous Affairs is the panacea for resolving all the 
issues within Indigenous affairs. I wish to say—I stick by this—that the role of the Department of Indigenous 
Affairs is to act as a coordinating body. It is doing that. For the very first time in Indigenous affairs we are 
working on a mapping exercise throughout government. After I took office I asked the previous director if I 
could see every program that exists that delivers outcomes for Indigenous people in Western Australia. He said 
that was almost impossible. I said, “Tough, we’re going to do it.” I wanted to see federal and state programs. I 
got pages and pages from this mapping exercise. It just reinforced my view, and I stick by it, a point raised by 
Hon Helen Bullock, that there is an enormous amount of duplication in the delivery of services to Aboriginal 
people. That is what the Department of Indigenous Affairs is doing. I will bring my remarks back to Laverton in 
a minute but the comments from Hon Helen Bullock were very generic and very broad-based across the state. I 
stick by my role as Indigenous affairs minister. The department is a coordinating body. We are working with 
departments to ensure that we have positive outcomes for Aboriginal people. 

I am very, very familiar with the situation in the Goldfields. I am a Kalgoorlie boy born and bred and proud of it. 
I grew up with the Wongi people. I know the Wongi people as well as anyone in this chamber. I used to go to 
Laverton for the gymkhanas at least one Sunday a month. I had my beautiful golden palomino and we used to go 
to the gymkhanas. I used to interact constantly with the Wongi people. The Wongi people used to come to our 
shop and my father would constantly give them dry bread in the back lanes. I am very aware of the Wongi 
people and I am very, very aware of the problems associated with that tribe.  

In relation to the issues in Laverton, to suggest that I am sitting on my hands or the government is sitting on its 
hands with regard to Aboriginal people, particularly in the northern Goldfields, is without foundation. For 
example, earlier this year the Department of Indigenous Affairs, through the Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating 
Committee, which is a coordinating committee of all government officers, appointed a new chief operating 
officer, which has been very, very well received, to ensure that we provide much more coordination throughout 
the northern Goldfields region. The new office of the new chief operating officer will work in partnership with 
the Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs and my Department of 
Indigenous Affairs to ensure that there are closer linked strategies for that region. The DIA and the Department 
of the Premier and Cabinet are leading a high level, whole-of-government initiative within the Goldfields and 
working with local government and the Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous 
Affairs for reform within the Ngaanyatjarra lands and Spinifex country communities. The high-level task force 
met as recently as last month. It will be meeting again out on-country in October 2011.  

The DIA also commenced a visitors mapping project in early 2011 to ascertain the numbers, the purpose, the 
duration of visits and the impact on the regional centres of Kalgoorlie for Aboriginal people in the area. Again, it 
is very proactive on the part of DIA. The visitors mapping project includes Laverton, and the data will inform all 
levels of government and provide evidence to plan for targeted investment and long-term solutions. The 
Laverton mapping has been completed and a report and recommendations are currently being prepared. In 
addition, specific to the northern Goldfields region, in 2011 DIA awarded the Laverton Leonora Cross Cultural 
Association another contract from January to continue patrol services. Those Aboriginal patrol services are doing 
magnificent things. I have been out with those patrols; I know what they are doing. They are having a very, very 
positive impact in assisting Aboriginal people improve their quality of life. For the member to suggest that we 
are doing nothing is without foundation.  

We have also established the Laverton interagency meeting, which brought together the relevant heads of 
government to discuss local issues, again, because they are local issues. The issues of Aboriginal people 
throughout Western Australia are profound, but they are quite diverse when we compare the problems that exist 
in perhaps Gosnells, Northbridge, Laverton, Meekatharra, Halls Creek or wherever it might be. That is why we 
need cross-government approach through the Department of Indigenous Affairs. I say to Hon Sally Talbot that I 
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wear what the department is doing as a badge of honour. It is a very, very long process. As I said earlier, there is 
duplication and a waste of resources. That is why I have said to the department that I wanted a mapping 
exercise—I am digressing for a moment; I could talk about this all day. I told my department that I am not going 
to advocate on its behalf at the cabinet Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee or to the Treasurer and 
ask for more cheques to be written on more programs that perhaps are already being delivered and possibly 
inefficiently. I am not going to do it. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Don’t you start! I am not ready for you today, I can tell you!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not taking the member’s interjections; it is as simple as that. 

Point of Order 

Hon KATE DOUST: Mr Deputy President, I am querying the standing orders relating to the management of 
this debate. My understanding is that the mover of the motion gets 20 minutes, the minister responding on behalf 
of the government gets 15 minutes and all other speakers get 10 minutes apiece, and hopefully the mover gets 
five minutes in reply.  

I note that we have already had one minister get to her feet and speak for that time. Hon Peter Collier is now the 
second minister, and he has been allocated 15 minutes. My question is: should he actually get 10 minutes 
because he is speaking as a member and not on behalf of the government. We have had other debates of a similar 
nature in this place in the past and a minister has spoken on behalf of the government and has received 
15 minutes, and any other minister or member who gets up has received 10 minutes. I would like your 
clarification on the manner in which this is being debated.  

Hon Peter Collier: I thought I had 10 minutes.  

Ruling by Deputy President 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has raised a 
very significant and interesting point, one perhaps that in reviewing the standing orders the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges had not given due consideration to. I think it is necessary for that committee to give 
serious consideration to the issue, simply because at this point in time the motion does make mention of three 
ministers, one of whom, of course, is not in this house and the parliamentary secretary representing that minister 
is away on urgent parliamentary business, which has left us with two ministers. The first minister to address the 
motion today spoke for 15 minutes. I thought it might have been preferable, given that ministers were mentioned 
and no particular minister would seem to have primary carriage, if you like, of the government’s position here, 
and appropriate that perhaps the two ministers concerned received 15 minutes. However, listening to the 
Minister for Energy, he has indicated that he is quite content to use the 10 minutes that would normally be 
allocated to a subsequent speaker. If I am mistaken, I will get the minister to make a comment in a minute or 
two. If that is the case, then I suggest that the 10 minutes is utilised and the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges may well take into account the issue that has been presented to us today. If the minister is in 
agreement at this point to utilise the 10 minutes that would normally be allocated, the house would adopt that 
particular procedure as appropriate right here and now.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Mr Deputy President, I know what you have to say, but I ask that perhaps we seek a ruling 
from the President on this. It is going to be quite some time before the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges presents to this chamber the outcomes of its deliberations on our standing orders, and I dare say from 
time to time there will be other motions that may bring a range of ministers into the motion. And as I said earlier, 
in the past it has been one minister speaking on behalf of the government; the second and any others who elect to 
get to their feet have been allocated 10 minutes. I would like a formal ruling from the President on how this 
matter should be dealt with and how we proceed with this in the future.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I would like to speak in support of the comments made by the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition. The standing orders on this matter are very clear; that is, the lead speaker for the government gets 
15 minutes and every other speaker who speaks to the motion gets 10 minutes. If you are to put an interpretation 
on that that allows ministers to have 15 minutes to speak to a motion, that is going to eat into opposition time to 
contribute to the motion, which was not the intention when the standing orders were agreed. It is very clear. If 
we have a motion that condemns the government does that then give the right to every single minister on the 
government benches to speak for 15 minutes? If the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is going to 
entertain that idea, then we would need to entertain lengthening the period that we have to debate on motions. I 
think that standing orders are very clear on this matter: 15 minutes for the lead speaker for the government and 
10 minutes for every other speaker on the motion. There is no need to refer the matter to the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges and no need to place any interpretation on the standing orders which, by their very 
express words, are very clear.  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Mr Deputy President, I think your approach is most commendable. You are just trying 
to find a way ahead in an unusual circumstance. The fact of the matter is this is an unusual motion.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: May I address you, Mr Deputy President?  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Yes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The wording of the motion is not a condemnation of government—we see plenty of 
those, in which case we do have a lead speaker for the government. This motion expresses a lack of confidence 
in several ministers, so there is no lead speaker. A motion expressing lack of confidence is a serious matter, and 
if in that circumstance a minister or any other member having a motion of lack of confidence expressed in them 
has to sit down and listen to the sort of diatribe we have heard today, then they should have the capacity to 
respond. It is not a question of lead speakers for the government. It is a personalised motion directed to a specific 
minister—or ministers in this case, given the construction of the motion. In the event I believe that Hon Robyn 
McSweeney, as Minister for Child Protection, spoke for only eight minutes anyway, and the Minister for Energy 
has indicated he is going to speak for only 10 minutes, so the question is not really a matter of great moment for 
today. Perhaps the opposition should accept your middle-ground ruling and stop trying to be precious about it.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr Deputy President, you have been asked to provide a ruling and I would reiterate I think 
that needs to happen. In the negotiations for this particular set of arrangements it was clear that this was non-
government business. The expectation of everybody sitting around the table who negotiated this was that there 
would be a lead speaker on the particular motion who would get 20 minutes, a lead on behalf of the government 
who got 15 minutes, and then everybody else got 10 minutes. I was in the negotiations and the honourable 
member may well shake his head at me, but I was part of the negotiations. If there is to be a different 
interpretation, then that needs to be a considered interpretation, and that is why you need to take on board the 
request for a ruling. In the event, the clock is still ticking. I appreciate what the Deputy Leader of the House has 
said about what has happened today, in practice, but I do not want to walk away from today with us setting some 
other form of convention about how non-government business time is to be allocated, so we need to clarify that. 
I am happy if that ruling occurs subsequent to today’s proceedings, but we cannot let it go and accept that we 
have some new interpretation of what is an important part of how the business of the house is managed.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Members, I made a ruling and I will stick to that 
ruling. I understand the urgency of the timing. I alert members to the current temporary orders, which mentions 
under non-government business motions that the responsible minister or parliamentary secretary has 15 minutes. 
I put to you that my interpretation is based on that. This particular non-government business motion mentions a 
number of ministers. As a way forward, I simply put to you that the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges can meet on this issue. I take on board what the Leader of the Opposition has said. Subsequent to 
today’s ruling, we certainly need to sit down and give some serious consideration to the situation that has 
presented itself. My suggestion would be, though, that the Minister for Energy has already indicated, in a spirit 
of cooperation, that he is quite prepared to speak for only 10 minutes. The issue, as far as I am concerned, needs 
to be addressed. I have suggested that the procedure and privileges committee can deal with this as a matter of 
some urgency and a decision would be made prior to the next sitting of the house. As far as I can see, if the non-
government business motion temporary order states “responsible minister” and we have a non-government 
business motion such as this, which mentions the Minister for Regional Development, the Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs and the Minister for Child Protection, I would have thought that in the spirit that particular 
motion is put that perhaps those three ministers—if they were in this particular chamber, or their parliamentary 
secretaries—may deem it appropriate to have spoken for that 15 minutes. However having said that, I note the 
Minister for Energy’s comments. Therefore, what I am saying is that there is an impasse and I believe that the 
best thing this house can do is to refer that impasse to the procedure and privileges committee for some 
determination, given that we are now going down the track of reviewing our standing orders. I believe that is 
quite possible to be done within the next week and a half or so prior to the next sitting. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I want to put this on the record because it is an important deviation from the way that 
arrangements for this bit of business have been dealt with to date. The first point I want to make is that the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges has completed its review of standing orders and is waiting for a 
draft report. Therefore, we are not going back to revisit standing orders. If we are to have a conversation and 
some negotiations about whether we need to reinterpret how this business is arranged—which is what I think has 
happened this morning—I think that needs to happen between the leaders of the parties, not through the 
procedure and privileges committee. The second point I want to get on the record is that the interpretation of the 
lead speaker in reply—that is, the lead speaker on behalf of the government—was the person on behalf of the 
government who had responsibility for the carriage of the motion, not whether it went to portfolio A, portfolio B 
and portfolio C. If we follow the logical conclusion of a notion that anything that applies to a particular minister 
will give that minister the opportunity to make a 15-minute contribution to the debate, we could have the 
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nonsensical position whereby we put a point of view in a motion about the government and every single minister 
can stand. That is not what was intended. To the extent that there might be some confusion, with the greatest 
respect, Mr Deputy President, in your mind this morning, I think we need to resolve this by getting on with the 
seven minutes that are now left, but undertake to have discussions between the leaders of the parties 
subsequently. Referring this matter to the procedure and privileges committee when we have already finished 
our consideration of the standing orders is not the appropriate way to deal with it. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, I believe that the way forward then would be that the resolution of this 
situation will be undertaken behind the chair. I do not think there is any point in us continuing any further at this 
particular point. With only six minutes remaining, I believe that to be the correct ruling. Therefore, I ask the 
Minister for Energy to continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER COLLIER: How long have I got? About two minutes.  

I was talking about the specific areas and programs that we have rolled out in the north Goldfields region, 
particularly Laverton, and I went through a number of those programs. A Laverton elders group was established 
in July 2011, of which the Goldfields Department of Indigenous Affairs office is a key stakeholder. Therefore, 
the Department of Indigenous Affairs has implemented a good half a dozen programs to ensure more positive 
outcomes for Aboriginal people in the north Goldfields region, and I have mentioned just a couple. In addition, 
Hon Col Holt outlined that around $58 million of additional money for Aboriginal programs is in this year’s 
budget. This is a government that is committed to more positive outcomes for Aboriginal people.  

In my other role as Minister for Training and Workforce Development, my top priority is to provide more 
positive outcomes for Aboriginal people through training and employment opportunities. Again, that works in 
the eastern Goldfields. We now have five dedicated Aboriginal workforce development centres—in Murray 
Street, Broome, Geraldton, Bunbury and in Kalgoorlie, which I opened about three months ago. The Kalgoorlie 
Aboriginal workforce development centre is in a magnificent building on Macdonald Street. It will work hand-
in-hand with industry throughout the Goldfields and Esperance regions, with Aboriginal people and with the 
community at large to ensure that we open doors for Aboriginal people and remove any barriers to employment. 
It will also provide mentoring services for Aboriginal people, assist with job applications and curricula vitae, and 
work with industry to see where job opportunities arise and what training opportunities exist for Aboriginal 
people to assist Aboriginal people into the workforce. Aboriginal workforce development centres throughout the 
state have been directly responsible for a significant increase in Aboriginal participation in the workforce just in 
the past 12 months. What we as a government have done for Aboriginal people, as I said, is exceptional. There is 
a long way to go—of course, there is. There are significant issues, particularly in service delivery in regional and 
remote areas of the state, which is exactly why I was extremely proactive from day one. I told the department 
that I want a mapping exercise because I wanted to know what service delivery we already had so that we could 
identify the deficiencies that exist and fill in the gaps, not the other way around. I will not continue to reinvent 
the wheel; we will identify the gaps that exist and fill those gaps to ensure that the barriers that exist for 
Aboriginal people are removed the best we possibly can. That is what DIA is doing; it has done the mapping 
exercise. I have seen the draft of that mapping exercise; suffice to say, I am excited about the prospect for what 
we will continue to do to provide positive outcomes for Aboriginal people throughout Western Australia. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon Helen Bullock. 

Hon Adele Farina: There’s only two minutes left. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There are only two minutes left, so I give the call to the mover of the motion. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I take notice of Hon Philip Gardiner acknowledging that. 

HON HELEN BULLOCK (Mining and Pastoral) [11.28 am] — in reply: I will leave you a few seconds for 
it! 

I was not going to have a go at the Minister for Regional Development again because he is not in the chamber, 
but somebody from the National Party side stood and said something about my motion and I was not happy with 
what the member said. 

Members have probably heard the expression “money can’t buy everything”. It seems that everybody knows this 
expression except National Party members. Every time they stand they say how much money they spend here, 
there and everywhere throughout the regions in Western Australia. I have to say, it is a good thing—be positive. 
But the question is: how effective is that money that has been spent? As the Minister for Indigenous Affairs will 
probably tell us, a lot of this money is spent on duplicated services and does not deliver any effective results. I 
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just want to say this again: this motion is not about money; I did not have time earlier to say that. Members 
opposite have not heard me ask for funding for anything. This motion is not about asking for more moneys for 
those remote communities. I was quite disgusted by the National Party members who stood to tell us again about 
those ad hoc programs—again and again and again; I will hear no more of those things. Not only does it disgust 
me, it is also a burden on the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, because he is the one who has to sort out all the 
wastage in those duplicated programs. 

I move on now to the Minister for Child Protection. I must say, I give points to the minister; at least she visited 
those communities. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to temporary orders. 

CRIMINAL APPEALS AMENDMENT (DOUBLE JEOPARDY) BILL 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon Michael Mischin (Parliamentary Secretary), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the parliamentary secretary. 

Second Reading 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [11.31 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Criminal Appeals Amendment (Double Jeopardy) Bill 2011 is a major reform to the Western Australian 
legal system that will help bring the criminal law of this state into the twenty-first century. The bill is, in part, 
responding to changes in forensic science. It will help to ensure that the guilty are convicted and the innocent are 
set free, and that balance is maintained in the criminal justice system.  

This bill provides one of the most significant reforms to the criminal law enacted in Australia in recent times. 
The ancient rule against double jeopardy provides that a person may not be tried for the same offence twice. Its 
purpose is to ensure that criminal proceedings can be brought to a conclusion, and that the result in a trial can be 
regarded as final. It protects individuals against repeated, oppressive, attempts by the state to prosecute. The rule 
encourages police and prosecutors to be diligent and careful in their investigation, and to gather as much 
evidence as possible against an accused. In this sense, it promotes fairness to an accused and the proper 
administration of justice for the victim and the community. However, the strengths of the double jeopardy rule 
also bring weaknesses, and too rigid an adherence to the rule may result in offenders escaping justice and so 
bring the law into disrepute. 

There will sometimes be cases when, notwithstanding the diligence of police and prosecutors, not all the 
evidence will be available at the time an accused is charged and tried. It may be that the evidence was 
deliberately concealed from them, or it may be that advances in forensic technology subsequently reveal new 
evidence or permit new conclusions to be drawn from the available evidence. In such cases, there may well be 
grounds for bringing the accused back to trial. In fact, to not do so risks perpetrating a major injustice by 
allowing an offender to walk free, even when there is compelling evidence of his or her guilt. Such 
circumstances can cause public disquiet and can bring the criminal law and the criminal justice system into 
disrepute, as facilitating an offender escaping, rather than being brought to, justice. 

There are other cases whereby an acquittal may be obtained by subverting the trial, threatening witnesses, 
tampering with the jury, or through the perjury of witnesses. When such cases come to light, the rule against 
double jeopardy can defeat justice. It is for these reasons that the government is proposing measured reforms to 
the double jeopardy rule by creating exceptions framed with precision and containing appropriate safeguards. 
These reforms are calculated to ensure that justice can be done in our courts. 

The need for these reforms is shown by the case of R v Carroll. Carroll was originally tried on a charge of 
murdering a young girl in Queensland more than 30 years ago. He was convicted at trial but that conviction was 
set aside on appeal. Subsequently, new dental evidence was found casting doubt on that acquittal. As it 
happened, Carroll had given testimony in his defence at his trial, so the prosecution charged him with perjury, 
using the new evidence. Carroll was convicted. However, in 2002, the High Court upheld the Queensland Court 
of Appeal’s decision, overturning this conviction on the ground of the rule against double jeopardy. It found the 
prosecution for perjury effectively amounted to trying Carroll twice for the same offence. This bill would 
overcome this problem in Western Australia because a similar case here could potentially be retried on the basis 
of fresh and compelling evidence. 

In 2007, the Council of Australian Governments agreed to implement uniform exceptions to the double jeopardy 
rule in relation to serious offences and subject to a number of safeguards. A COAG working group was 
established, jointly chaired by the commonwealth and New South Wales. The COAG working group considered 
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a number of models, including a model proposed by the Model Criminal Law Officers Committee. In drafting 
this bill, the government has considered all these models, as well as pioneering reforms already enacted in the 
United Kingdom, particularly part 10 of the UK Criminal Justice Act 2003, dealing with retrials for serious 
offences. Legislation providing for retrials of serious offences has already been enacted in New South Wales, 
Queensland, South Australia and Tasmania. New South Wales developed its own double jeopardy law reform 
and Queensland did not fully implement the COAG recommendations, but South Australia and Tasmania have 
both fully implemented the COAG model. This bill adopts the exceptions to the double jeopardy rule and 
safeguards recommended by COAG. 

I would like now to address the main clauses of the bill and explain its scope and effect. The first point to note is 
that the bill amends the Criminal Appeals Act 2004. The first key provision is proposed new section 46E. This 
section allows an authorised officer—defined in proposed section 46A to be the Attorney General, the Solicitor-
General, the State Solicitor or the commonwealth or state Directors of Public Prosecutions—to apply to the 
Court of Appeal for permission to retry an acquitted person if there is fresh and compelling evidence relevant to 
the offence. “Fresh and compelling evidence” is defined in proposed section 46I. The Court of Appeal can order 
a retrial under this section if it finds that there is fresh and compelling evidence and it is in the interests of justice 
to do so. The matters to be considered relevant to the interests of justice are set out in proposed section 46K. 
They include the time that has elapsed since the offence was alleged to have been committed, and whether there 
was any failure to act with due diligence on the part of the police or the prosecution. The court must also reach 
the view that a fair trial is likely. These tests will ensure that only strong cases proceed to retrial. The power to 
order a new trial is confined to the most serious offences under Western Australian law—namely, indictable 
offences the statutory penalty for which is life imprisonment, or imprisonment for 14 years or more. 

The second group of cases that may be retried are cases of tainted acquittals. The term “tainted acquittal” is 
defined in proposed section 46J. Under that section, a tainted acquittal arises when any person has been 
convicted of an offence against the administration of justice in respect of the original trial. These offences 
include bribery or interference with a witness, juror or judicial officer; perversion or conspiracy to pervert the 
course of justice; and perjury. They are listed in proposed section 46A(2). The court must also be satisfied that a 
retrial is in the interests of justice. The scope of the matters that can be considered recognises the fact that 
interference in a trial brings the administration of justice into disrepute, and offenders should not be able to profit 
from perverting the course of justice. 

Safeguards apply to retrials on either ground. Reinvestigations of acquitted persons cannot be undertaken by 
police without the permission of an authorised officer. In most cases, this will be the commonwealth or state 
DPP. No more than one application for a retrial may be made in relation to an acquittal. Further, there are 
restrictions on publishing any information about a reinvestigation, including proceedings to seek permission to 
retry and the retrial itself, unless the court orders otherwise. This is intended to protect the integrity of the 
process so as to not qualify the presumption of innocence and subvert the benefits of an acquittal, unless and 
until it becomes necessary. I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned and bill referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, 
pursuant to standing orders.  

TRUSTEE COMPANIES (COMMONWEALTH REGULATION) AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Michael Mischin (Parliamentary Secretary), and returned to the 
Assembly with amendments. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY FEED-IN TARIFF (REFiT WA) BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 April. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [11.40 am]: I will continue from where I left off in April with my 
contribution to the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill. I want to summarise briefly my 
recognition of the importance of renewables and the technological development in renewables to change the way 
we supply energy. I also referred at that time to the high cost of feed-in tariffs. Although having photovoltaic 
cells on our homes satisfies a lot of our emotional drives—I was one of those people who put photovoltaic cells 
on our homes well before any feed-in tariff and therefore understand the emotional part of it—the financial cost 
to us as an economy is very high when it comes to doing so, if we do it to reduce the carbon dioxide emissions of 
our country and of the world. I also mentioned my view that in the driver for renewables there must be a 
recognition—I do not mean that each one of us must be forced to do it—that it can be driven only when there is 
an understanding and acceptance of the science that CO2 emissions are a serious problem for society as a world. 
If there is concern about that, it means that we must put a price on it, which will then make renewable energy 
options much more economically attractive. 
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Another issue about renewables is that if there is a carbon price on them, it will be high while we sharply reduce 
our carbon dioxide emissions. It could be very high; it could be $70, $80, $90 or $100 a tonne. However, as 
renewable technology improves, with the innovation driven by a price of that kind, the secondary market price 
for CO2 emissions will naturally fall. That is just the plain economics of supply and demand, but it depends upon 
the technological development and innovation that will drive the progress in renewables technology. 

I also mentioned the United Kingdom, which has a ministry of energy and climate together. Energy and climate 
are so entwined that it does not make any sense to me in any manner or form to have them separate. However, 
the UK’s understanding of science is that climate is influenced by CO2 emissions and the highest emissions of 
CO2 generally come from stationary power entities; hence the merging of those two integrated areas. 

One of the big areas that I was coming onto when I was interrupted back in April is that the cost of producing 
renewables is very hard to get a handle on. It seems that we have—or should have—a reasonable handle on the 
cost of coal-fired and gas-fired energy production, but when it comes to producing energy from renewables, the 
range of costings is enormous. There is even a range of costings for coal-fired power. 

Let me just take members through a couple of examples, which I will also put into a bit of a context. I will refer 
to the costs that we would take into account for renewables. These costings are important when it comes to the 
bill of Hon Robin Chapple. His bill refers to quite specific costs and digressions—“digression” meaning the 
progress by which renewables will decrease the cost of power generation—and they are embedded into the bill. 
However, there is so much technological development and, I think, underlying confusion about the real costs that 
it causes me deep disquiet and is probably the main reason that I will be unable to vote for the bill proposed by 
Hon Robin Chapple. It does not mean to say that I do not agree with feed-in tariffs, but we need to do much 
more work to be able to establish a system for structuring how a feed-in tariff system could work and the true 
costs of establishing that system. 

Let us take the example of wind. People talk about wind power as though it is almost the best thing since sliced 
bread, and that it will be cheap power because the generation of wind power is one of the cheapest of the 
renewable options. That is absolutely true—in its own right only. But what happens when it is put into a grid 
system of the kind that we have? Wind is not baseload power; it is about 38 per cent or 40 per cent efficient 
because of the variability of the wind; it can often come in great gusts; it cannot be turned off and on; and all the 
time a back-up baseload option of power generation has to be kept going. Coal-fired generation as the baseload 
generator cannot be turned off and on easily. It can be done more so with gas, but certainly not with coal. 
Therefore, if a baseload generation has to be there anyway, and the wind is coming in variably, what then is the 
true cost of the power that we use as a community? Where is that number? Has anyone calculated it? Perhaps the 
Minister for Energy’s department has calculated it. I have not seen it publicly. In the research, which I accept is 
not totally extensive, I cannot find some of these real costs. I am talking not only about the real costs of wind 
generation, but also about the probable real costs of solar generation. 

As we know, as well as photovoltaic cells there have been huge developments in solar power generation, 
especially in concentrated solar thermal power generation. I understand that in Spain, where this technology is 
probably well developed, there are even difficulties with getting solar thermal power generation into the grid 
system to be utilised. However, the more important factor is the range of costs. I have some numbers from an 
entity called Unenergy, some from Green Econometrics and some from the University of Melbourne. However, 
when I read through these numbers, I wonder what the agenda is behind them. I will give an example that will 
surprise a lot of people. Unenergy, whose agenda I suspect is very much for renewables promotion, states that 
the cost of coal-fired power—the energy we use in our homes—is 16c per kilowatt hour. I think these are 
probably US cents—I am not sure whether it is in US cents or Australian cents—but it is the relativity that is 
most relevant. Coal-fired power costs 16c; nuclear power costs 26c; concentrated solar power, which is the most 
intriguing one, costs 5c; geothermal steam costs 15c; wave power costs 15c; photovoltaic power costs 24c; and 
they have got wind power at 14c. That list of numbers is quite different from some of the other numbers. When I 
go to Green Econometrics—I know this is coming from the other side, which says that coal-fired power is the 
only thing we should be using—it shows solar energy generation at a price 12 to 13 times that of coal in terms of 
dollars or cents per kilowatt hour, with coal at 3c versus solar power at 38c. But then you get some blog 
responses to these numbers and they ask why a wholesale price was used for coal generation and a retail price 
for solar generation. That is interesting; agendas again. They also ask why the costs of solar are based on old 
technology. Green Econometrics says that for a five-kilowatt system to be set up, the cost is $45 000; the 
contested view is that the cost is only $10 000 and will continue to fall. One of the great difficulties I have with 
establishing what a feed-in tariff structure should be to generate power into our system is in finding the costs so 
that we can get a handle on it. I am talking about not just the costs of actually producing it, but also the capital 
costs and how they are amortised into those costs, and the costs when considering the total impact upon the 
grid’s generation of power, to which I referred a little earlier.  

I will give another example of the costings. This is from an entity called Pure Energy Systems. It provides details 
of the costs of the traditional power generation methods and their percentage of world supply. It states that gas 
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provides 15 per cent of the raw supply for power generation in the world, coal is about 38 per cent and nuclear 
24 per cent. To get an idea of the relative costs, the cost of gas in cents per kilowatt hour is somewhere around 
4.2c, but gas has the advantage of handling baseload and working in with renewables because it can be fired up 
generally much quicker than coal can be, and it is also less costly to build the infrastructure. The cost of coal is 
about 5.2c per kilowatt hour, so gas is slightly cheaper than coal, based on these numbers. That figure includes 
both black and brown coal. Nuclear is about 12c per kilowatt hour, but the cost of decommissioning a nuclear 
power plant when it gets to a certain age—$350 million—is not taken into account in that cost.  

We then come to the conventional renewable sector. These numbers suggest that wind caters for about 1.4 per 
cent of world supply. I think these numbers were from 2009, so I suspect that figure may be rising, given the 
emphasis that the European community is giving to wind. The cost is about 5c per kilowatt hour. That is about 
the same as coal and marginally more than gas. Wind power is cost effective, but it is prone to lightning strikes 
and heavy rain, and is only 30 to 40 per cent reliable. The home of geothermal technology is apparently New 
Zealand. The Lihir Gold Mine in New Guinea relies 100 per cent on geothermal power. Technological 
developments in geothermal power are considerable, but it is not well understood. I was recently speaking to 
someone in the Mid West area who is well up in administration up there and he did not believe that geothermal 
technology was well developed. Well, it is well developed. It may be that the geothermal potential at Dongara, 
which has been drilled extensively and where the geothermal rocks are pretty well understood, may have 
particular characteristics about it, but the basic technology is well understood. One of the biggest costs for 
geothermal power is in digging the hole to get to the rocks. A drilling company in Merredin has managed to 
reduce that from something like $50 000 a metre, because of the big hole that they have to drill—I may have 
these numbers wrong; it may be more than that, like $100 000—to about $10 000 a metre. That is productivity 
and innovation. That is what is coming with the growing emphasis on this technology.  

Hon Kate Doust: I understand that for a residential site it is about $30 000 to have geothermal retro-fitted. It is 
interesting to see that change as it goes through. In fact, I understand there is a house in Mosman Park that has 
had retro-fitted geothermal drilling done.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Yes. This is another example of the incentive for innovation, which will drive down 
these costs. That then seriously affects the digression benefits that are contained in the bill.  

Hon Robin Chapple: They would be managed by regulation, so they could be altered at any time.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: The difficulty is by how quickly they are, and what that does to those who have 
gone in at the high costs. I accept that innovation can occur quickly. It is just like the electronic era of 
innovation, where one does not buy something because it is going to be cheaper or better tomorrow. I do 
understand that, but I am concerned about that rigidity and about putting something into it when, in my view, we 
are not quite ready for it, unless we are all prepared to pay a much higher price for renewables. I will come to 
that shortly. So that is geothermal power. There is a big range in the cost of geothermal energy. It goes from 
about 4.5c to 30c per kilowatt hour. That is to do with the drilling costs, the temperature of the geothermal rocks 
under the ground, and the depth one has to dig to get there. The 30c cost is obviously where there are other 
problems. Hydropower accounts for roughly 19.9 per cent of the world supply of energy and its cost ranges from 
5.1c to 11.3c. The great advantage of hydropower, of course, is that it can supplement an alternative renewable 
option. For example, if the wind drops or if there are a few overcast days, all one does is open the sluice gates 
and let the water come out and the power comes in straightaway—in 30 seconds, just about. It is like gas in that 
sense. Hydropower has a place, but of course there has to be water.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Hydro is a methane producer.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Okay, so maybe the cost of hydropower is not fully reflective then of the carbon 
dioxide emissions.  

Hon Robin Chapple: That is right; that is why it is not included in the bill.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Okay. I am not sure what the extent of that is, so I thank Hon Robin Chapple. Solar 
is about 0.8 per cent of the world’s supply of energy. The costing I have is that it costs between 15c and 30c per 
kilowatt hour. When it comes to the costs we are familiar with for photovoltaic cells, there was significant 
constraint, about which I think few are probably aware. The silicon supply was short, which caused constraints 
in getting the silicon so that the photovoltaic cells could be manufactured. Because there is a huge demand and 
now it has some sustainability, the miners are producing silicon. That means it is not constrained. The prices 
have come down, which is one of the reasons the price of photovoltaic cells has fallen so materially in the past 
10 years.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Almost exponentially in the past year.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: There we go. These changes are occurring at a very fast pace. They are some of the 
issues that show the breadth and, I think, the lack of rigorous analysis of the true costs. If we are to have a feed-
in tariff of any kind and are willing to pay a higher price for it over the cheapest available cost of energy, which, 
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in our case in the south west interconnected system, is coal—it may not be so in the Mid West, although that is 
within the SWIS now; coal is certainly our cheapest—I am not sure our communities will accept that higher cost, 
especially when we still have to make significant investment in our grid. Our grid has been underinvested for at 
least 15 years, probably more like 25 years.  

Hon Robin Chapple: The problem with the grid, I quite agree with you, is that we have an odd grid by 
international standards in the way it is designed. If we continue with coal in upgrading the grid, we will be 
reliant on baseload coal as opposed to having a future design for renewables, when we would redesign the grid in 
a completely different way.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Thank you, Hon Robin Chapple; I entirely agree with that, and I will come to that 
shortly. It is a valid point, in my view.  

Others have done work in this area. Deloitte’s research for the federal government demonstrated that a carbon 
price of about $40 a tonne is necessary so that the cost of renewables can break even with the cost of coal. The 
proposed federal government carbon price strategy, starting at $23, is likely to give an indication that there will 
be a sustained price on carbon, although it depends again on whether Mr Abbott is elected and wishes to cease 
carbon pricing. That will cause further confusion in the whole energy market. But according to Deloitte, at the 
end of the day, a price of about $40 a tonne will be necessary for the cost of renewables to break even with that 
of coal.  

To go on with pricing for a little longer, the University of Melbourne has also done work on this. But then the 
remarks about the University of Melbourne analysis, which was done through the Australian Energy Market 
Operator, is that the international analyses project cheaper prices than the Australian Energy Market Operator, 
along with ACIL Tasman, project. But at least the benefit of the University of Melbourne’s work is that it deals 
with a concept called “levelised cost of energy”. It tries to create a baseline and level it out across each of the 
renewables modes as well as the conventional modes. I am not sure whether the implications of the variability of 
wind generation or solar, under circumstances in which it might not be able to be generated and we still need the 
baseload power to be generated, is taken into the levelised cost of energy. But it looks as though the University 
of Melbourne is moving towards a system that takes into account more than just the simple variable and capital 
costs of the different renewables modes.  

It then comes back to the leadership issue. It requires leadership in this area.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Absolutely.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It must be well researched and holistic, and at times it will take significant risk, not 
necessarily financial risk but certainly political risk, because every one of us is a user. We will individually bear 
the consequences. If we do not want to accept the science of global warming or the risks of its impacts, we do 
not have to worry about it. Funds will still come from governments to a certain extent for research, which is 
very, very important, but the drivers of the investors will keep persisting with coal and gas. By taking a 
leadership stand, at least we will have a system in which we have 20 per cent renewables by 2020 and there are 
costs if those power generators — 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: That may be right. If there are not, I understand there are also financial implications 
for those power generators. If they do not take on more renewables so that objective can be met —  

Hon Robin Chapple interjected.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: There will be risks in that, especially if there is no pricing leadership to show the 
sustainability of renewables. That is why a direction must be given by either the federal government or the state 
government, or both, in an integrated way so that investors have some idea that they will get a return.  

Hon Robin Chapple: The problem has been that with a net feed-in tariff, investors were shy. Even though they 
have taken on board the issues and invested heavily in renewables, the big problem is when you operate through 
a subsidy, there is no guarantee that subsidy will remain politically between different terms —  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): That is not an interjection; that is a conversation. I am not going 
to allow it.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. It comes back to whether as a community we see 
a risk in the future of the emissions of carbon dioxide and global warming gases, and are therefore prepared to 
pay that additional cost, because, in my view, the price of power should be fully reflective of cost. That may 
differ from the views of some of my colleagues. We are already working in that direction, but the additional cost 
is hurting a lot of people and it is an increase in the costs we incur as we live our lives, but someone has to pay 
this cost. That is what we are using. There is a cost to it and we must pay it. What are the grounds for not having 
reflective costing when the only grounds are that those on such impossible incomes to cover it should receive 
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some compensation to help them live with it, but for the rest of us the costs must flow through? If we are to have 
a cost to encourage not only investment in, but also the innovation of, renewables, that most come into the 
costing system as well. The question then is: are we as a community going to sufficiently accept the science and 
want to incur the full cost of the generation of our energy? If we do, and fossil fuel energy is fully costed, that 
will be good because I think that will further drive down the cost of our renewables development in energy to the 
point at which it will be, I think, cheaper than coal. But we have to have the drivers and we have to have the 
leadership.  

In Western Australia in particular we have some unique possibilities because there are a whole lot of magnetite 
miners in the Mid West part of Western Australia—this is the issue to which Hon Robin Chapple referred—
where there is such a concentrated requirement for energy that it is likely that renewable modes of energy, as is 
being done in a small way already, can be rolled out to a scale that will lessen the cost of construction. The 
ongoing production will then make it competitive with the cost of transferring the energy from the generation of 
coal in Collie all the way up through the grid, thereby reducing the size of the grids we need to send the power 
up there. What is more, there can be a suite of different renewable modes. That is one of the most interesting 
challenges we have for that area, and also in helping to develop and innovate the renewables industry here in 
Western Australia. We tend to underestimate the other half—how full the glass is. In my view, the whole 
secondary manufacturing area of our economy can be stimulated by the innovation and production of the 
componentry of renewables. It makes me think of a little story about wind. About 15 years ago they thought they 
had built the longest blades for the fans on the wind turbines. Now the length of them has doubled or maybe 
even tripled. The bigger they are, the higher they reach into the sky, the better the chance to carry wind and the 
more efficient they become. These technologies are occurring everywhere. One of my concerns is that this state 
should not be left behind and we can participate in that area in the same way that we can hopefully participate 
more and more in the mining area.  

I have a paper that Hon Robin Chapple gave me headed “Principles paper on energy as adopted by the German 
Federal Cabinet on 6 June 2011”. I know that Hon Robin Chapple has used the German model extensively to 
frame the way that his bill works. One thing we can say is that the Germans are doing things very well. My 
colleague Hon Max Trenorden believes that from a community point of view or from the point of view of the 
people who are paying these higher charges for renewable energy, people feel that they are carrying too much 
weight. I will read a few sections of this document. It shows the leadership that comes from one of our colleague 
countries. It states — 

Ambitious climate protection remains a decisive driving force for the transformation of our energy 
supply.  

When we get back to drivers, that kind of thing has to be the driver if we are going to change our attitude and our 
behaviour. If we do not have ambitious climate protection, what are we doing it for? We should just stick with 
what we have. Wind is cheaper than coal but I understand that renewable energy is still a cost in Germany, 
especially if we consider the huge investment that will be made into it. The paper continues — 

In particular, we want to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40% by 2020, — 

Our aim is 20 per cent — 

55% by 2030 … 

And so on, until it gets to 80 to 95 per cent by 2050. Germany will almost become a totally renewable or totally 
non–greenhouse emitting power generator by 2050. I think our level is something like 45 per cent. The paper 
continues — 

The thorough restructuring of our energy supply represents above all an opportunity for the generations 
to come. … We can be the world’s first major industrialised nation to accomplish the transition towards 
a highly efficient, renewable energy system. However, this will require a strictly realistic, judicious and 
common sense approach.  

Here is one of the most successful, innovative manufacturing countries in the world, and we can see why. Its 
goal is to do it at the top level. It continues — 

This opens up technological and economic opportunities in terms of Germany’s competitiveness as an 
exporter and location to do business.  

We are talking about the carbon price and everything else being a huge cost that will stifle business. How is it 
that Germany, one of the most successful countries in the world, sees it so differently? Then there is a bit of self-
congratulation as the paper states — 

In the best tradition of German engineering, new technologies and products, new export opportunities 
and thus employment and growth will be created.  

One final point — 
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Renewable energy sources must increasingly be able to generate electricity according to demand and 
provide system services to ensure grid and supply stability.  

That is just part of a reasonably long document, but that is the kind of leadership that one of our colleague 
countries of the world is demonstrating. We know how successful the German economy is and how successful 
its innovation is. It produces the results.  

The reason I will not support the bill at this point is that there are too many unknowns and the technological 
development is too volatile for me to suggest that we lock ourselves into the structure that is in this bill. I would 
like to have much more analysis done so that we can see what the true cost is when we take in the holistic part of 
the costing of our energy system and then determine what break-even costs are required. Once we get a 
framework and develop a template, we can then put tenders out to those who have the renewables technology. If 
they can match the pricing requirements that we as a Parliament and so on wish to have, we can accept or reject 
it and then try again a year, six months or whatever it is later as the technology and innovation develops.  

Hon Robin Chapple: We could send the bill to a committee. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It will take more than a committee to do that. It will require some hard, deep 
analysis and a lot of modelling so that we can get a real handle on it and understand it and then put a framework 
in place that can hopefully reap the advantages.  

Hon Adele Farina: How do you achieve that if you don’t go to a committee and get a committee to do an 
inquiry into that?  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I have not progressed this specifically with the minister, but my understanding is 
that we are in the midst of getting a lot of work done out of the Office of Energy. Perhaps the minister can talk 
about this later, or maybe he has already spoken, but this work is being done. When we get this plan, I think we 
should be able to review that in different committees to work out and establish whether it is covering all the 
bases that we wish it to cover. 

Hon Adele Farina: What is the time line for that?  

Hon Peter Collier: By the end of this year. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I think the minister will have to respond to that.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.19 pm]: I rise on behalf 
of the opposition to comment on the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 introduced by 
Hon Robin Chapple. I know that we have had a couple of goes at trying to get this bill through. It was 
commenced late last year, and Hon Philip Gardiner has spread his comments between April and now. It was 
useful to hear him revise some of those comments. I must say I had some sympathy for some of the positions he 
put forward, particularly the numbers associated with this bill.  

Labor supports the principle behind legislation that will deal with the feed-in tariff. We have recently seen how 
this government has poorly managed a feed-in tariff in our state. There has been a lack of consistency in the 
figures attached to a feed-in tariff. This has affected the way in which not only business, but also the community 
can plan for and manage the feed-in tariff. There has been a lack of effective communication to let them know 
what is happening. I do note that the bill that Hon Robin Chapple has crafted is based upon a German model that 
we know has been in place for more than 10 years and has worked effectively in Germany. However, I pick up 
on the point made by Hon Philip Gardiner that although that model may work very well over there, it does not 
necessarily mean we can pick it up box and dice and transplant it to Western Australia without tweaking it or 
looking at, particularly the figures and some of the other matters.  

I note that Hon Robin Chapple has endeavoured to pick up on the key characteristics that were set out in that 
legislation. These were noted in an inquiry conducted by the Senate Standing Committee on Environment, 
Communications and the Arts into a similar bill that was moved by Senator Christine Milne a couple of years 
ago, and then a report from Dr James Prest of the Australian National University to that committee. Dr Prest 
outlined the key characteristics that need to be taken into account to establish international best practice. These 
were picked up by the Fraunhofer Institute for Solar Energy Systems in Germany. He talks about five key 
planks: feed-in tariffs need to be designed to provide continuity and encourage long-term investment policy, 
which Hon Philip Gardiner alluded to; technology-specific tariff levels should be applied; design should include 
purchase obligation; tariff “degression” should be included to provide incentives for cost reductions—we know 
that is well and truly embedded in the Hon Robin Chapple’s legislation; and to include the option to pay a 
premium on wholesale market prices rather than a fixed price. I know that Hon Robin Chapple has tried to pick 
up on those key issues in the development of his bill. I know this has been a bill long in gestation and that Hon 
Robin Chapple has endeavoured to try to engage all members on this bill. I do not know how successful he has 
been in doing that.  

Hon Robin Chapple: I have a comment for the minister shortly.  
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Hon KATE DOUST: I think those who have been interested have engaged on it. I agree with the previous 
speaker that there needs to be debate on this. We cannot be left behind. Germany is not the only country that has 
picked up on this. The USA picked up on this in the late 1970s, albeit their system is set up in a different 
manner—it has a different title, from memory—and how they manage their feed-in type arrangements is also 
different; and there are a range of other countries throughout Europe that have different arrangements as well. 
We alluded in another debate a couple of weeks ago to the fact that Western Australia is rich in resources for 
renewable energy generation and we have a vast array that we can talk about now that are under investigation on 
their potential application in WA and, of course, we have wind and solar as the dominant ones. I am sure that as 
time moves on there will be other opportunities and options that we can explore in Western Australia and tap 
into as natural resources. I take on board some of the comments made earlier about wind not being reliable or the 
issues associated with capacity and not being baseload power.  

One of my concerns about the debate that has ensued around renewables and feed-in tariffs is that the focus has 
been primarily on wind and somewhat on solar. One of the things we need to look at is how we spread that 
engagement and ensure that all other types of renewables are given as important a status as wind, given that 
some of those other types of renewables may provide baseload power and may be more reliable and, in some 
cases, easier to access or more cost effective in the long term. Those are important issues that we have to look at.  

I am firmly of the view that Parliament should look at these issues in far greater detail than we will have the 
opportunity to do today. Given the indications from the government, even if this bill were to go into committee 
or for further debate, I do not think that we would really have the opportunities in this chamber to go through the 
level of detail that I think most of us want to look at for how we can put into place the best system for our state. I 
know I have canvassed with a number of members, and also the minister, the capacity for this chamber to hold a 
separate inquiry or to refer this bill off for further investigation so that we can canvass all of the issues that 
members have raised. I think that the majority of people in this state acknowledge the value of renewables. Our 
community certainly has acknowledged the value of a feed-in tariff. They have engaged with it. The take-up rate 
for the feed-in tariff that was in place certainly outpaced any expectation of government, which is one of the 
reasons why government had to shut it down. There is community hunger for these types of arrangements to be 
put it place.  

Although Hon Robin Chapple’s bill is a good starting point and he has tried to pick up on a broad range of 
issues—I know when we go into the legislation the objects are clearly set out—I pick up on the point that was 
made earlier, and which I highlighted myself, about problems with access to the grid and problems associated 
with capacity of the grid to deal with renewables and the variety of renewables that would come on stream. I 
know that in another debate we have already talked about the problems that were experienced in Carnarvon, 
where there was an overload and they had to shut down access to a feed-in tariff, and I think shut down access to 
solar panels in that place because of capacity. One of the issues we need to look at is attitude. It is not the attitude 
of the community or of the people involved in the retailing or construction of these various types of renewable 
energy, but sometimes it is the attitude of the main generators or retailers and how they can go about it. A lot of 
barriers still exist because it is not the way that things have been done in the past. I know that it is not a uniform 
approach. I think there are some real champions for renewable energy scattered amongst the various utilities, but 
it needs to be driven from the top. There is a viable opportunity in Western Australia for renewables and there 
are also mechanisms that could be in place for individuals to deal with those. I know that the minister says that 
his report will be handed down—did the minister say it was October or November? 

Hon Peter Collier: At end of the year.  

Hon KATE DOUST: It has been pushed out again. I know we have talked about this before, but at the end of 
the day there was not the emphasis on renewables that the bulk of people who are interested would like to see. 
Even though that report will come down at the end of the year, there is still a gaping hole. At some point a very 
intensive piece of work needs to be done on how we can incorporate renewables into our system in Western 
Australia. A proper piece of work needs to be done on the figures, because the member is right; we need to deal 
with the real cost of energy and we have to look at what are the appropriate figures to be attached to the various 
types of resource that would be included with a feed-in tariff scheme.  

Clause 5 of the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill outlines an enormous range of renewable 
energy options. In fact, I have not heard of some of them and I do not know whether some have yet — 

Hon Robin Chapple: They’re all working. 

Hon KATE DOUST: They are all working, but I do not know what bagasse is or how black liquor works, so I 
look forward to the member’s explanation of those renewable energy sources. I know that some of those sources 
are either a concept or at an early stage, such as biomass and the issues dealing with landfill gas and sewage gas. 
They are all very interesting opportunities, given some of the other issues that we have to deal with. The member 
provided that very extensive list of renewable energy sources in the bill to try to cover the full range of 
opportunities that may arise down the track. I think that was very sensible, but the questions kick in for us when 
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it comes to the tariffs allocated to each of those renewables. We canvassed that in the couple of meetings we had 
with the member’s advisers. Although those figures may have been appropriate in the German model, we have 
not been provided with economic modelling about how each of those tariff figures was arrived at. I know that the 
member will respond to that in due course, but that is a real concern for us. In our own state we have already 
seen the solar feed-in tariff shift from gross to net, and from 60 to 40 to 20 to zero over the space of effectively 
three years, but really 12 months. There are mixed views in industry about an appropriate feed-in tariff rate for 
solar now, which ranges anywhere from, I think, 17 to 10, or some just say the renewable energy buyback 
scheme rate. Therefore, I think quite a substantial piece of work needs to be done. The figures that the industry is 
talking about in the real sense vary from what the member has in the bill. Although those figures may have been 
appropriate when this bill was introduced last year, things change. That is one of the matters that need to have 
some work done. This bill provides for when people would be eligible to lock in to the feed-in tariff and I think it 
went from July to December 2011. Therefore, this bill needs quite a bit of work done to update it, if we like, 
given that there has been an extensive passage of time since its introduction before we have been able to deal 
with it.  

Hon Robin Chapple: It would consistently need to be upgraded as it went into operation; it was never going to 
be static. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I must say I am wandering a bit. I had a very detailed speech ready when the member first 
introduced this bill, but when I went to find it yesterday, I had lost it. I am starting from scratch today, so just 
bear with me. 

There are other issues of concern. I am not sure whether the member canvassed this matter. The Independent 
Market Operator constantly looks at how the market works and what rules need to be changed to deal with the 
operation of the market. If we introduced this system in legislation, would there be a need to have market rules 
adjusted? What sort of work would be required to do that? I am interested to know what discussions the member 
had with the IMO about how we would deal with that. I pick up on the member’s point about a periodic review 
and about how this would need to be updated. A lot of work would fall back on the minister to update it. I am not 
too sure whether time periods have been set in the bill or whether it is just on a needs basis as things change in 
the industry. 

I think that the bill is a good starting point to look at this issue and have that debate. I do not think that the debate 
we are having is as broad as it needs to be. I know that there is a lot of interest amongst various groups, such as 
the Sustainable Energy Association of Australia, Sustainable Energy Now, the Conservation Council, the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. There is a 
range of organisations, some of which have quite different takes on how this would work. I think that at some 
point we need to have that further debate. I do not know whether the minister responsible is prepared to support 
the idea of a formal inquiry into renewables and what appropriate feed-in tariff arrangements we could have in 
our state. That would be an interesting inquiry because it would give people with a broad spectrum of views and 
interests the opportunity to provide evidence. If there was an inquiry, the individuals involved could seek 
professional technical advice and do the number crunching, if we like, to find out the appropriate feed-in tariff 
rate for not only at that time, but also the future. I think that matter would be worth looking at. 

It is interesting to note that today there has been an article on the ABC news website headed “Solar industry 
celebrates grid parity”, which states — 

The Photovoltaic Association says the drop in cost of producing power from solar panels has made 
solar power competitive with coal-generated grid power. 

Solar power generated by photovoltaic cells on Australian rooftops has become so cheap and efficient 
that they now produce electricity for the same price that is charged by the electricity grid. 

Australia is one of the first countries in the world for such solar power to reach what is known as ‘grid 
parity’. 

… 

Despite controversy over feed-in tariffs—which have been blamed for Australia’s rapidly rising 
electricity costs—rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) panels are now generating electricity for the same 
price and sometimes cheaper than can be bought from the grid. 

It is very interesting that has been reported when we are having this debate today. Hon Philip Gardiner talked 
about the real cost in reaching cost-reflectivity, and it is interesting to note that we have reached that point. I 
agree with the member that at some point a wide range of renewables will become equal, but we need to put a lot 
of work into the technology and the placement of those renewables and the dollar cost associated with the use of 
those renewables. Therefore, a lot of work needs to be done in that area. However, it is notable that today we 
have attained that. 
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I also have a quote from a fellow by the name of John Grimes, who was on 6PR yesterday. He is the CEO of the 
Australian Solar Energy Society. I know that 6PR seems to like to bring Mr Grimes in on a regular basis as the 
in-house expert on solar panels and the feed-in tariff. He talked yesterday again about solar panels and feed-in 
tariffs and a fair price for solar power. He said that utilities in Western Australia are saying no to solar power, 
which comes back to my comment about attitude; we can only achieve change if we have those people on board 
and if the leadership brings those people along with them and creates that change. He went on to say that they 
should pay the same prices charged when sold on the grid. 

The whole issue with solar panels and the current status of what is happening here with feed-in tariffs are 
probably slightly separate issues, but I think it is an issue that is going to continue to be in the media, because the 
community keeps raising a variety of associated issues. I do not think the government can actually ignore this 
issue or push it to one side; I think it needs to be proactive, actually take charge and start to get the work done 
that needs to be put in place so we can start to talk about a fair price for energy. 

We need to start changing the language; maybe we should not call it a feed-in tariff but start to call it a fair price 
for energy, so that everyone understands, in plain English, that it is a fair price for energy, regardless of which 
resource that energy comes from. 

Hon Peter Collier: So it would all be the same price? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I am saying we need to start thinking about the language we use to engage with 
people. 

Hon Peter Collier: I understand that, but would it be the same price for renewables as it would for fossil fuels? 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is why I am saying the work needs to be done to look at what it is now, and what the 
projections are, given the changing technology and the take-up rate of these renewables. I certainly note that 
there is an enthusiasm, particularly for the domestic range. Part of the difficulty is that whilst the minister has 
stopped, shut down or suspended—whatever language he wants to use—the domestic feed-in tariff, there are still 
small business and commercial people in the community who do not know what is going to happen with the 
feed-in tariff. I understand that the Office of Energy is still doing work on costings for a feed-in tariff for those 
types of arrangements. I know that the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill proposed by Hon 
Robin Chapple actually picks up and addresses a feed-in tariff for people in those situations.  

I have had a number of calls to my office from people who are in business and people who reside in retirement 
homes. In fact, I went to a retirement village in Forrestfield with Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich a couple of weeks ago, 
where there were 154 homes. It was a very lovely retirement village; I thought that I should maybe case it out for 
my mother, but I do not think she would adapt to those types of places! There were 154 home units, each one 
had a solar panel, and they were all generating energy. They do not get anything back for the excess going into 
the grid, because they are not eligible. We can replicate those types of facilities all through the state, because 
people in retirement homes have certainly taken up with great gusto the option of putting panels on their roofs. 

The work that the member has done on this bill in trying to pick all this up is very good, but I think a lot more 
work needs to be done so that it is workable into the future, and so that the numbers are right, because there are 
still concerns for the Labor Party. Whilst we will support its second reading, I would like to see more work done 
on this bill. I am very attracted to the idea of sending this bill off to a parliamentary committee; I know that the 
government probably will not agree with that. At the end of the day, if we had the opportunity to inquire into the 
bill, we would have the opportunity to do the numbers work and get the feedback. We would be able to look at 
what happens in other places, how it works, what is best practice, and look at projections for the future. 

The bill may very well come back to us in a quite different form; it may be a different beast from what the 
member originally proposed, but the core principle of having legislation that tackles the issue of a feed-in tariff 
would still be there. We are all about making sure that we have workable legislation in our state. The fact that we 
do not currently have any legislation dealing with a feed-in tariff is disappointing, and there has been no 
proposition from the government that it will bring in legislation that deals exclusively with this issue. I do not 
think there is even any proposal to do so arising out of the strategic energy initiative. I think at some point the 
government needs to tackle this issue. The idea of sending the bill off to a committee is very attractive and is not 
something that we do enough of in this chamber anymore. Again, that is disappointing. Currently, all we have is 
a policy that changes on an almost daily or weekly basis, without a lot of consultation or any consistency, and at 
the end of the day that is what both community and business want—consistency so that they can plan. 

I commend Hon Robin Chapple for putting this bill forward; I know how much work he has done. I recall the 
very large meeting organised last year by the Sustainable Energy Now people. Hon Philip Gardiner and Hon 
Max Trenorden attended, and the speakers talked about the Beyond Zero Emissions think tank. There were 
400 people or more in attendance—standing room only, I think—at the town hall, and they were all very excited 
at the prospect of legislation to deal with a feed-in tariff. That was a very interesting demonstration of the level 
of enthusiasm people have for the idea of using natural resources to generate energy in our state, and the idea 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 7027 

 

that they can reduce the cost of their electricity by using renewables and putting the excess back into the grid. I 
think it is certainly a highly educated community about these issues. People take a very genuine interest because 
they understand the impact on their environment and the impact on their communities, and they want to do 
things differently into the future. 

The opposition will support the second reading of this bill, and we will be interested in going through a number 
of those technical issues if it goes beyond that, but I seriously believe that we would be well served by referring 
this bill to a committee for a full-on inquiry, and then bringing the bill back into this chamber so that we are all 
better informed and so that the government could perhaps have a better opportunity to engage with this 
legislation and have a direct input into creating some sort of mechanism to work from or baseline document to 
build from. Given that this type of legislation will have to be changed on a regular basis, it is not something that 
we can actually set in stone now and leave for 20 or 30 years. If we look back 20 years ago, people did not 
understand how they could use renewable energy; there certainly was not an understanding about how it could 
replace coal or gas, or be used as an alternative. Would people have thought about having wind farms established 
in the Mid West 20 years ago? A lot of members in this place travel to lots of different parts of the world, and 
wherever we go we see all these countries that have invested in renewable energy. 

We also have to have a serious look at the dollars that government and industry apply to renewables, and the 
infrastructure commitment. Hon Philip Gardiner talked about the Mid West and the magnetite mines. He and I 
both know that unless the government actually delivers on the upgrade to the 330-kilovolt line, there will be 
ongoing problems for those magnetite mines as well as ongoing issues for renewable energy companies that are 
seeking to get established in that area. 

There are a range of issues associated with this legislation that need to be addressed, and I do not know if we will 
have the opportunity to address them here; I think they would be better addressed in a parliamentary committee 
so that a report can come back into this place and we can be better informed. That would be a very useful way to 
go. 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — Motion 

Hon KATE DOUST: — without notice: I move — 

(1) That the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 be discharged and referred 
to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs for consideration and report. 

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

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [12.50 pm]: I will not take too much 
time. I just say that the Liberal Party will not support the motion for referral of this bill to the Standing 
Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. I have outlined in quite extensive fashion why we are opposed to 
the bill. Any fundamental shift or change to the bill would have to be massive for it to be acceptable to the 
Liberal Party. We do not agree with the bill itself, we do not agree with the format of the feed-in tariff, and it 
would therefore not be worth the while or the time of the environment committee to consider this bill. Hon Kate 
Doust mentioned in her contribution that there could be an option for the committee to look at other areas. Of 
course that cannot be the case, as the committee would have to look at areas specific to the bill. 

Hon Kate Doust: No; we have included policy. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We are looking at the policy of the bill. As I said in my contribution to debate on the 
bill, we are more adequately covering that with the strategic initiative. To pick up on something Hon Kate Doust 
said, the cleaner energy initiative is specific to renewable energy and we are at the moment dealing with the 
whole notion of an overarching energy policy for Western Australia. There have been numerous opportunities 
for community consultation and contributions from the community. We feel that that those opportunities have 
been a more than adequate avenue for community members as a whole to make their contributions. As I said, we 
continue to have dialogue with the industry on feed-in tariffs. I met with the Sustainable Energy Association two 
weeks ago and had a very productive discussion on a way forward and on how we could assist each other in 
maintaining the focus of attention on renewable energy across the board, and also specific to photovoltaic cells. I 
have to say that the association’s attitude was quite refreshing. As I said, the government will continue to work 
with that particular industry. However, the Liberal Party does not feel that referring this bill to the environment 
committee will serve any purpose, essentially because we do not support the bill in its current form. It would 
have to be virtually napalmed and revamped before we would accept it, and that will not be achieved by sending 
it off to a committee. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [12.52 pm]: Despite a lot of good work that Hon Robin Chapple 
has done in drafting this bill and in utilising experience of renewables from Germany and the world, the National 
Party similarly has a view that it is premature to refer a bill of this kind to a committee. Renewable energy is so 
much more of a bigger systemic issue than a committee inquiring into this bill would be able to deal with. It is 
also important to note that the minister has said he is developing and analysing a system to start developing 
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options for the state, which no doubt would take account of renewables. A committee would be better convened 
to inquire into the options in that report after it is delivered when we would have a lot more knowledge and facts 
that are needed to make the assessment, rather than doing that now. That is my view. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.53 pm]: I thank the mover of the motion. The Greens 
(WA) will support the motion, the basic reason being that many speakers have already identified that 
components of the legislation need to be retested since its development. Indeed, some of the proposed rebates 
would certainly benefit from an investigation by the committee. It would give all parliamentarians and all parties 
a chance to drill down into some elements of the legislation that the Greens, together with information from 
experts all around the world, spent a lot of time crafting. I hope that I can appeal to the Nationals to support the 
motion to refer the bill to the committee. If it is referred to the committee, it would come back from the 
committee—changed, the same or whatever—and they would still have the option of saying yea or nay after the 
committee has reported on it. Referral to the committee would go a long way to provide the sort of evidence 
necessary for the minister to conduct his review of the energy systems. Valuable information could be provided 
through that committee process to the minister as he works forward with his energy plan. In that sense, therefore, 
I appeal to the Nationals to support the motion to refer the bill to the committee. After the committee has 
inquired into and reported on the bill, the Nationals will still retain the right to say yea or nay, but the committee 
will have done some hard work that will be of benefit to the minister and to all parliamentarians. The Greens, 
therefore, will support the motion that the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 be 
discharged and referred to the committee.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

Noes (18) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Question thus negatived. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Second Reading Resumed 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.00 pm] — in reply: I rise to speak in response to the 
comments that have been made by members in this place over the number of days we have dealt with the 
Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010. I thank most members for their input. I thank Hon Kate 
Doust for trying to get the bill sent off to a committee. I think that was a really good move; unfortunately, it was 
not successful, so we will not be able to review how good or bad the bill is or was. I really need to put on notice 
that even though, as is obvious, this bill will fall, it is not the end, because it is so imperative to the future of 
Western Australia and to future generations that we follow a path such as this that we will certainly be moving at 
some stage in the future to introduce the same if not a similar piece of legislation.  

It is important to talk about why this type of legislation is so important. I am not sure that it was completely 
understood by either the minister or, indeed, Hon Philip Gardiner when he spoke to the bill. The fundamental 
difference is that a feed-in tariff that is based on a gift from Treasury to the community—a subsidy—by its very 
nature creates instability in the marketplace. People do not know whether that subsidy or gift is going to be there 
into the future. When governments introduce legislation from time to time that is based on a subsidy, they can 
get kudos from that, but it does not provide surety in the marketplace because at some stage those fiscal 
incentives can be removed—governments may change and policies may vary. What we sought to do with the 
Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 was to introduce the sort of model that has been used 
in Germany, Spain and Denmark, where it became a free market arrangement based on a market-based economy. 
It is important to note—I think this was touched on by Hon Kate Doust—that there have been some quite 
amazing revelations over the last couple of days. Firstly, I would turn to — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I would just like to remind you, Hon Robin 
Chapple, that your comments are now in reply, so you can specifically address issues, if any, raised by members 
in their contributions to the second reading debate but you cannot go over old arguments and you cannot 
introduce new arguments. I just make that comment. It is quite a restricted rule of engagement.  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. In that regard, I was actually referring to comments 
made by Hon Kate Doust when she talked about the nature of the cost competitiveness of solar in the current 
time frame. In that regard, a paper was produced in Europe a day or so ago that identified Australia as being in 
the box seat in terms of its price on solar. Hon Kate Doust also mentioned that yesterday and today it was 
announced that solar now had parity in Australia with coal. That was an important point I wanted to touch on.  

I will respond to the minister’s contribution to the second reading debate. The minister spent quite a lot of time 
talking about his government’s mishandled and very narrow feed-in tariff. He focused on the question of net 
versus gross tariffs. The key issue around that for us, and to a degree the rest of the world, is that net tariffs are 
constrained and gross tariffs are not. We felt that his comments were a fairly big distraction in the context of the 
bill, because the bill involves a comprehensive feed-in tariff for all technologies of all scales and not the net 
feed-in tariff that the minister had focused on, which was basically about rooftop solar photovoltaics. This bill 
outlined a comprehensive system that is far more important than net versus gross.  

Going through the minister’s speech, he started, curiously, in this way — 

I think at this stage we are not ready for this type of bill. Ultimately I think there will be a much more 
comprehensive feed-in tariff, but at the moment we are not ready for it.  

I would ask the minister: when might we be ready? Certainly the rest of the world is ready and moving in this 
direction. I interjected twice during his speech to ask that question—when will we be ready?—and he failed to 
adequately address my interjections. The minister then went on to talk about the inadequacies of the original 
2008 gross feed-in tariff funding promise of $13.5 million. I agree with the minister that it was inadequate, but 
not for the reasons the minister was discussing. It was inadequate then and was an ultimately unsuccessful 
approach because it was totally reliant on government funding. Systems that rely on government funding are 
always open to the political whims of the government of the day or a future government. I am not going to open 
the debate here about whether we should have a 60c gross feed-in tariff or a 47c tariff or indeed the eventual 27c 
tariff, which lasted a whole 31 days and eight hours, or the return of the straight renewable energy buyback 
scheme—REBS—which is the situation we have now. It is interesting to note in response to the minister in that 
regard that the net budget for the coming year is about $49.5 million. The cost of electricity provided to 
consumers had an A1 tariff.  

Hon Peter Collier: How much did you say for four years?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The minister has $49.5 million in the forward estimates for 2011–12. 

Hon Peter Collier: That is for one year; it is $400 million.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes; but it is $49.5 million annually for the next 10 years.  

The renewable energy buyback scheme amount was originally 2.6c per kilowatt, prior to the introduction of the 
minister’s feed-in tariff, and was on a one-to-one basis of the then provision of energy from the black end of 
town. Once the net feed-in tariff came in, the REBS amount was reduced to 7c. The payback under the original 
net feed-in tariff was 40c, plus 7c from the renewable energy buyback scheme, a total of 47c. The payback under 
the net feed-in tariff was then reduced to 20c, plus 7c from the renewable energy buyback scheme. At 8.00 am 
on 1 August, the net feed-in tariff was removed, leaving only the adjusted 7c renewable energy buyback scheme 
amount remaining for the provider of energy to the state. Those existing 70 000 homes will continue to get the 
tariff for the next 10 years, which is really rather great. It is based on money coming out of Treasury, not on a 
competitive market. However, new connectors will get only 7c from the renewable energy buyback scheme—not 
even parity, as existed in the first place.  

The point I want to make is that reliance on purely administrative systems created a crazy boom–bust result that 
has wreaked havoc in a new industry that we as a Parliament should be looking to support in every way. To 
highlight that point, I would like to identify a letter sent to Minister Collier on 26 August.  

Hon Peter Collier: Is this new material? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Sorry? Ralph James Stacey.  

Hon Liz Behjat: Is it new material?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is a letter I have here.  

Hon Peter Collier: You can’t introduce it. You can give it a go.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will paraphrase it. It basically says that he was an employee of the industry and, as 
such, he has now lost his job, as have many of his colleagues. He had moved into the renewable energy sector 
thinking it was a job for the future.  

I move on now to the next issue. I have been able to resist the urge to engage in the minister’s criticism of 
14 April on this bill. This bill was first-read on 1 July 2010. I made a great effort to talk to all members on that 
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bill—to have discussions, to hear criticisms and amend the legislation on the basis of input from other people, 
professionals and members of Parliament. Indeed, the bill changed quite a bit over time. In none of that time did 
the minister or his department engage in any way, shape or form by asking questions about the legislation or by 
putting forward suggestions. He did not engage in any way, shape or form. Quite clearly, the government knew 
we could bring on the bill at any time, but it failed to engage. I think that is a bit of an indictment on the minister. 
Certainly others in this chamber were engaged all the way as we produced the legislation, as were many people, 
not only in this country but also around the world.  

The minister asked why the bill makes the network operator responsible for paying qualified generators. The 
answer is that the network operator is running the network; nobody else is. It is that simple. The network 
operator has the role of managing new connections and it has the data to support that role. The network operator 
is in the best position to do the planning for new generation. Yes; the retailers have been running the state FIT, 
but that is okay because each individual connection is pretty inconsequential to the process of managing network 
stability. Our bill would have brought in considerable advances and brought into the system considerable 
renewable energy from many of the larger renewable energy generators, which, in large part, would have been 
based in the country. Our bill covers the broad suite of all energy producers and would not have capped at per 
kilowatt of production; whereas the net feed-in tariff was basically restricted to households and rooftops. I do not 
really want to talk too much about rooftop PVs rather than the rest of technology supported by the bill. But I 
have to correct the record on how our bill fares against the government’s FIT. The minister said — 

Our scheme allows for payback in around three to five years; this bill allows for a system payback in 
around 11 to 14 years for small-scale systems. The time for larger systems is unable to be determined 
because rebates are forfeited to the system operator, so people will not actually get that rebate, making 
the time taken to pay it back much longer.  

The estimated payback time associated with the net tariff seems to have fluctuated wildly in the last few years. It 
is no surprise; that is one of the government’s major weaknesses. Not only do we need to make the normal 
assumptions about weather and where the panels are located or how much shade they get et cetera, but with the 
net tariff, we also need to model how much electricity the relevant houses will use and during which half-hour 
blocks that power will be consumed. Let us assume his comment about three to five years for a small system is 
right.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Would anyone be able to convince a bank to lend them money if it were that 
uncertain? Our bill provides certainty; it provides for people who want to develop renewable energy the ability to 
go to the bank with complete and utter surety that it was not reliant on a subsidy and it was not reliant on various 
whims.  

I cannot understand from where the minister got his idea that the payback periods were harder to calculate for 
larger systems. In fact, the reverse is much more likely; there is much more defined generation and much more 
defined blocks of power. The bigger point is, however, that the comparison is almost irrelevant. The bill is not 
about making 1.5 kilowatt residential systems more affordable; it is about making three kilowatt residential 
systems and six kilowatt residential systems more affordable, and certainly about industry being able to put 
bigger renewables onto the roofs of their industries and to get a tariff as a result of that. Currently, we are back to 
the pathetic 7c REB system on the south west interconnected system.  

In addition to some of the things I have raised already, the minister put up a range of other supposed legal and 
practical objections to the bill. Dr Volker Oschmann, who now heads up the German Ministry for Environment, 
Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety and who was the key adviser on our bill, said, when confronted with the 
prospect of the same FIT system, that the network operators said exactly the same thing in Germany when 
Germany brought in its gross feed-in tariff. They thought it was impossible to achieve but, manifestly, the 
Germans have made it work. In that regard, I refer to the paper that Hon Phil Gardiner quoted from, as adopted 
by the German federal cabinet on 6 June 2011. Although Hon Phil Gardiner talked about a number of issues, 
what was really important and what was most probably missing in those comments is how the Renewable 
Energy Sources Act, the EEG, which is exactly the same as the bill we are dealing with, worked, how the 
Germans modified it, how dynamic it was and how it created investment security, demonstrating various aspects 
of pricing such as offshore wind, hydropower and geothermal energy. Because it had these flexible caps—the 
very things that people were reading out, those long lists of items in the bill that could be modified—they were 
able to create an optional market premium, a flexible premium, for demand-oriented generation. Germany 
identified that without that gross feed-in tariff, it would not be where it is now. It is continually tinkering with 
the gross feed-in tariff but it certainly has been the key behind the development of its 20 per cent of renewable 
energy.  

In dealing with that part of what the minister had to say, I will turn to the comments of Hon Phil Gardiner. Some 
statements have been made by members of the National Party that Germany was having a few problems. Two 
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days ago the German ministry sent me an email to clarify the position. It identified that a poll conducted by TNS 
Infratest, on behalf of the only agency of renewable energy, was released in late August. Of the 1 002 
respondents who were asked to rate the importance of accelerated expansion of renewable energy, 76 per cent 
said it was very or extremely important and 18 per cent said it was important. I respectfully suggest that maybe 
the information that the Nationals were getting in response to this legislation that Germany was not supportive of 
this fit was incorrect.  

Hon Peter Collier: Which ministry was that?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The ministry of energy of the German Republic. 

Hon Peter Collier: Is that the government ministry of energy?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes.  

Hon Peter Collier: What was the survey of?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was a poll conducted by TNS Infratest on behalf of the Renewable Energy Agency, 
a government agency, and was released in late August. I can provide the minister with a copy of it but it is in 
German. We had it translated. We used Hon Giz Watson’s research officer, who happens to be German. 

Hon Philip Gardiner: What were the percentages?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: A total of 1 002 respondents were asked to rate the importance of accelerated 
expansion, of which 18 per cent of all respondents said it was important and 76 per cent said it was very or 
extremely important.  

Hon Peter Collier: It’s only 1 000 respondents. That’s not many respondents.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We do polls in Western Australia — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I think some new material is being entered 
into the debate and I think other members are encouraging that.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Phil Gardiner said it was unclear how much renewables will cost. We agree that 
more work needs to be done on this, and that is why we thought the committee proposed by Hon Kate Doust 
would most probably have alluded to some of that. It is my belief that the member was over-reliant on the whole 
“coal for baseload needs to be turned down for wind” argument. We need to look at it the other way around. If 
we look at how much demand varies during the day, the network already has to cater for this variability. 
Unfortunately, if we go through the streets of Perth at night, we will see all the lights of Perth on. Do members 
know why they are on? They need to be on to consume power that cannot be turned down from the major power 
sources. 

Network operators need to consider the weather when they plan for demand. I am talking about the use of 
heaters and air conditioners. This is another way in which they need to consider the weather. In any case, 
Dr Volker Oschmann’s point about needing to turn coal down does not show that renewables are the problem; it 
shows that coal is the problem. The more coal we have, the more constrained we become and the more restricted 
to coal we become. It is a catch-22 situation. We have to break that cycle. As Hon Phil Gardiner said, we need 
leadership. We are not the leaders; the government is the leader. I do not care if the government wants to take my 
bill, rebadge it as its bill and reintroduce it, because it is the way of the future that the rest of the world is 
following. If we continue to go down the path of doing nothing, we will be regarded at some stage in the future 
as being the last remaining dinosaur on this planet. The argument that the member used is arguing against coal, 
not against renewables. I think he said that we are not quite ready for it yet. Again, when might we be ready? 
Why, after Germany burst through the gates in 2000, are we still not ready? Why, when all the other nations 
around the world are following this path, are we not ready? It is almost the same as the argument we are having 
about climate change. The rest of the world has got it. All political parties have assessed climate change, 
evaluated it and understand what it means and every political party goes to the polls with the same position. Yet 
here in Australia we are still having the debate. It is amazing. Hon Phil Gardiner said that we need to make 
significant investments in the grid. We agree, but we need to follow the argument further. We need to make 
more investments anyway. The crux of the matter is that if we go down the minister’s path and we have a 
strategy for the future that is not inclusive of the design plan for renewables, the grid we will build will be the 
wrong grid. We have to make this quantum change. This quantum change is going to be driven by leadership. 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s what the cheaper energy initiative is doing.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I know. As the minister would know, I have read it and I have made a submission to 
it. There was much more of the same in that document. I hope that after our submissions, the submissions from 
the renewable energy sector and people like that and the introduction of this bill, the minister can go away and 
look at a genuine future, not only for this state but also for the renewable energy sector, to provide cheaper 
energy to this state, as we have identified today. Consumers are going to have to pay more. That is 
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acknowledged around the world; it is acknowledged around Australia. Australia is most probably the third 
cheapest electricity generator anywhere in the world, and places like Holland and Denmark pay four or five 
times the cost of electricity per kilowatt hour. Interestingly enough, when we look at Denmark, where 30 per 
cent of its power comes from renewables, their cost blow-out is because they have to import nuclear power from 
France; that is their biggest cost.  

Hon Philip Gardiner quoted from the Deloitte study that states that a cost of $40 a tonne is necessary. That is an 
example of why a carbon price alone is not sufficient. The honourable member said that we need leadership and 
investors need more certainty. We agree. How will this state government demonstrate that leadership? I referred 
to the state energy initiative document, but it provides nothing of surety or security for investor certainty. How 
will another dust gatherer help? I really worry that we are going to produce just another document. I really hope 
to be surprised, but if past evidence is anything to go on, it will be more of the same. Let us suggest that when 
the strategic energy initiative comes out and it does not address the points raised by Hon Philip Gardiner. If it 
does not, I will go to Hon Philip Gardiner and give him my piece of legislation and I will ask him to introduce it. 
The honourable member is pinning all his hopes on an agency that has consistently failed—I am not talking 
about the minister here, I am talking to the agency—to enable the uptake of renewables in this state. If there is 
more of the same in this document, I hope that Hon Philip Gardiner and I can talk together and come up with a 
plan to turn this state around.  

Moving on, I will respond to Hon Kate Doust. The honourable member made a number of comments about the 
German model. It is important to remember that whilst we have been citing Germany, it is also very important to 
remember that in deciding on the model that we would present, we looked around the world. We used Denmark 
and Spain as two major countries that were developing the same sort of technology. In addition, we were really 
very lucky because Dr Volker Oschmann was working in Western Australia during the period of the construction 
of our legislation. I think he was working for the University of Western Australia studying the Western 
Australian energy system. He was here to learn about our grid—a very unique, small structured grid—to see how 
Germany could use our grid as an example of the way to work forward with the renewable energy sector. We 
were very lucky in being able to use the expertise of not only Dr Oschmann, but many other people in the 
industry, around the design of the grid and the design of this piece of legislation. We produced this legislation 
specifically to cater for the Western Australian electrical environment. It was not based purely on the German 
bill; it was an amalgamation of many pieces of legislation that cover this area. We know that the rates need to 
change if we pass the bill today. I responded by interjection to Hon Kate Doust that, indeed, most of the rates in 
the bill that we drafted are now completely out of date. As of today, the cost of generating solar power is now at 
parity with coal generation; so we would have to look at that again quite dramatically. We made it clear that we 
were more than happy to discuss that in more depth if this bill had gone to committee, and we drafted into the 
bill the ability for the minister to review and to step in at any time there was a crisis in one of those situations 
where the pricing mechanism was perceived to be wrong or encouraging too much investment of the wrong sort. 
There was an automatic five-year review, so that every five years the whole thing got reviewed again and we 
went back to square one and looked at the base numbers. However, the minister had the ability to step in at any 
time.  

Hon Kate Doust asked whether there would be any need to have the Independent Market Operator rules adjusted. 
Of course, the IMO rules would be subject to this bill, should it have been passed. We had an IMO rules 
specialist on our working group when we dealt with the bill. I met with the IMO chief executive officer, 
Allan Dawson, a number of times in discussing this sort of legislation. If further work needed to be done with the 
IMO, we were more than happy to do that. That would have been something that could have possibly come out 
of the committee had the bill gone there. Unfortunately, we will not have that opportunity. Again, before sitting 
down, I would really like to thank all those members of the community, the generation industry, the IMO and 
many other people around the world who participated in drafting this bill. I would also like to go back and make 
special mention of Hon Paul Llewellyn who initiated the idea of this bill, which took on many different shapes 
and forms as we progressed through its development. In understanding that this bill will not get up, I ask the 
minister to take this piece of legislation and not ignore it, but, indeed, take it back to his department and ask 
them, not for a political bias or anything else, if they genuinely see this as the way to go or whether they see 
subsidised buckets of money coming out of Treasury forever and a day, the way that the renewable energy 
industry in this state should be supported. I would suggest that a market-based system without Treasury money, 
which is based on a comparative system of operation throughout the electricity grid, the retailers and the power 
providers, is the way to go. It might sound funny, coming from the Greens, that we do not want this done by 
subsidy. But, indeed, the best markets in the world are those in which there is competition and it is allowed for 
and supported. I would like to thank all members for their participation in this debate. I would like to thank Hon 
Philip Gardiner, Hon Kate Doust and the minister for participating. I am sorry to see what we thought, both in 
the state and internationally, a piece of good legislation, which had taken many years to develop, being 
consigned to the scrap heap.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (12) 

Hon Ed Dermer Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Jon Ford Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

            

Pair 

 Hon Giz Watson Hon Simon O’Brien 

Question thus negatived.  

Bill defeated.  

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.42 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 20 September 2011 at 3.00 pm. 

I am moving this special adjournment now, just in case, for some strange reason, there was not a quorum at the 
end of members’ statements later today.  

Hon Kate Doust: That will not be our members; that will be your members. Are you saying your members will 
not be here? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: They will be here. I just want to make sure there is no problem and we do not have 
to come back next week. It is a contingency motion. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Members, the house is full of trust and love! I can feel it!  

Hon Norman Moore: It is, yes!  

Question put and passed.  

METROPOLITAN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 31 August. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.44 pm]: This bill, as many honourable members know, is the bill that 
wraps up the four existing redevelopment authorities into one Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority. This is a 
lengthy bill, and I thank the officers of the department for providing the briefing to ALP members, which we had 
earlier this week. It is also a bill that has been designated urgent by the government, I believe. I have some 
questions about why that is the case. I know that the technical answer to that is because the Armadale 
Redevelopment Act will lapse on 31 December 2011, and that, if all goes according to the plan—to the extent 
that one could ever say that the government had a plan that it was following—this bill will be enacted by that 
date. All that does, of course, is absolve the government from the responsibility of having to prolong the 
Armadale Redevelopment Act, which would be a relatively straightforward thing to do. The reason that I am 
raising this issue at the beginning of my speech is that it goes right to the heart of what we are actually doing 
here and now with this bill in this place.  

As I say, this is a complicated bill, of some considerable length. The version that we are considering today has 
104 pages and 156 clauses. Much of the bill deals with things to do with planning law that are quite complex. 
The bill was substantially amended in the other place. We know, of course, that there has been some problem 
that the government appears to have encountered in this place in the last few weeks of filling the notice paper. I 
think the Leader of the House has actually acknowledged that. 

Hon Norman Moore: It is a fact of life. I cannot help it. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is a fact of life, absolutely, acknowledged by both sides of the house, and blamed, I 
understand, by the leader of the government, on some kind of problem with processes in the other place—about 
which, of course, we would know absolutely nothing. But it does seem to me — 
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Hon Norman Moore: I have not blamed anybody for doing things the way they do it. I am just simply reflecting 
the fact that that is how it is being done these days, and that is different from what it used to be. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I accept that, Leader of the House. But the fact is that it is the government’s 
responsibility to manage the business as it is introduced to this place. 

Hon Norman Moore: That is right—it is managing what little business we have. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am not sure that anybody on the government side of this house would want to hold up 
what has happened in this place over the last four sitting weeks as any kind of object lesson in how to manage 
the business of this house effectively and efficiently. 

Several members interjected.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am making a quite substantive point here, if honourable members opposite would 
contain their enthusiasm to interject — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I do not like interjections, members know that; 
and the member should not respond to interjections. If the member would address her comments to me, that 
would be helpful, I think.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I make the point, Mr Deputy President, to you, that I 
am trying to go through some very important matters here, and I just want to draw that to the attention of 
honourable members. That is that because of the requirement in this place that bills sit on the table for seven 
days, we on this side of the house will work on the basis, at least for the next few weeks, that we will need to be 
prepared to deal with bills exactly seven days after they come up from the other place. And, indeed, that is what I 
was preparing to do. I was pleased—I have already acknowledged the assistance I received from the advisers—
that we were able to arrange a briefing on Tuesday. I was less happy that, because of people’s availability to 
provide the briefing, a substantial part of that briefing had to take place during a period when the house was 
sitting. That is never ideal and I am sure that members opposite would agree with me, because inevitably there 
are members of Parliament who would like to attend briefings but cannot when the house is in session. 
Nevertheless, I do think that we had an effective briefing.  

The problem we had was that when we all opened our files at that meeting and pulled out our copies of the 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011, which we had all, of course, downloaded electronically, it 
turned out that we were actually looking at the wrong version of the bill, because the electronic version of the 
bill on the website had not been updated with the changes made in the other place. That only delayed the 
practical proceedings for the briefing by a matter of 10 minutes or so while we were provided with copies of the 
correct version of the bill, and I did then establish that it was the correct version of the bill that was read into this 
place. I acknowledge that the government got it right as far as that went. But I do point out, because one day the 
government will be in the position when it is in opposition and receiving briefings from bureaucrats, that it is 
very unhelpful if the versions of the bill available online are not the current amended versions. 

We then got to the end of that briefing and discovered that we did not have an updated explanatory 
memorandum. That is a much more serious problem, and I know Hon Helen Morton would agree with me that 
that is a very difficult situation. It then took me some time to establish that what we had been provided with—the 
old EM—was a version we could work with. I agreed, on that basis, that we would go ahead with this debate 
today.  

I make those points because I want to put it before the government that we can only tolerate this up to a certain 
point. It so happens that we have been able to do quite a lot of work on the Metropolitan Regional Development 
Authority Bill, and we have been able, because of the way other business in this place was unfolding, to bring 
ourselves to this point fairly quickly. That will not always be the case. I just leave that with the government as 
some issues that it might want to look at. To summarise that point, if the government wants to get things through 
quickly and efficiently, and that means to proceed with business that we have to debate things exactly seven days 
after they are tabled in this place, we must have the correct version of the bill available to us online, and we must 
have a correct version of the explanatory memorandum, neither of which was provided to us in this case. 

In relation to this bill, the government, as with a number of other bills we have considered recently, has made a 
big play of the fact that it has consulted widely with the various stakeholders. In this case, I understand that the 
government considers that it has undertaken adequate consultation with the Western Australian Local 
Government Association, and the Western Australian Tourism Commission—I would be interested to know 
whether the tourist industry has been involved in the consultations that the government considers to have taken 
place; with Treasury, and I will come to the reason for that in a moment; and with the four existing 
redevelopment authorities. It is interesting to me that no other stakeholders appear to have been consulted over 
this bill that introduces a very comprehensive planning power over the whole of the metropolitan area, and I 
would have thought that it would have been an appropriate measure to take to consult people like the South West 
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Aboriginal Land and Sea Council. It is not clear to me that that has happened, and I would appreciate the 
minister with responsibility for this bill making some comment on that during the second reading response. 

I mention the SWALSC particularly because it has come to my notice that the government might have been 
somewhat remiss—that is probably putting it politely—in its consultation over one of the biggest metropolitan 
redevelopment schemes that the city has ever faced; that is, the waterfront development. I realise that this bill is 
not part of the minister’s specific portfolio, so I am not asking for any particular commentary on this point, but I 
just make the general point about consultation that when it comes to dealing with people who have tenure claims 
over an area, there is surely a question to be asked about the appropriate stage in a proposal at which those 
people with tenure claims should be involved. It is an issue I have raised before in this place in relation to the 
planning done particularly for the Camden Sound marine park, because the local traditional owners were telling 
me that they were not consulted at an early enough stage in that planning process to have what they considered 
to be meaningful input. The same thing is being suggested to me about the involvement of traditional owners in 
the Perth Waterfront development. I realise that the government is likely to come back and say it has done the 
appropriate level of consultation, but I put it to honourable members that when it comes to gauging reaction to 
the issue about whether consultation has been adequate, it is not sufficient to go to the government and get a 
response; there has to be an answer from the key stakeholders that confirms, or verifies, the information from 
government. It is not enough for the government to say, “Yes, we have consulted”, when the key stakeholders 
are saying, “We haven’t been consulted adequately, and we don’t consider that we’ve been able to make the 
input we would have liked to this planning process.” In relation to the waterfront development, I understand the 
specific issue is about some of those very culturally specific parameters that Nyoongah people put around their 
use of the waterways in the state, particularly the Swan River. I would have thought that governments of both 
persuasions would have learnt their lesson about this some years ago, because it has certainly been a topic of 
conversation ever since I have lived in this state, which is now well over 30 years.  

Those key considerations involve things that might impact on the riverbed, things that might impact on the 
riverbanks, things that might impact on the height and depth of the waterway, and things that have an effect on 
the water quality. Those are all well documented as being of prime concern, and when I get reports that many of 
the traditional owners, if not all of them, consider that those basic criteria have not been addressed in the plans 
that are now quite substantially progressed for the waterfront development, I begin to worry about how the 
government claims that its consultation process over things like this is anywhere near what would be regarded as 
adequate. I shall return to this matter in a moment.  

I just want to ask again why this bill has been designated an urgent bill. It does seem to me that these ideas have 
been around for some time about the ways we might use what has ultimately turned out to be quite a successful 
process. I think there is no question that the Subiaco Redevelopment Authority has delivered in spades what it 
was established to produce, and I think probably the same can be said for East Perth; as far as Midland goes, I 
guess there are still some stakeholders who have reservations about the processes, but all in all, from my 
colleagues who work specifically in that area, I gather that they have not been unhappy with the work of the 
Midland Redevelopment Authority. Then, of course, there is Armadale, which was established under quite 
significantly different parameters. I know the local member for Armadale, Tony Buti, is of the opinion that the 
work of the authority is absolutely intrinsic to the investment prospects and the general day-to-day operations of 
business in the Armadale area. It has all worked pretty well so far. Over recent years there have been times when 
we have considered the possibility of setting up redevelopment authorities over other areas of the state, precisely 
because they have been shown to be pretty effective mechanisms for bringing about the sort of changes that are 
deemed appropriate to certain areas. One of the things that the Labor government had under consideration for a 
period a few years ago was the Peel region. What I am saying is that there is nothing particularly broken about 
the system we have now. There are, of course, some sound, valid arguments for moving to a metropolitan-wide 
provision, and those are the arguments that we will discuss during the course of this debate. I have been through 
all those arguments quite carefully and I cannot find anything, other than the impending lapse of the Armadale 
Redevelopment Act, that says that we need to deal with these issues as a matter of urgency. That is a very 
important thing for honourable members to keep in the front of their minds. 

One of the specific issues that is probably appropriately canvassed in the second reading debate, rather than 
further down the track at the committee stage, is exactly why the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will be 
better than LandCorp. I have had several discussions about this issue with various people who are far more au 
fait with planning laws and regulations than I am. The answer generally seems to relate to the fact that LandCorp 
has commercial functions that the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will not have, because the 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will specifically have a public-purpose function. I ask for some response 
to the question about why that is the case. Would it not have been as straightforward, if not more 
straightforward, to make some amendments to the LandCorp act to give LandCorp a public-purpose function? 
Perhaps, as Hon Adele Farina quite rightly pointed out, it has a public-purpose function. I guess what I am 
getting at is: why could we not have strengthened the public-purpose function of the LandCorp legislation and 
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regulations? After all, many people in this place and in the other place have been quite vocal in identifying some 
of the problems that currently beset us in the way that LandCorp is operating, particularly in regional areas. Any 
honourable members opposite who have been to regional areas recently and who have met with local 
government planners, the local chamber of commerce and industry or any of the activists in their communities 
who have concerns about planning and development will know that the things that are put at the top of the list of 
problems with LandCorp are the rate of land releases and the parameters and guidelines that affect what appears 
to be a very tardy and tedious process of land releases in communities that are screaming for a more effective 
way of doing things. I do not stand here and make that comment as a LandCorp basher, because, as honourable 
members know, I operate my office in the Peel region. The Peel region has probably been the beneficiary of one 
of the most spectacular achievements of LandCorp—that is, the development of the marina in Mandurah. I make 
the point to honourable members that one of the reasons that LandCorp was so effective in leading that 
development was precisely that it was the kind of development that was always going to be racked by the 
problems associated with high-risk ventures. It was going to be extraordinarily difficult and, indeed, had eluded 
people up to the moment when it was realised that LandCorp could fulfil that function. Who was going to 
provide that sort of lead-agency stability and security for a project that was expensive, had very complicated land 
release and development approvals, and needed to be done in a staged way over many years? LandCorp rode to 
the rescue on that and has so far delivered us a spectacularly successful product. 

It seems to me that the problem now is that LandCorp is operating in other areas of the state under a very 
different set of assumptions. Indeed, it was pointed out to me recently, when I was wearing my shadow Minister 
for Lands hat, by one of the biggest developers in this state that LandCorp is now tendering for development 
projects and is accepting tenders from outside the state, effectively depriving local industry of the opportunity to 
participate in major projects involving planning, building and construction and awarding those contracts to 
people from outside the state when there is a genuinely held belief that that is an entirely inappropriate thing for 
LandCorp to be doing. In case honourable members are wondering, I am talking about some of the developments 
from Brighton north. If they have any particular interests in those areas, I urge them to talk to the developers 
who are working up there about the problems that they are experiencing with LandCorp. In places such as Collie, 
Port Hedland and Karratha, local government has been absolutely vociferous in its demands that LandCorp get 
its foot off the hose. Ten years ago they were trying to get people to go and live in those communities, and now 
people are sleeping in their cars because there is no other accommodation available. The release of land has been 
identified as one of the primary problems, and the blame for the delays is sheeted fairly and squarely at the feet 
of LandCorp. I am suggesting that there seems to me to be plenty of scope for revisiting the LandCorp 
legislation and regulations. Perhaps as part of that, we could have looked to see whether LandCorp, as a statutory 
authority, could have fulfilled the function that we are now setting up a brand-new authority to deal with. The 
answer to that question is not clear to me, and I hope that the minister will be able to give some response to that 
later in the debate. 

One of the other specific concerns I have about the bill is that the current system, as I have already 
acknowledged, does not seem to me or to many others to be broken. At the moment, major developments that 
take place under the authority of the existing entities have to go to cabinet for sign-off. What will happen with 
this new bill is that the Treasurer will, for the first time, be given a formal role. Members who are familiar with 
the legislation will know the clauses that give that formal authority. I know that this is a complex point, and I 
undoubtedly will never be able to prove that this is going to be the case, but I just put honourable members on 
notice that we will keep a very close eye on how these things unfold. With the Treasurer to be given a formal 
sign-off role, it appears to me that we have been given an opportunity to sidestep cabinet scrutiny—scrutiny that 
cannot be sidestepped under the existing acts and regulations for the four redevelopment authorities. Sometimes, 
of course, we have to look at existing legislation and regulations and concede that an error was made, either by 
virtue of oversight or, perhaps, because a different set of outcomes was expected from the ones that we have 
ended up with. I make the suggestion that it may have been the case that, in setting up the four existing 
redevelopment authorities, it was not an oversight to leave the Treasurer out of those provisions, because leaving 
the Treasurer out meant that inevitably those measures had to go to cabinet for sign-off. I understand that there is 
no formal provision in any legislation for cabinet scrutiny or cabinet sign-off. I understand that, but that is not 
the point I am making. The point I am making is that if that is one of the problems with existing acts, I need to be 
convinced that this is a better way of doing it, assuming that we are keeping openness and transparency at the 
front of our list of intentions every time we deal with a piece of legislation like this.  

We have a few other specific concerns about the bill. These concerns are essentially reflected in the amendments 
that are about to appear on a supplementary notice paper. I am sorry for the delay in getting the amendments 
around. These amendments relate to a series of things that do not seem to me to be particularly problematic to 
resolve, and to one substantive issue that I want to lay in front of honourable members this afternoon in the hope 
that they will have the opportunity to reflect on it before we come back to the committee stage on another sitting 
day.  

Hon Norman Moore: We won’t be doing the committee today if that helps.  



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 7037 

 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I understood that; I thank Hon Norman Moore.  

The first of these concerns relates to the representation on both the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority board 
and the land redevelopment committees. It is about how the board and the committees are constituted. I know 
that some amendments were made to these provisions in the other place. That indicates to me that the minister is 
not unsympathetic to approaches about these kinds of issues. It does seem to me to be more than passing strange 
that we do not have a provision to put elected local government representatives on either the board of the MRA 
or the LRCs. I have an amendment on the notice paper that would make at least one member an elected 
representative. It seems to me that local government is going through a stage at the moment where elected 
officers are playing a very particular role in their local communities about representing local concerns. Those 
roles are very different from the roles played by local government officers. I make no particular judgement about 
the way in which things are unfolding except to say that, anecdotally, it has been brought to my attention a 
couple of times in the last few years that because we have seen the professionalisation of officers working in 
local government—professional local government officers—there is often a sense that local elected councillors 
feel under quite a deal of pressure to be able to deliver what their constituents are asking for. That level of 
expertise amongst local government officers is obviously a very good thing. I suspect that over time we might 
see more training and resources introduced for local government representatives to enable them to deal, with the 
degree of efficiency that they have brought thus far to the task, with an area that is becoming increasingly 
complex.  

One good development of the last decade or so is that shire presidents and mayors of some of our major local 
government authorities are being properly remunerated for the task they do. I guess this goes to the heart of the 
agenda that is shared by both sides of the Parliament about the need to introduce some degree of rationalisation 
to the very large number of local government authorities we currently deal with—I think it is now 139. Some of 
those are very small. Some of the local governments in my area, like the Shire of Murray, the Shire of Waroona 
and the Shire of Harvey, are struggling to provide the kinds of services that are now demanded of local 
governments. There is no implied criticism of the job those small shires are doing in what I am saying; it is just a 
factual observation that the demands placed on small shires are now very great. I can happily report that in the 
area in which I work in the Peel region, we have a high degree of cooperation between at least the five shires that 
are represented by the Peel Development Commission. That is a fortunate outcome as far as service delivery and 
development in the Peel region goes. Sadly, that is not the same in other areas of the state. The point I am 
making is that if we are going to leave both the board of the MRA and the LRCs open to being constructed in 
such a way that there is no elected member—a serving member of a local council—on those bodies, then I think 
that is troubling and problematic, so I have an amendment to rectify that.  

Staying on the topic of the constitution of those two bodies, I ask the government to consider the question of 
term limits. At the moment, there are no term limits. While there are limited terms—three years for the board 
and two years for the LRCs—there is no limit on the number of times a person can be re-appointed or re-elected 
to those positions. I am not sure that is the right way to go. I draw the attention of members of the government to 
the fact that term limits apply to members of development commissions all over the state—this is my belief; if I 
am wrong, I will stand corrected. It seems to me that that was put in place for a very good reason; that is, we 
want to encourage new blood into these planning bodies all the time. If we revert to a situation in which 
somebody can serve for an unlimited time, we have to ask ourselves whether it would definitely be to the good 
of the local community that we could have an LRC with the same members on it for perhaps 25 years. I suggest 
that will probably not be the case. It may be that there is a good outcome from that. Again, I am not casting any 
aspersions on the capacity of individuals to make those contributions over that period of time, but surely overall 
we get a better outcome if we encourage new blood into these kinds of bodies, and I suggest that that new blood 
would be encouraged by the imposition of term limits. I am not particularly fixed on the term limits I have 
drafted in my amendment, but I ask the government to consider the basic proposition that is involved.  

I have another concern, albeit a minor one, about the review provisions in the bill. I am glad, for a start, to see 
them there. I think review clauses could be appropriately added to more bills than we currently apply them to. 
The review clause included in this bill is an internal review to be carried out by the minister as soon as is 
practicable after the fifth anniversary of the commencement of that section. There is a list of things to which the 
minister must have regard. The State Administrative Tribunal Act was a very substantive act that was passed by 
this place about two Parliaments ago. That act contained a provision that the review had to be done by a standing 
committee. I was a member of the Standing Committee on Legislation at the time that review was completed and 
I think it was a very useful review and a good and sound provision to have in place. I am suggesting that with a 
bill of this kind of substance, this is exactly the kind of provision to include so that it can be appropriately 
reviewed by a standing committee. I have not specified which standing committee it should be referred to, for 
obvious reasons. In five years we might have a different format for our standing committees. We do not know 
what the workload of individual standing committees is at any particular time, so I have left that open. But I 
think that referral to a standing committee should occur with basically the same set of considerations that need to 
be noted in the review contained in the bill. I think a degree of transparency and accountability is brought to the 
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considerations of a standing committee that does not pertain to what is essentially an internal ministerial review 
of an act of this substance.  

The final reservation we have about the bill is a substantive issue, certainly for us on the Labor side of politics, 
and that is the employment status of the people currently working for the Armadale Redevelopment Authority. 
While the minister has had to leave the house on urgent parliamentary business, I am sure this is an issue that the 
advisers would have looked at quite closely and, hopefully, the minister has had a chance to consider the 
situation in the week that has elapsed between finishing the business in the other house and our considering the 
legislation here. I understand that people who work for the East Perth Redevelopment Authority are employed by 
EPRA, which is set up in its act and regulations as an employer. The transition provisions for EPRA employees 
to the new authority are relatively straightforward and unproblematic. The same can probably be said of the 
employees of the Midland Redevelopment Authority, who I understand, are employed by the Department of 
Planning. As public sector employees their employment conditions and entitlements can be transferred fairly 
seamlessly to the new redevelopment authority. I understand nobody is currently employed by the Subiaco 
Redevelopment Authority because it has effectively completed its work, so whoever was employed there has 
now gone back to where they came from or has moved on. However, the situation is very different for employees 
at the Armadale Redevelopment Authority who I understand are employed by LandCorp. That makes the 
transition provisions somewhat problematic. I have asked for additional information, which I have not at this 
stage received. I am perfectly willing to admit it might be due to my failure to have checked my emails since 10 
o’clock this morning rather than any failure by the Department of Planning. I have sought that information about 
the award under which those people are employed, which I understand is a federal award. That is the point at 
which things become complicated for their transition arrangements to the new authority. What troubles me in 
particular is the six months that is allowed for that transition to take place. I will need some watertight 
assurances that there will be no diminution of those employees’ entitlements and awards during that six months, 
and after that six months is up, in the drafting of their new employment contracts with the new authority, because 
it seems to me that in the way the bill is drafted, those employees are in a very vulnerable and precarious 
position as we move towards the end of the year. If the bill is not passed, they will need their employment 
conditions and entitlements reconfirmed under some kind of bill that extends the operations of the Armadale 
Redevelopment Authority. If the bill does get through and is to be proclaimed to come into effect on 1 January 
2012, there will be that six-month transition period when their employment status will be far from clear or 
certain. I ask the government to look very closely at the amendments I have proposed for that. I think it is clause 
151 if anyone wants a short cut to it.  

Before I wind up here I return to the question of consultation on this bill. I am referring now specifically to the 
body that is surely representative of the major stakeholders in getting all this right, and that is the Western 
Australian Local Government Association. I am referring here to some material that is already in the public 
arena, so members opposite who are interested in this bill have no doubt familiarised themselves with it. These 
are the serious concerns expressed by WALGA about the lack of consultation its members have been involved 
in. I am quoting from Mayor Troy Pickard, the president of WALGA, who states —  

I am concerned that discussions with individual officers of the Association or confidential copies of 
draft legislation are considered to be consultation with the Local Government sector. This is not the 
case. The Association expected that there would be further opportunity for consultation directly with 
Local Governments on the final draft of the Bill, to ensure that all local governments had an opportunity 
to consider the proposed legislation in detail and provide feedback.  

He goes on to say — 

… it is disappointing that the Department did not extend the same opportunity to local government, in 
particular those local governments that are currently part of a redevelopment area, i.e. Cities of Subiaco, 
Perth, Armadale and Swan.  

He was expressing his concern at the fact that when he contacted those local councils they did not know the bill 
was being treated as an urgent bill. He finishes his comments by saying — 

I acknowledge that during Parliamentary debate, amendments to the Bill have been proposed and 
motions passed. Given this, I respectfully request that further debate on the Bill be deferred until Local 
Government has had an appropriate opportunity to consider the Bill, the proposed amendments and the 
framing of Regulations and provide a more comprehensive response.  

Also on the public record are specific concerns very much along the same lines from the City of Subiaco and the 
City of Armadale. Those comments were made some weeks ago and were made public at that time, so I was 
familiar with them. Recognising that some days have elapsed between those comments and the bill coming on 
for debate in this place, I have had subsequent discussions with WALGA. To my consternation I find that 
WALGA is still talking about a lack of engagement with the local government sector on this bill. I am rather 
surprised at that because I would have thought that, given the previous comments I have just read into Hansard 
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being on the public record, the government would have acted very swiftly to put out that bushfire before the bill 
came into this place. It appears that is not the case. I have no explanation for that. Maybe key people have been 
unavailable, letters have gone astray or perhaps the cheque is in the post or something. I cannot begin to 
speculate about that, but I know for certain, because as recently as yesterday afternoon I was told again by 
WALGA, that WALGA considers the government has not engaged in consultation with WALGA about this bill. 
WALGA has done its own consultations with the local governments that are currently part of redevelopment 
areas—the cities of Subiaco, Perth, Armadale and Swan specifically—to gather information about their 
experiences of being involved with the existing redevelopment authorities. WALGA considers that those 
consultations have provided some feedback, which is both relevant and constructive, on the proposals contained 
in this bill. The problem is that from the moment this bill comes into force, that feedback needs to be shared with 
other local government authorities that will find themselves in the positions that those four local government 
authorities have been in in the past. I would have thought that it would very much serve the government’s 
interest if we could commence this debate with WALGA and the 139 LGAs in this state today. Not all of them 
are directly involved because this is specifically called the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill, and I 
will come to a couple of issues about that in a moment. I would suggest that even the local government 
authorities outside the metropolitan area would have appreciated the opportunity to look at the legislation and 
hear some of that feedback from the LGAs that have been part of the existing provisions. None of that has 
happened.  

I understand that WALGA has prepared another submission. I do not know whether the minister has yet had a 
chance to see that further submission, but I know that it has been prepared specifically to clarify the outstanding 
issues on the operation of this bill and to clarify the fact that the proposed provisions of the bill are appropriate 
for all the local governments that are likely to be affected by the new legislation. I interrupt myself there to 
specifically ask why the bill is confined to the metropolitan area and whether the government intends that the bill 
operate in the Peel region. I am sure that honourable members opposite have seen the proposal from the Electoral 
Commissioner that transfers the City of Mandurah into the South Metropolitan Region. I have my own views 
about whether that is a sensible thing to do. On balance, my view is that it is probably not an appropriate 
provision, so I have made the arguments for the proposal that Mandurah should be left in the region of the South 
West. I understand that that is also the submission made by the City of Mandurah and other interested people. I 
understand that every submission to the commissioners relating to the seat of Mandurah has argued that it should 
go back to the South West region. I make that point just to indicate that it is an open question about how we treat 
Mandurah in particular and the Peel in general at this point. Nevertheless, I think it is a question that the 
government needs to answer: Is Mandurah included; and, if so, why? Will that improve planning in the 
Mandurah region? If the answer is no, we need the equivalent set of explanatory details about why it has been 
left out because it is far from clear, and arguments have been aired on either side of that debate.  

I guess the same argument would be made about other areas around the periphery of the MRS about how far the 
powers of this bill are supposed to extend. That only strengthens the case for WALGA to be given the 
opportunity to feel that it has been included in the consultations about this bill. Specifically, I understand that the 
five issues that WALGA considers are still outstanding and in need of further clarification are: first, the 
delegation of WAPC powers to the MRA; second, local government representation on the proposed 
redevelopment committees, the LRCs; third, the use of a single set of regulations to establish redevelopment 
areas that are not contiguous; fourth, consultation with local government on the local planning scheme and 
infrastructure requirements prior to the normalisation process occurring; and, fifth, local government 
engagement in the framing and development of the proposed regulations.  

WALGA has good reason to be nervous about how things are panning out as per the undertakings that have been 
given to it already and are likely to be given to it in the future about the degree to which it will be able to have 
real and meaningful input into pieces of legislation of this kind and their effects. WALGA recently had an 
unsatisfactory dealing with this government. I am not talking about any private conversations here; it is well 
known amongst people who take an interest in the functioning of local government and the way local 
government deals with important changes to planning acts and regulations. I raised the matter in the house about 
a year ago when we were dealing with the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Bill 2010. It was 
the subject of some concern to us on this side of the house that a great deal of the provisions in the bill were left 
to regulations that at that stage were not available to the house for consideration. There was a difficult period 
during the progress of that bill through this house when I as the lead speaker for the opposition needed some 
clarification from WALGA about whether it was still supportive of the bill. It had initially indicated its support 
but felt it had been treated so poorly by the government that at one point it was very close to the view that 
perhaps the bill should be referred to a committee or delayed in some way until it had gained further assurances 
from the government. We got over that difficulty because a specific commitment was given to WALGA that it 
would be around the table as an active participant in the final drafting of the regulations. To the bitter 
disappointment of local government, when it got to the point of participating in those discussions, it found that a 
series of absolutely key issues, particularly relating to improvement plans, had been taken out of the regulations 
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because there was no head of power in the act to have the regulations made. That was regarded by many people 
in the local government sector as a major betrayal of good faith by the government in relation to the undertakings 
that it considered it had been given during the progress of that bill through the Parliament. 

Local government is not just being precious about its request of the government to be given more time to get 
some of these things sorted out. The government has some way to go to restore confidence in the good faith of 
these undertakings it makes to local government. I put it to members of the government that assurances that local 
government will not be overlooked in the drafting of the regulations to go with this bill will not cut the mustard 
when it comes to getting WALGA on side at this stage of the proceedings because of what it regards as betrayal 
on that other act. I think it is absolutely crucial that we listen very seriously to what WALGA is saying. We 
should take those five major concerns and not go back to the drawing board but go back into negotiations with 
WALGA about how these things will be resolved to see whether they can be resolved to WALGA’s satisfaction. 
The key point here is that we know we will not always agree; that is a standard fact of life when it comes to 
negotiations. We have to go into a negotiation or consultation with the clear understanding that we may not be 
able to deliver what the people we are negotiating with require. The fact is that if the government includes them 
in the discussions and gives them the right to have their point of view heard and taken seriously and considered, 
then wherever the negotiations end up, even if the government cannot deliver to those stakeholders, they will at 
least feel they have had the chance to have their point of view heard. The government, sadly, has not reached that 
point yet on the Western Australian Local Government Association’s position on this bill.  

We could have resolved this in a number of ways. I made a point of meeting with WALGA as late as yesterday 
afternoon to see whether the government had done anything to address those concerns that were raised well 
before the bill got in this place. I am very disappointed to find that has not happened. The way to address those 
concerns most effectively is to move for the bill to be referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation, which 
is our committee that was set up with the express purpose of subjecting complex bills to the kind of scrutiny they 
deserve and coming back to the house, almost always—this will be acknowledged by people on both sides of the 
house—with a better bill. Another object that will be served if we pass this motion for the bill’s referral to the 
legislation committee is about the basic function of this house to act as a house of review. I have already made 
the observation that because of the way that bills are progressing through the Parliament at the moment, there is 
frequently going to be a demand on the opposition to be ready to debate a bill seven days after it is tabled in this 
place. Of course, the convention is, and the standing orders give effect to, the fact that we technically “don’t 
know nothing” about what has gone on in the other place. The government can have no recourse to the fact that 
there has already been extensive debate on these issues in the other place. We have to start from scratch when we 
start debating a bill in this place. That being the case, we are inevitably going to look increasingly to 
stakeholders to get their reaction to the bills that we are being asked to consider. I put it to members that in the 
case of a bill that relates specifically to planning law, planning regulations and the whole issue of the 
redevelopment of the metropolitan area, I am of course going to go to local government as one of the primary 
stakeholders.  

As I have told members opposite, local government is telling me that they are not happy and they are not 
prepared to see debate on this bill progress until they have had those concerns addressed. Along with that 
increasing demand that we should be prepared to debate a bill within seven days, we will look at increasing the 
number of requests to refer to the Standing Committee on Legislation, unless—this is the crucial point—we can 
get the sign-off from the key stakeholders that they consider there has been an appropriate level of consultation 
and they are able to tell us the reasons that they think the bills are good and are going to deliver what they are 
supposed to be delivering in the sense of the policy intent. That is very clearly not the case with the Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority Bill. 

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

Hon SALLY TALBOT — without notice: I move — 

That order of the day 6, the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011, be discharged and 
referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report not later than 
24 November 2011.  

I will give the government an indication of my thinking in choosing that date. I accept that the government wants 
to give the bill urgent priority and it will almost certainly not simply defer the bill on the basis that it will end up 
with a better bill some time down the track and bring in a bill that extends the life of the Armadale 
Redevelopment Authority, which expires on 31 December 2011. I am buying the government’s argument that 
this is an urgent bill. I put it to the government that whatever we will achieve in the next few hours of debate, if 
we do not make this referral to the committee, will not result in a bill as good as the one that the Standing 
Committee on Legislation would be able to produce if we make this referral. What the Standing Committee on 
Legislation can do that we cannot do in this place is call all the key stakeholders in to get further information 
about how these functions are going to operate, about the pros and cons about moving in this direction, about 
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how effectively the existing arrangements have been made and how they might be improved in the future. That is 
simply not an option that is available to us in this place. In a sense, I am saying that a referral to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation will enable that committee to do the work that perhaps the government could have 
done if it had taken a slightly different approach over the past three or four months. This referral will enable us 
to do that very effectively and come back to the house with not only a better bill, potentially, but also with the 
stakeholders on side that the Parliament of Western Australia has done the right thing and included their strongly 
held views on this piece of legislation. I put it to honourable members that reporting back to the house not later 
than 24 November will, in effect, allow us more than adequate debating time in this place to have a bill through 
the house without any undue delay well before the Parliament wraps up for the end of the year and, therefore, 
enable the bill to be proclaimed on the day that the government has in mind. With that I commend the motion for 
the discharge of the bill.  

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.47 pm]: I rise to speak to the motion before us to send the 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011 to the committee. These comments are not in any way my 
second reading contribution; they go to the motion before us, which has been well argued. I thought that Hon 
Sally Talbot was very constructive in her comments regarding the legislation before us, and I support the motion 
to send it to the Standing Committee on Legislation. I have several amendments for this bill, and they are 
complex and relate to many of the matters in the legislation before us. I know that if the Standing Committee on 
Legislation has an opportunity to review the bill, it would not be left to that process of amending various clauses 
in this bill to try to address the issues that I see in it. I believe the main concern with this bill is the lack of 
separation and planning decision making from the development functions of the proposed Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority. I have a series of concerns, which I brought to the attention of the Minister for 
Planning. He and his officers have sought to address those concerns to some degree; however, there are several 
concerns outstanding. I was very pleased that Hon Sally Talbot was able to join me in my meeting with the 
Western Australian Local Government Association yesterday, and I was hoping to have representatives from the 
other parties in this place as well to hear the message that they were giving us, which is basically that somehow, 
somewhere consultation had gone astray and had not really addressed the concerns that they had.  

I would like to quote from the minutes of the City of Subiaco of 10 August 2011. As we all know, the City of 
Subiaco is one of the local governments that is involved with a redevelopment authority act. This bill proposes to 
repeal the redevelopment authority acts for the local governments of Armadale, East Perth, Midland and 
Subiaco. The City of Subiaco is, therefore, one of the local governments that would have particular standing in 
this regard.  

The minutes of the City of Subiaco state in part —  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

That Council: 

1. advises the Minister for Planning of its:  

(a) extreme disappointment that the City of Subiaco, and local governments generally, 
were not consulted during the drafting of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority 
Bill 2011 and that an opportunity for interested and/or affected parties and other 
stakeholders to comment has not been provided; 

(b) major concern about the lack of local government and independent representation on 
the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Board and Local Redevelopment 
Committees and the strong likelihood that the City will not have representation on 
relevant Local Redevelopment Committees controlling major development projects 
within the city; 

(c) major concern about the ambiguity within the Bill, the extent of the Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority’s powers and functions and the subsequent opportunity for 
the substantial erosion of local government powers; 

Members can see that the three items I have mentioned are substantial issues. Those issues could potentially be 
easily addressed if the Standing Committee on Legislation were able to consider this bill in detail. The City of 
Subiaco also makes this point — 

(d) rejection of the inclusion of routine works by a public authority or local government 
as development. It is unacceptable for the City of Subiaco, or any local government or 
public authority, to be required to lodge a development application for public works 
that would normally be exempt from such a requirement; 

I am sure members can see that this is an item that could have been addressed in the bill, now that it has been 
brought to the attention of the minister that it is indeed an issue for this local authority. Finally — 
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(e) requirement that the provisions of the specific agreement between the City of Subiaco 
and the Subiaco Redevelopment Authority regarding the development of any land 
within the original boundaries of the Subiaco Redevelopment Area which was 
formerly owned and/or managed by the City of Subiaco continue to be honoured in 
full by the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority. 

The point that the City of Subiaco is making here is that the transitional arrangements in this legislation seem to 
be unclear, and it is wondering what is going to happen when this new authority is established. There are several 
issues in the bill that are unclear. It is beholden on this Parliament to review those issues and finetune this 
legislation in the Standing Committee on Legislation process.  

The City of Subiaco then makes the point — 

2. request that an urgent meeting be held with the Minister for Planning, City of Subiaco and 
local governments to discuss critical issues associated with the Metropolitan Redevelopment 
Authority Bill 2011 prior to it proceeding further in State Parliament. 

I think that the local government in this case, the City of Subiaco, has made a very pertinent point about the lack 
of consultation and is attempting to address the concerns that it became aware of when it reviewed the bill. We 
need to give the Standing Committee on Legislation an opportunity to look at these issues more carefully. 

The other issue that the Standing Committee on Legislation should consider in my view is that the planning 
reforms that have been undertaken so far by this government have been widespread and wide ranging. The way 
this bill interacts with those other legislative changes that this government has made needs to be clarified. Those 
changes include the establishment of development assessment panels, and the establishment of a system of 
improvement schemes. In my own correspondence to the Minister for Planning, I questioned how those changes 
will interact and relate with the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority that we will be establishing through this 
bill. The minister did go some way towards explaining that. However, that did indicate that it is a bit unclear in 
the bill how those various authorities and new planning instruments will interact. Therefore, I think that the 
Standing Committee on Legislation could do some work in looking into that matter. 

It is my view and the view of the Greens (WA) that there is a lack of sustainability goals and clear purpose in the 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill. The bill will result in further fragmentation of the planning system. 
I think members can see that it would not be a good outcome if we allowed that to occur.  

There are some real issues with the separation of powers between the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, 
the Western Australian Planning Commission, local governments and the minister. We would like to see that 
clarified in the bill. As I have mentioned, in the seven days between the tabling of this bill in this house and our 
ability to debate it, we were able to uncover that, indeed, the Western Australian Local Government Association 
is concerned about the inadequacy of the consultation with local government. That is maybe the tip of the 
iceberg. I have also been approached by other people who are academics in the planning field and who are very 
concerned about the new powers that this bill will be introducing and how this bill will interplay with the 
WAPC.  

Hon Sally Talbot has mentioned the membership of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority and the land 
redevelopment committees. The Greens share that concern. We strongly believe that local government should 
have representation on the land redevelopment committees, and that every local government that is affected by a 
redevelopment proposal should participate in those decisions. I believe the bill makes some reference to local 
government representatives potentially being on the board—maybe one representative. But it does not indicate 
that there should be a representative from each local government that may be affected by a redevelopment 
proposal.  

We think that the minister may not have been in a position to foresee all of these issues that have been coming 
up. We believe there should have been more comprehensive consultation during the drafting of this bill, 
particularly with those local governments in which redevelopment authorities are already existing and 
functioning. We have a wealth of experience in Western Australia of how redevelopment authorities work, and 
where they are good and where there might still be some issues to iron out. Had that wealth of knowledge and 
experience been tested through the bill, we would be able to be more confident that the bill that we might hope to 
pass will be a good planning system for Western Australia, and one that will take us into the future without the 
problems of jurisdiction and representation that have been highlighted so far.  

As I said, I had a very good briefing from the planning officers on this bill. But, as I am sure members can 
imagine, this is a very complex bill, and it has a number of layers, with a number of acts that will be repealed or 
amended through its passage. I think it is quite comprehensive legislation that should be thoroughly assessed by 
the Standing Committee on Legislation. The Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011 states that a 
redevelopment scheme under any of the repealed acts is taken to have always had legislative effect, and it 
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validates things done under such a scheme. This bill is actually quite a powerful instrument, and it would be wise 
for us to review how it will play out  

Hon Sally Talbot mentioned in her remarks to urge us to send this bill to the committee that the explanatory 
memorandum had not been made available to us in due time to be able to consider the clauses of this legislation. 
I have just asked for a copy of the second reading speech so that I can review Hon Helen Morton’s comments 
when she tabled it last Thursday, and I have now seen the explanatory memorandum for the first time. There is 
probably information in here that would be relevant to our careful consideration of this legislation, and that 
members would probably want to review quite carefully. We have a really good system of standing committees 
in the Legislative Council; they are charged with taking detailed work away from this house, and, in the case of 
the legislation, doing some proper scrutiny of the legislation before us. I am delighted to now have this 
explanatory memorandum and to have the opportunity to review whether my concerns over the legislation have 
been addressed. I am still reviewing the Minister for Planning’s response to my correspondence, which is quite 
lengthy and detailed and goes through and tries to address some of the issues I raised; however, I received this 
only yesterday, I believe, and so that really does mean that I am relying heavily on the stakeholders who have 
consulted with me. That takes me back to my beginning point about why I am supporting the motion to send this 
to a committee. It is because the stakeholders—the people I go to for advice on whether this legislation is a good 
way forward—have told me in no uncertain terms that, indeed, it is not; indeed, they have told me that they are 
very concerned about the lack of consultation, and that there are changes they can propose that would in fact 
strengthen this legislation.  

I think it is important for me to state quite clearly that we can see that this bill will provide some benefits to 
streamlining metropolitan redevelopment in one single authority by using the skills and resources that have been 
developed through the experiences of the redevelopment authorities we have set up bit by bit. That makes a lot 
of good sense; it is very efficient, and I can see that it would be more effective in delivering some of the 
sustainability outcomes that we would like to see the planning system deliver. I think that direction is supported, 
and we would love to see legislation like this get up and work very effectively. The nature of our desire to send it 
to a committee is that it will be more effective legislation.  

I reiterate my comments that the constructive nature of Hon Sally Talbot’s careful assessment of this legislation 
is welcome, and I appreciate the opportunity to support a motion to send it to a committee. I can say no more 
than that.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [4.04 pm]: I am clearly not the 
minister handling the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011, so I am dealing with it now on behalf of 
Hon Helen Morton. She is, I think, currently boarding an aeroplane for a ministerial council meeting somewhere 
in another part of Australia, so I cannot ring her up and ask her whether she has any views about this.  

What I would like to suggest to Hon Sally Talbot, if she is amenable to doing this, is that she withdraw her 
motion at this point in time, and that we continue with the second reading debate until such time as it is resolved 
one way or the other. If Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Lynn MacLaren are not satisfied with the minister’s response 
at the end of the seconding reading debate, that would then be, at the beginning of the committee stage, an 
appropriate time to move the motion for it to be referred to a committee. I say that because the motion that has 
been moved by Hon Sally Talbot does not provide for the legislation committee to consider the policy of the bill. 
Standing orders require that if a committee is to consider the policy of a bill, it must be part of the motion. So, 
because it is not part of the motion, if this was to succeed, the committee would be able to consider only the 
detail, and indeed could make recommendations only in respect to amendments that would relate to the existing 
policy of the bill. 

As members know, the second reading vote is in fact the vote by the house in respect of the policy of the bill, 
and the committee stage is when the chamber goes through all the details of the legislation to decide whether it 
agrees with the detail. But, as we all know, once the house has agreed to the policy of the bill, amendments must 
then be in the context of the policy. Based on the motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot, delaying it until such time 
as the house has made a decision after second reading would make no difference to what the committee might or 
might not do.  

I am advised, but not in any great detail, that there are a number of reasons why sending this to a committee is 
not a good idea. There are some particular timing constraints attached to the bill that would lead to problems 
being created in the event that the passage of the bill was delayed until after 24 November. But I have to say that 
because I am not completely across all those issues, I am not prepared to argue that now. I am asking the 
member to withdraw it now and consider moving it later because if a member moves to send a bill to the 
committee and that motion is then defeated, they cannot do it again subsequently as we progress through the bill. 
At the moment I have to say that it would be the view of the government that if the member wishes to proceed 
with this particular motion now, in the absence of the minister handling the bill, I will have to recommend to my 
members to vote against it on the basis of the advice I have received so far. I am really saying to the house, let us 
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defer that decision until such time as I can get more information and the minister handling the bill is in this 
place, and indeed members have heard the minister’s response to the second reading debate, in which many of 
the issues that have been raised by the two members who have spoken may in fact be clarified to their 
satisfaction. That has been known to happen in the past; members raise issues during the second reading debate, 
and the issues that they raise are clarified to their satisfaction when the minister responds at the end of the second 
reading debate.  

Hon Sally Talbot has been engaged in urgent parliamentary business, but I will, just for her benefit, quickly 
recap what I have been suggesting. The suggestion is that because the motion does not provide for consideration 
of the policy of the bill, it does not matter much when the motion to send it to a committee is debated—whether 
it is during the second reading debate, whether it is at the beginning of the committee stage, or whenever; it does 
not matter when it is done. Secondly, because the minister’s response to the second reading debate may well 
clarify the issues raised by members to their satisfaction, there may no longer, in their minds, be a need for it to 
go to a committee. Thirdly, because, as I have said, I am not the minister handling the bill and I am not across 
the reasons the minister who is responsible for this bill in the other house, the Minister for Planning, does not 
believe this should go to a committee on a timing basis, if the member does not withdraw her motion now and 
allow us to continue the second reading debate, I would have to recommend to our members to vote against her 
motion for referral. What I am saying now is: let us not make a decision about that now because we do not have 
to; let us go through the process of the second reading, and if the member then feels the need to send it to a 
committee at the beginning of the committee stage, for example, we can consider the matter then. It would make 
no difference in the context of what the committee would or would not be doing, because, as I have said already, 
the motion does not provide for the policy of the bill to be considered. I do not know whether the member can, 
by way of interjection, indicate whether she might be vaguely interested in that proposition.  

Hon Sally Talbot: I was going to suggest that, perhaps, noting the time, we could just prolong this and I could 
come and have a chat to you.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That sounds like an excellent idea, Mr Deputy President. On that basis, I ask that 
you leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Given the time, I will leave the chair until the ringing of the 
bells.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 7053.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.10 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

KEELTY REPORT — RESPONSE BY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 

744. Hon SUE ELLERY to the parliamentary secretary representing the Premier: 

I refer to the release of the Keelty report and the response of the Department of Environment and Conservation 
tabled yesterday. 

(1) Given the director general clearly indicates that this was a “preliminary examination” and that there 
would be “further consideration” of the report, were any other comments or reports produced by DEC? 

(2) If yes to (1), when was the additional report or comment provided and will the Premier table these 
documents; and, if not, why not? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) No. The Director General of the Department of Environment and Conservation advised the Public 
Sector Commissioner on Wednesday, 22 June 2011 that he had no further comments. 

(2) Not applicable. 

INDIGENOUS DRINK-DRIVING AND LICENSING PROJECT — ALCOHOL INTERLOCKS 

745. Hon SUE ELLERY to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the Indigenous drink-driving and licensing project. How many cars in Indigenous communities have 
been fitted with alcohol interlocks to date? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. None. A contract to engage a service provider who will 
supply and fit alcohol interlocks in cars in Indigenous communities is being finalised. 
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WESTERN POWER — OVERSEAS TRAVEL 

746. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) Can the minister confirm that Western Power managing director Doug Aberle took annual leave 
overseas recently? 

(2) Was there any work-related aspect to this trip or any expense incurred by Western Power? 

(3) What expenditure did Western Power incur for staff and executive overseas travel and associated 
activities in 2010–11 and to date in 2011? 

The PRESIDENT: I am not sure whether the first part of that question relates to the minister’s portfolio 
responsibilities. The private business of somebody on leave is their business. I will refer it to the Minister for 
Energy. 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. A response has been provided by Western 
Power, so evidently it does not mind. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) No. 

(3) The expenditure for the 2010–11 financial year was $1 282 793. The expenditure for the period since 
30 June 2011 will be provided as part of the upcoming quarterly travel report, which is tabled in 
Parliament. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION — 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO “FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 2004–2013” 

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

I refer to the Department of Environment and Conservation’s proposed amendment to the “Forest management 
plan 2004–2013”, authorising a 45 per cent increase in the allowable cut of karri other bole volume from 
117 000 to 170 000 cubic metres per year for 10 years. 

(1) Has DEC informed the minister before today that the FMP requires a review in the event that the upper 
limit of other bole volume is exceeded? 

(2) Does the minister intend to require compliance with the FMP by directing his department to carry out a 
review of the plan, as opposed to allowing this amendment to be considered in isolation; and, if not, 
why not? 

(3) Is it correct that DEC is acting on behalf of the Conservation Commission of Western Australia in, 
firstly, proposing the amendment; and, secondly, considering the public submissions and making a 
recommendation on whether the amendment should be made? 

(4) What is the relationship between DEC and the Conservation Commission of Western Australia, and 
what controls are in place to separate DEC’s powers as both the proponent of the amendment and the 
assessor of its merits? 

(5) At what point did DEC become aware that the upper limit of KOBV had been, or was likely to be, 
exceeded and why did this not trigger a review of the FMP as required on page 33 of the plan? 

(6) What justification does DEC provide for allowing this continued noncompliance with the plan? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

On behalf of the minister representing the Minister for Environment, I thank the member for some notice of this 
question. 

(1)–(2) The Department of Environment and Conservation informed the then Minister for Environment of the 
level of removal of karri other bole volume when it provided advice on the mid-term audit of 
performance of the forest management plan 2004–2013 in February 2009. The mid-term audit of 
performance had been provided to the then minister by the Conservation Commission in December 
2008. The minister has noted that the annual removal of karri other bole volume exceeded the average 
annual level provided for in the forest management plan in each of the years 2004 to 2007. A review 
has been undertaken through the mid-term audit process, together with supplemental advice by DEC on 
the production levels of karri other bole volume in May 2009, which was provided to the Environmental 
Protection Authority by the Conservation Commission in November 2009 with the Conservation 
Commission’s advice on this matter. 



7046 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 

 

(3)–(4) The process to amend the “Forest management plan 2004–2013” was undertaken in accordance with 
section 61 of the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984. The Conservation Commission is the 
proponent of the proposed amendment. 

(5) It was recognised prior to the preparation of the mid-term audit of performance in 2008 that levels of 
production of karri other bole volume might exceed the limit provided for in the plan. The forest 
management plan specifies the average annual availability of karri other bole volume for 10 years rather 
than an annual limit and, in this context, it was decided that the matter would be dealt with in the mid-
term audit of performance. 

(6) The Environmental Protection Authority’s report and recommendation on the mid-term audit of 
performance was provided in August 2010, in bulletin 1362, and the proposed amendment has been 
progressed since then. 

LESUEUR COMMUNITY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

748. Hon GIZ WATSON to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 

I refer to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum’s media release of 5 September 2011 entitled “Community group 
considers next step for Collie Hub project”. 

(1) Who are the members of the Lesueur Community Consultative Committee? 

(2) How were these members selected? 

(3) What are the terms of reference for this group? 

(4) Will the minister table the terms of reference? 

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

(6) Do the group members receive remuneration for any meetings? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The members of the Lesueur Community Consultative Committee are Simon Holthouse, chairperson; 
Robyn Allingham; Kathryn Camisa; Steve Cleaver; Peter Monagle; Michael Parker; Bernard Ridley; 
Cim Sears; Laurie Snell; and Mike Whitehead. 

(2) The members of the committee were selected in the following manner: the chairperson was appointed 
by the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; one representative was nominated by Ms Nola Marino, MP; 
one representative was nominated by Mr Murray Cowper, MLA; two representatives were nominated 
by the Shire of Harvey; two representatives were nominated by the Shire of Waroona; and three were 
self-nominated members. 

(3)–(5) I table the terms of reference. [See paper 3700.] 

(6) No. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT AUTHORITY — PARKING INFRINGEMENT TICKETS 

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

(1) Has the Public Transport Authority used different parking infringement tickets over the last 12 months? 

(2) If yes, how many different versions have been used? 

(3) Why are there different versions and what is the difference? 

(4) When were the different versions printed? 

(5) Did the different versions fully comply with the wording in schedule 2 of the regulations? 

(6) If no to (5), why not, and has the PTA had legal advice that confirms that all the different versions are 
valid?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) Yes. 

(2) Two. 

(3) The two versions were the result of a different printer’s batch. Some wording is different. 

(4) One version was printed in February 2009 and another version was last printed in February 2006 and is 
in use on the network. 
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(5) Yes. 

(6) Not applicable. 

RECREATIONAL FISHING FROM BOAT LICENCE 

750. Hon JON FORD to the Minister for Fisheries: 

I refer to the introduction of the recreational fishing from boat licence in March 2010. 

(1) How much revenue has been raised since its introduction? 

(2) How many licences have been issued? 

(3) How much of this revenue has been spent on fisheries research? 

(4) What fisheries research programs are being undertaken? 

(5) How much has been allocated to each program? 

(6) What is the total expenditure to date on each of the research programs?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) In the 2010–11 financial year $2.8 million was raised from the recreational fishing from boat licence.  

(2) In the 2010–11 financial year 107 557 recreational fishing from boat licences were issued.  

(3) In the 2010–11 financial year a total of $5.7 million was raised from all recreational fishing licences. 
An additional $13.7 million of consolidated funding was allocated to recreational fishing. Both these 
contributions were placed in the recreational fishing account, which is used to fund recreational fishing 
management, research and compliance. Of these funds, $3.8 million was allocated to research 
programs.  

(4)–(5) Research funding of $3.8 million was allocated to the following projects: $1.82 million for a statewide 
survey of recreational boat fishers and surveys of other licensed recreational activities; a $1.5 million 
contribution to stock assessment of key species of interest to the recreational sector, such as dhufish and 
pink snapper; and $0.48 million for freshwater stocking and surveys, which included the south west 
trout stocking program and running costs associated with the Pemberton trout hatchery.  

(6) The 2010–11 funds were fully expended.  

HIGH STREET–STIRLING HIGHWAY INTERSECTION — UPGRADE 

751. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Could option 4a of the upgrade of the intersection of High Street and Stirling Highway in Fremantle be 
made safe if the posted speed along High Street was reduced to 60 kilometres an hour and 50 kilometres 
an hour for the curve; and, if not, why not? 

(2) How long does the Minister for Transport expect compulsory acquisition to take if the government 
decides to pursue this route? 

(3) When was the last time the state government used compulsory acquisition to override the decision of a 
local government in relation to road building? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) The member’s suggestion is not anticipated to be an effective solution from a road safety perspective. 

(2) There is no predetermined time frame for compulsory acquisition. 

(3) Local government has usually been cooperative with the state government on roadworks projects.  

MICHAEL THOMAS — DISCHARGE FROM FREMANTLE HOSPITAL 

752. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the discharge of Michael Thomas from Fremantle Hospital on 2 June 2011.  

(1) Why was Mr Thomas discharged from Fremantle Hospital after two days against his family’s wishes, 
given that he was at chronic risk of suicide and/or self harm and had a history of attempted suicide? 

(2) How was it concluded that given that he was at chronic risk of suicide and/or self harm there was no 
acute risk at the time and, as such, he would not benefit from a psychiatric admission? 
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(3) Was any post-discharge treatment offered to Mr Thomas; and, if not, why not? 

(4) If yes to (3), what treatment was offered? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the Minister for Mental Health, I provide the 
following response — 

(1)–(4) Firstly, the minister is concerned to hear that Mr Thomas’s family is still unaware of Mr Thomas’s 
whereabouts, and the minister can only imagine the distress this is causing them.  

With regard to Mr Thomas’s discharge from Fremantle Hospital on 2 June 2011, the minister has been 
advised that Mr Thomas was assessed by members of the mental health multidisciplinary team, to 
whom he denied any ongoing acute suicidality and gave staff assurances about his safety.  

Ongoing assessment and support from Mr Thomas’s case manager was offered on discharge, and an 
appointment with a consultant psychiatrist was booked for 8 June 2011. Mr Thomas contacted his case 
manager at 10 o’clock on 3 June 2011. Following this contact, an urgent medical review appointment 
was made for him at 1.30. Mr Thomas’s wife agreed to transport him to the appointment. Mr Thomas’s 
wife contacted the Alma Street triage at 12.30 to inform them that Mr Thomas had left the family home 
and had not returned. Mr Thomas’s wife advised that she had contacted the police. The consultant 
psychiatrist was advised. Later on, the family advised the mental health service that Mr Thomas was 
listed by the police as a missing person. The community mental health team has contacted Mr Thomas’s 
wife on a daily basis since Friday, 3 June 2011 and has offered continued support to the family.  

MENTALLY IMPAIRED ACCUSED — DECLARED PLACE 

753. Hon ED DERMER to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the article in The West Australian of 11 August 2011 entitled “Jail used to house disabled for years”. 

(1) When will the declared place for prisoners with an intellectual disability, mental health issue or 
psychiatric illness be announced? 

(2) Where will the declared place be located?  

(3) When will the declared place be ready to take detainees?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the Minister for Mental Health, I provide the 
following response — 

(1)–(3) Planning for an appropriate declared place model for mentally impaired accused is focusing on 
individuals with an intellectual disability and/or acquired brain injury. This work follows on from the 
substantial work progressed between ministerial colleagues the Attorney General, the Minister for 
Corrective Services and the Minister for Mental Health. Whilst cabinet is yet to consider the declared 
place concept and its specific details, it is close to finalising an appropriate model.  

WUNGONG CATCHMENT TRIAL — COCKATOO STUDY 

754. Hon ALISON XAMON to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

I refer to the cockatoo study taking place as part of the Wungong catchment thinning trial.  

(1) Why has funding for this project ceased?  

(2) Is the minister aware of the sharp decline in cockatoo numbers in the catchment this year? 

(3) Will the minister seek a briefing from the Western Australian Museum about this project? 

(4) Will the minister commit to continuing to fund this vital research into our endangered and threatened 
cockatoos? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the Minister for Mental Health, I provide the 
following response — 

(1) The continuation of the Wungong catchment trial is under review. 

(2)–(3) Information from this study has not been presented to the minister to date. 

(4) The current source of funding depends on the continuation of the Wungong catchment trial.  
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NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT ON LITERACY AND NUMERACY — REWARD FUNDING 

755. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the announcement by Hon Peter Garrett, Minister for School Education, Early Childhood and Youth, 
on 28 June 2011 that WA was to receive only $11.2 million in commonwealth reward funding pursuant to the 
national partnership agreement on literacy and numeracy, and to the maximum reward payment of $21.6 million 
referred to in the implementation plan that WA could have received in 2010–11 if agreed reform targets were 
met. 

(1) Why did WA fail to meet its own goals for 2010–11 set pursuant to the national partnership agreement 
on literacy and numeracy?  

(2) Does the partial reward money paid to the state government under the national partnership agreement 
go to each participating school or to the Department of Education? 

(3) When does the minister expect the goals set for 2010–11 pursuant to the agreement will be met? 

(4) Will the goals set for the 2011–12 agreement be met?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The last question we were given is a little different from 
what the member has asked, but I think the intent is the same.  

(1)–(4) The national partnership agreement on literacy and numeracy requires the state to set short-term targets. 
The targets are set in collaboration with the Catholic and independent sectors. The goal of improving 
literacy and numeracy for all students is a long-term goal and one that schools continuously work 
towards. Several factors contributed to the state receiving 52 per cent of the funding for 2010. Firstly, 
the schools commenced the support and improvement initiatives agreed under the national partnership 
in February 2010. The NAPLAN tests used to measure student achievement and determine the level of 
reward funding were held in May of the same year. In other words, the testing was conducted only three 
months into a two-year long national partnership, so students had only very little exposure to the 
improvement initiatives of their schools. 

Secondly, the state set challenging targets to signal high expectations to our schools. Western 
Australia’s improvement initiatives required 25 per cent of students to meet the targets compared with 
significantly smaller percentages of students set by many other states; for example, New South Wales 
set only four per cent of students. Western Australia also set targets aimed at real improvements over 
the base year of 2008 for the measurement of rewards, whereas Queensland, for example, set targets 
that effectively required maintenance of the level of student achievement. 

In its report on the first year of the national partnership agreement 2010, the Council of Australian 
Governments Reform Council recognised the variation in the level of ambition between states and 
territories as well as the way targets had been set, and recommended greater transparency and 
consistency in the way targets are expressed and measured. As a consequence, for the second year of 
the national partnership agreement, Western Australia, along with all states and territories except New 
South Wales, revised its targets in line with the criteria provided by the Australian government. It is 
anticipated that after 15 months of intervention and support—that is, the time between the inception of 
the national partnership in schools and the second NAPLAN of progress against the targets—these 
targets will be achieved.  

The reward money will be paid to the Department of Education, the Catholic Education Office and the 
Association of Independent Schools in Western Australia. It should be noted that funding not paid to the 
state in the first year of the national partnership will be rolled over and added to the pool of funds 
available for WA in the second year.  

EASTERN GOLDFIELDS REGIONAL PRISON — INSPECTION REPORT 

756. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services:  

I refer to the June 2011 “Report of an Announced Inspection of Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison”, which 
states that the Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison is unfit for purpose, with minimum temperature control, 
structure concerns and staffing issues.  

(1) Does the minister concede that the Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison is placing prisoners at risk of 
fatality or heat-related illnesses?  

(2) Given that the department does not endorse the recommendations to install suitable climatic controls, 
what other management will be implemented to ensure that there is no heat-related fatality at the eastern 
Goldfields prison?  
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(3) Will the Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison be completed by its original completion date of 2013; and, 
if not, what has been the delay and when will it be completed?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1) No.  

(2) Both ceiling-mounted and pedestal fans are provided, as reported in response to the inspector’s 
findings. Other considerations in relation to temperature control are being examined at the local level by 
prison management, and include options such as having longer recreational time in the evening, thus 
allowing for the cooling of the prisoner accommodation. As also noted in the department’s response to 
the inspector’s findings, the current prison is scheduled for demolition and the new prison will have 
climate control.  

(3) The Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison will not be completed by its original completion date of 2013, 
and is now scheduled for completion between November and December 2015. The delay was to enable 
full assessment of the procurement analysis.  

JAMES PRICE POINT — REGISTERED ABORIGINAL SITES — TERREX REPORT 

757. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs:  

I refer to Aboriginal sites at James Price Point.  

(1) Is the minister aware of the 1991 WA Museum report prepared by Mr Nicholas Green, then a senior 
heritage officer with the Western Australian Register of Aboriginal Sites, for the Broome Mining 
Wardens Court in relation to exploration licences E04/645, EO4/646 and EO4/647, which generally is 
referred to as the Terrex report?  

(2) Is the minister aware of the decision of the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee communicated to 
the Mining Wardens Court in the above case by letter dated 18 July 1991?  

(3) Is the “song cycle path” as recorded and mapped in the above report and as referred to in the ACMC 
decision, an area to which section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 applies?  

(4) Is approval under section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 required in relation to any disturbance 
of the “song cycle path”?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) Yes.  

(2) Yes; I am aware that the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee provided advice to the Mining 
Wardens Court in 1991. 

(3) Not at this time; however, the ACMC will be considering heritage information for the area at a meeting 
in the near feature, and will make a decision about whether a site exists. 

(4) No.  

BUNBURY WATERFRONT PROJECT 

758. Hon ADELE FARINA to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Regional 
Development:  

I refer to the government’s commitment of $48 million for the Bunbury waterfront development and its recent 
announcement to allocate $23.8 million to the project.  

(1) Is the balance of the funding commitment of $21.2 million available to the City of Bunbury for other 
projects, and, if yes, how will it access the funding?  

(2) If no to (1) — 

(a) will the minister make the funding available for improvement to the balance of the public open 
space on the waterfront for parklands, playground areas et cetera; and 

(b) has the balance of the funding been returned to consolidated revenue?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Regional Development, I thank the 
member for some notice of the question.  
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(1) The funding commitment of $23.8 million is in replacement of the $45 million in the budget and 
reflects the decision of the City of Bunbury and the community to not support the development of 
previous components of the plan, which reduced the project scope.  

(2) It was approval to borrow $45 million; hence the $21.2 million is a reduction to state net debt.  

PARKING INFRINGEMENT TICKET VALIDITY — PUBLIC TRANSPORT AUTHORITY 

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

(1) Was the Public Transport Authority aware of concerns about the validity of its parking infringement 
tickets prior to September 2011?  

(2) If yes, when did the PTA first become aware and what action did it take? 

(3) Has a parking infringement ticket issued by the PTA ever been challenged on the grounds that it was 
invalid because it referred to by-law 80 or did not comply with schedule 2 of the regulations?  

(4) If yes, how many tickets have been challenged? 

(5) Has any of these tickets been cancelled and, if so, why? 

(6) Has the PTA ever sought legal advice regarding the validity of its parking infringement tickets; and, if 
yes, when?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1) No.  

(2) Not applicable.  

(3) No.  

(4)–(5) Not applicable.  

(6) Yes; it has done so when parking infringements are challenged in court.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATE NON-PAYMENT — PROPERTY SALE —  
RESIDENT MENTAL CAPACITY 

760. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Local Government:  

Part 6, division 6, of the Local Government Act 1995 provides local government authorities with the power to 
sell residents’ property for non-payment of rates over three consecutive years.  

(1) Do councils have a duty of care to consider a resident’s mental competency to manage their own 
financial affairs before invoking the power of sale?  

(2) If yes to (1), how is this competency determined?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

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

(1) Although the Local Government Act 1995 does not place legislative responsibility on local 
governments to consider mental competency, it could be said that a local government has some other 
responsibility to take into account such circumstances. However, a local government can only do so if it 
is apprised of those circumstances. It is most likely that in the course of attempting to recover rates over 
a period of at least three years, a local government would become aware of factors contributing to a 
failure to pay rates.  

(2) If a local government were to encounter such circumstances, it would most likely seek supporting 
information to the extent it is permitted by privacy and other laws.  

VERVE ENERGY — KWINANA POWER PLANT 

761. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy:  

(1) Can the minister confirm that workers are being made redundant at Verve Energy’s Kwinana power 
station?  

(2) If yes, why are these people losing their jobs, and how many will be or have been made redundant? 

(3) Is any of the work these workers are engaged in being outsourced to labour hire agencies; and, if so, 
which agencies are being engaged?  
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Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

Before I commence, I wish to say that apparently the previous response I gave to Hon Kate Doust included 
domestic and international travel. I will correct that last question, ideally by the end of question time.  

(1) Yes.  

(2) Until 2009, Kwinana power station was a six-unit station. In early 2009, two of these units, stage B, 
reached the end of their life and were shut down. Part of the stage B site has since been utilised to build 
two new high-efficiency gas turbines. Another two units, stage A, are scheduled to close in the next 
month. With the closure of these four units, and given significant market-related changes to plant 
dispatch, Verve Energy management commenced discussions with employees and their union 
representatives in late 2009 to revise manning levels and work arrangements at the power station. To 
date, 26 employees have been made redundant at Kwinana power station. During September 2011, 
Verve Energy expects another 20 employees to be made redundant. Approximately eight more 
employees will be made redundant from October to December 2011. These employee reductions have 
been agreed after extensive consultation with employees and their union representatives. These 
reductions affect all areas of Kwinana power station, including management, maintenance, operations 
and support staff. However, particular attention has been paid to the retention of key technical and 
engineering capability. All redundancies to date have been voluntary. I am advised that Verve Energy 
expects the vast majority of future redundancies, if not all, to be voluntary. 

(3) Verve Energy expects no work previously performed by the redundant employees at Kwinana power 
station to be outsourced to labour hire agencies. In two smaller ancillary areas at Kwinana power 
station—coal plant operations and fire systems maintenance—some of the work previously performed 
by redundant employees will be undertaken in the future by third party contracting companies. This 
change has been agreed to by Verve Energy employees.  

KIMBERLEY ULTRAMARATHON — EL QUESTRO WILDERNESS PARK FIRE 

762. Hon ED DERMER to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 

I ask this question on behalf of Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm, who has been called away on urgent parliamentary 
business. I refer to the Kimberley Ultramarathon.  

(1) Given the terrain in the Kimberley and the nature of the race, which measures to address likely safety 
issues for competitors were in place? 

(2) Did the Department of Sport and Recreation approve the route used for the race; and, if not, which 
agency approved the route? 

(3) Has the minister been advised of the cause of the fire; and, if yes, what was the cause?  

(4) Given that the government has committed to fund the event for three years, what action will the 
minister take to ensure the safety of participants in future races?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided by the 
Minister for Tourism.  

(1) The event organisers, RacingThePlanet, did have a comprehensive event and risk management plan. 
Competitors were required to abide by strict safety requirements when entering the event. A safety 
briefing was provided for all competitors prior to the event commencing. The organisers provided an 
experienced international medical team for the event. Each competitor was required to carry a basic 
medical kit during the event.  

(2) The Department of Sport and Recreation did not have any involvement in the race and the Minister for 
Tourism is not aware of any other agency that approved the route. Tourism Western Australia is 
awaiting confirmation from the event organisers but it understands that they had been liaising with the 
local government, landowners and leaseholders. 

(3) Preliminary advice provided was that a wildfire occurred during the event. However, FESA and the WA 
Police are currently conducting a joint investigation, including into the source of the fire.  

(4) Tourism WA has a one-year sponsorship agreement with an option for a further two years. It is 
important that Tourism WA awaits the results from the FESA–WA Police investigation prior to 
reviewing its future involvement and any conditions that may be attached to that.  
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QUESTION ON NOTICE 4480 

Paper Tabled 

A paper relating to an answer to question on notice 4480 was tabled by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for 
Finance).  

WESTERN POWER — OVERSEAS TRAVEL 

Question without Notice 746 — Correction of Answer 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [5.06 pm]: I wish to notify the house 
that I will provide a corrected response for Hon Kate Doust before the end of business today. It should be here 
within a couple of minutes. I said that I would do it at the end of question time.  

METROPOLITAN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL 2011 

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

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [5.07 pm]: Prior to the 
adjournment of the debate, I was suggesting to Hon Sally Talbot that she might consider withdrawing her motion 
to refer the bill to a committee and instead do it further down the track. She has indicated to me—it is entirely up 
to her to do what she wishes—that she is agreeable to that. In the event that the member does withdraw the 
motion, it is my intention to move that the debate on this bill be adjourned until the next sitting of the house and 
then move to members’ statements forthwith. The reason for that is that I do not want to resume the second 
reading debate on this bill and have somebody’s speech cut in half in about 10 minutes. If the member does 
withdraw the motion, we will contemplate dealing with it again some time down the track and we will follow the 
process I have just outlined.  

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [5.08 pm]: As the Leader of the House has indicated, we have had some 
considerable discussion about whether this motion should go ahead. In light of the advice provided to me by the 
Leader of the House, I am happy to withdraw it. Perhaps I can put a few comments on the record that will 
remind us when we come back in a couple of weeks where we got to.  

The Leader of the House very fairly pointed out to me that because the minister with carriage of the bill has been 
called away from the house on urgent parliamentary business, he would be in the default position, were I to 
move this motion and in the absence of advice from the minister who has carriage of the bill, to advise members 
of the government to vote against my motion. I am not naive enough to infer from that that the Leader of the 
House is necessarily telling me that when I move this motion again in a few weeks he will support it.  

Hon Ken Travers: I am sure that is what he was saying; that is what I heard.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: All I am saying is that I am not naive enough to assume that he will do that.  

Hon Norman Moore: I will speak to the minister about it.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I know that the Leader of the House will listen to the arguments we put and will seek 
further advice from those who can make the decision. In that spirit, I am happy to withdraw the motion for the 
sake of good procedural practice in the house and so that we can deal with things when the right people are 
around with the authority, expertise and understanding of the bill. On that basis, I seek leave to withdraw my 
motion.  

Motion, by leave, withdrawn. 

Second Reading Resumed 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House). 

MICHAEL THOMAS — DISCHARGE FROM FREMANTLE HOSPITAL 

Statement 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [5.10 pm]: I rise tonight on the matter of the missing man, 
Mr Michael Thomas. I have spoken in this place on numerous occasions on discharge policies in hospitals and 
the impact of poor discharge planning. I have also spoken at some length about the pressures on our health 
system, particularly as it applies to mental health. This is a tragic case. Concerns have been raised by the family 
of Mr Michael Thomas. I have given them an undertaking that this matter will be raised in the Parliament. I 
know that I am limited by time.  

Mr Michael Thomas was admitted to Fremantle Hospital’s emergency room after a serious, almost successful, 
suicide attempt on 8 January 2011. Whilst at that hospital, the treatment appeared very, very inadequate. We 
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have a man who is clearly seriously ill and who previously attempted suicide on 8 January. I do not have 
sufficient time to go into what happened in the period from 8 January through till when he was admitted back to 
Fremantle Hospital quite some time later. He was admitted to Fremantle hospital medical assessment ward 2 on 
31 May for two nights. He was given no psychiatric assessment and he was not admitted to a psychiatric ward. 
This is a man who had already attempted suicide once. On Wednesday, 1 June, the case worker rang Moira, Mr 
Thomas’s wife, to say that Michael would be discharged the following day; that is, 2 June. His wife Moira 
disagreed with this. She told the caseworker that she did not find that acceptable because of the state her husband 
was in. The caseworker told her that she was the expert and that Mr Thomas would not attempt suicide again—
this is the caseworker—and that Michael did not need a psychiatric assessment as the situation was not serious 
enough. The caseworker confirmed that Michael Thomas had an appointment with a psychiatrist on 8 June. 
Mrs Thomas said that she would come down to the hospital to discuss the matter of her husband’s health, and the 
case worker responded by saying that she would not be there as she had to go home.  

On 1 June, at 5.00 pm, Moira Thomas went to the Fremantle Hospital and insisted on speaking to a doctor. She 
was told that the doctors were too busy to speak to her. Mrs Thomas insisted, and after that insistence a junior 
doctor was sent to speak to her. The doctor advised Mrs Thomas that Michael’s case notes had been looked at 
and there was nothing to be gained from admitting him to Alma Street. She said that there were six other patients 
waiting for a bed and they were more critical than Michael Thomas. The doctor also said that Michael was 
beyond help and assessed as impulsive chronic suicidal, not acute suicidal. This assessment was based on case 
notes only, not on a psychiatric assessment of Mr Michael Thomas that day. Mrs Moira Thomas refused to 
accept Michael’s discharge as she felt he needed to be in care. On 2 June Michael was given a 20-minute 
consultation with the psychiatric registrar prior to discharge. According to my notes, his discharge notes state 
that “Whilst the patient is at chronic risk of suicide self-harm due to his depressive symptoms and impulsivity, 
there is no acute risk at present and as such he would not benefit from a psychiatric admission.” At 3.00 pm, Mr 
Thomas’s wife Moira, received a phone call saying that Michael had been discharged. He was discharged in a 
borrowed pair of jeans, with a borrowed SmartRider card and a pair of slippers, which does not say a hell of a lot 
about this government’s hospital discharge policy or, indeed, the discharge policy at Fremantle Hospital.  

Michael made his way to his son’s flat in Leederville where his wife Moira picked him up at 9.00 pm. In terms 
of the events following discharge, on Friday, 3 June Michael Thomas became very agitated and rang the 
Fremantle Hospital caseworker. The family is unsure about the contents of that phone call. Michael asked his 
wife, Moira, to take him to Alma Street Adult Mental Health Service psychiatric ward at 1.30 pm that day as he 
would be seen at that time at the hospital. His wife agreed but she was scared to leave Michael alone. At 
11.00 am Michael Thomas appeared somewhat calmer and by 12.00 noon his wife decided that she would take a 
shower before heading down to the hospital. During the time that she was in the shower Mr Michael Thomas 
disappeared. Mrs Thomas tried to call Michael’s mobile phone number at 12.25 pm. By 1.00 pm Mrs Thomas 
had made a number of attempts to contact the caseworker. By 2.00 pm the caseworker had returned the call. She 
told Moira Thomas to contact the police. She said that she would keep in touch with Moira that afternoon, but 
failed to do so. Police called and attended the Thomases’ home and the search continued unsuccessfully for Mr 
Michael Thomas until Sunday, 5 June. On 14 June Mrs Thomas received a phone call from the clinical director 
of mental health services at Fremantle Hospital asking what had happened during Michael’s most recent stay at 
Fremantle Hospital. Moira Thomas advised the hospital that she held it responsible for her husband’s 
disappearance. The director disagreed, however, Mrs Thomas felt that the tone and the words of the director 
were particularly dismissive. I do not have time to go into the detail, but given Mr Thomas’s first attempted 
suicide, his stay for an extended time in January at the hospital and his readmittance on the second occasion, I 
would say that this a very concerning case indeed. It calls into question a whole lot of things. Principally, was Mr 
Thomas discharged because there were six other people waiting for his bed? Should he have been discharged in 
that state? How could he have been discharged given what was written on his discharge papers? It raises many, 
many, many other questions, but I know my time is limited. 

The case of Michael Thomas is not an isolated case. Mr Thomas has not been found, and it is uncertain where 
Mr Thomas is; however, what we do know is that, as reported on 2 September — 

Workmen have discovered the body of a man in bushland south of Perth.  

Police said the body was found in scrub near the corner of Lyon and Gibbs roads in Aubin Grove about 
10am.  

This was the place where Mr Michael Thomas was last seen. The report continues — 

A police spokesman said the body was believed to be that of a man reported missing some time ago, 
however it would take several days for it to be formally identified. 

The police spokesman said officers were in the process of contacting the next of kin of a person reported missing 
in the area, but that would still not be confirmed until next week.  
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VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 

Statement 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [5.20 pm]: We recently considered the Restraining Orders 
Amendment Bill, and I would like to make some comments tonight about violence against women and the 
challenges we face in protecting certain groups of women. In doing so, of course, I would like to acknowledge 
that this is an area of policy that governments have been grappling with legislatively to protect women since at 
least the 1980s, proving just how difficult it is and what a multifaceted challenge it is for us all.  

It is estimated that one in three women has experienced physical violence in Australia, and one in five has 
experienced sexual violence. Those statistics are chilling. We know that the majority of cases are perpetrated by 
men against women and their children. We know that women are mostly assaulted in their home—often 
repeatedly—by a man they know and with whom they are or were engaged to. Intimate partner homicides 
account for one in five homicides nationally. When violence occurs between current partners, more than one-
quarter of incidents involve children witnessing the violence. In situations of violence between former partners, 
children are witnesses to more than one-third of cases.  

We know older women experience violence and abuse at a rate that is 2.5 times greater than for older men. 
Almost one in four children in Australia has witnessed violence against their mothers or stepmothers. Also, there 
is a higher occurrence of adult partner violence and child abuse, estimated to be between 30 per cent and 60 per 
cent. For some subgroups of women there are few or no statistics on the percentage who report incidents, or on 
the percentage of reports that are prosecuted.  

I recently attended the launch of the national plan to reduce violence against women and their children, and 
represented Hon Kate Ellis, Minister for the Status of Women, who is responsible for the plan. This plan is a 
nationwide initiative for all states and territories, partnering with the federal government. There is genuine 
concern, as there has been for many years, about the continuing and still hidden rate of violence against women 
in Australia, and this national partnership reflects that concern and ongoing determination to deal with it. 

Based on the statistics we have, we know that some women are more at risk than others. I say “based on the 
statistics we have” because, as the Commissioner of Police, Karl O’Callaghan, said in the Western Australia 
Police “Family and Domestic Violence Strategy 2009–2011” — 

Research has shown available statistics do not illustrate the true extent of the problem, with the majority 
of incidents going unreported each year.  

Figures indicate that an Aboriginal woman is 10 times more likely to die from assault, for example, than a non-
Aboriginal woman, and 30 times more likely to be hospitalised for injuries caused by violence. But that is not the 
only group identified as having particular vulnerabilities, as I will mention in a moment.  

I would like to now refer to a paper that was presented by the Chief Justice of New South Wales, Hon James 
Spigelman, AC, in April 2010 called “Violence against women: the dimensions of fear and culture”. It was the 
inaugural address to the law, governance and social justice forum at the Faculty of Law at the University of New 
South Wales. This paper canvassed a wide range of issues including freedom from fear, which he described as a 
forgotten freedom and which is of particular significance in any discussion about women who experience, or 
experience the threat of, violence, in particular domestic violence. The paper also considered the cultural and 
social basis for violence against women. He spoke in particular on increasing migration from some parts of Asia, 
Africa and the Middle East, and he said sexist traditions in some cases are a real barrier to protecting these 
women when they move and settle in Australia. It is also a barrier for them in accessing support or reporting 
domestic violence. I know in discussing the cultural dimension that there are sensitivities, but having said that, I 
do not accept that any cultural values or beliefs justify domestic violence against women anywhere in the world, 
and most definitely not in Australia. Those working to protect women from domestic violence and prevent it as 
part of the national plan, which I referred to earlier, recognise these particular vulnerabilities of women. The plan 
has six national outcomes. Outcome 1.3, which I will refer to, outlines three strategies. The overall strategy is 
advancing gender equality, but it also refers to more particular challenges for particular groups of women. It 
states, in part — 

Other factors contribute to gender equality, such as where women from culturally and linguistically 
diverse communities have difficulties accessing the paid workforce or higher education. Broader social 
policy initiatives that address gender inequality and improve the status of women are critical to reducing 
violence against women. 

It also states — 

The unequal distribution of power and resources between women and men and adherence to rigid or 
narrow gender roles and stereotypes reflects gendered patterns in the prevalence and perpetration of 
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violence … If the woman’s partner is engaged in controlling behaviour, she is six times more likely to 
experience physical violence. 

As I said, we know that there are challenges in protecting and helping women from particular backgrounds 
access domestic violence services and the laws that we have in place. That particularly applies to some of the 
women I have mentioned. Justice Spigelman also spoke in his paper about honour killings, another aspect of 
domestic violence against women that he says is now beginning to confront the Australian legal system, and no 
doubt contributes to the statistics that I mentioned earlier that one in five homicides occur in intimate 
relationships.  

I would like to use this opportunity to refer to the work of Carol Kaplanian. Some members may be aware of the 
work she has done because it has received some coverage in the press. I recently met with her. She is a young 
Jordanian woman living in Western Australia who is completing her PhD at the University of Western Australia, 
in collaboration with the Centre for Muslim States and Societies and the department of social work and policy, 
exploring violence and honour killings from a cultural perspective. This, of course, is a very new area of research 
in Australia. As Justice Spigelman said, it is a new area that the Australian legal system has to come to terms 
with. Carol told me that she is not aware of anyone else in Australia who is doing this work. She said that it is an 
emerging issue due to some cultural aspects of the migrant populations that are arriving in Australia. It is the 
inheritance, she described it, of some new migrants. As I said, she is Jordanian and has only moved to Australia 
as a young adult. She said that there have been honour killings in Perth, but that is not the only issue; the bigger 
issue is that these women can find themselves living in homes in fear of their father or other male members of 
their family because of the culture and the attitudes towards women. That resonates with what Justice Spigelman 
said about freedom from fear. Carol is developing a legal educational model that will be used to assist women 
and to support them to address these issues. I should note also that Carol’s thesis examines policies surrounding 
honour killings in Jordan and Pakistan, and her data collection dates back to interviews and court documents in 
1980. Carol, who is now studying in Western Australia, also works with the WA Police regarding issues 
surrounding cultural violence, and lectures at the Western Australia Police Academy on the topic of honour 
killings. In closing, I would like to thank her for taking the time to speak to me about this emerging issue which, 
as I said, Justice Spigelman has identified as a new challenge to Australia’s legal system and to those concerned 
about domestic violence and protecting women and children. 

ENVIRONMENT PORTFOLIO 

Statement 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [5.30 pm]: On Tuesday I came into this place and said that despite the 
fact that it is the third anniversary of the Barnett government coming to power, we have heard remarkably little 
talk from the government celebrating that fact. I dared to suggest that it was because the government was not in a 
position to talk about real achievements, at least in the portfolio of the environment. I did not think that what I 
said was particularly controversial, but I obviously excited a number of members opposite. I assume that the 
minister’s office was asked to provide some sort of a list of “achievements” and that that was the list Hon Donna 
Faragher came into this place with last night and recited to us. 

I want to go through a little bit of context for this debate. As I said on Tuesday, nothing I put on the record was, 
in my mind, particularly controversial. I believe the big issues in the environment portfolio have been quite well 
canvassed over the last few years. To recap for the benefit of honourable members who may have missed my 
speech, I suggested that the five obvious things that must be staring the Minister for Environment in the face 
every morning when he sits down at his desk headed “To do urgently” are: one, finalise the state waste strategy; 
two, finalise the state climate change plan; three, save the Swan River; four, create more marine parks; and, five, 
protect remaining urban bushland. I do not know whether my speech was ever drawn to the attention of the 
Minister for Environment. 

Hon Donna Faragher: I don’t think he spent a lot of time doing that! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: No. That is probably true. I absolutely accept that. It is perfectly clear that nobody in 
the government has any interest in promoting this debate in the community. I therefore imagine Hon Donna 
Faragher hoped it would sink without trace. What struck me last night about the contribution by way of response 
from Hon Donna Faragher was the nature of the things on the list that she brought into this place and recited to 
us. 

Hon Donna Faragher: You didn’t think any of them were good. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am not having a go at any of those particular initiatives. Singly and collectively they 
are all worthwhile things to do. The point of my speech on Tuesday night was to point out that we have an 
absence of leadership in this state in the environment portfolio. Despite the fact that this week the Barnett 
government has been in power for three years, we are yet to see an environment minister who will stand up for 
environmental protection. The point I was making, therefore, was about this leadership failure. 
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I will quickly canvass some of the points Hon Donna Faragher recited to us last night. In relation to finalising the 
state waste strategy she said that the government had — 

… provided a focus on combating e-waste and other recycling initiatives, … 

I am not quite sure whether that means providing a focus on combating e-waste and providing a focus on 
recycling initiatives, or if it means the government claims to have provided recycling initiatives. Either way, my 
point was about the state waste strategy itself. The former Minister for Environment held the environment 
portfolio for two years and so knows how absolutely central the waste strategy is to waste and recycling planning 
in this state. Without the waste strategy, the Waste Authority has no business plan. We have been told over and 
again that both are imminent for release and that if I would only be patient, we will see first one then the other. 
We had the curious moment when Hon Donna Faragher denied that there had been a delay in either, and said that 
before the waste strategy could be finalised we had to have a business plan. Then, the very next day—oh, what 
short memories we have about what we have said in this place—she said that it was vice versa; that the waste 
strategy had to come before the business plan, after she had informed the house the very opposite only the day 
before. For Hon Donna Faragher to come in here and say that the government has done something because it has 
provided a focus on something is simply not adequate. 

The Minister for Environment has included on his list of achievements a couple of projects that were funded by 
low emission energy development money. That is fine; that is all good stuff. With regard to the Swan and 
Canning Rivers, we were informed that there was some action on fertiliser use. I think it is an absolute disgrace 
that this government is taking the public of Western Australia for fools. I remind the government that a 
mandatory scheme would, by the beginning of this year—nine months ago—have seen the compulsory phase-out 
of all water-soluble nutrients. It is disgraceful for the government to think that we are going to be diverted by 
some mealy mouthed statement about action on fertiliser use.  

On the subject of marine parks, Hon Donna Faragher talked about Camden Sound. I have a perpetual beef about 
this; I will say it one more time, and maybe the government will hear me: when the government talks about 
marine planning, it has to talk about values. Hon Donna Faragher does not know what values we are trying to 
protect at Camden Sound. One of the first questions Hon Bill Marmion was asked as Minister for Environment 
in the other place was: what values are you trying to protect in Camden Sound? He did not know. The other day 
when I asked Hon Norman Moore a question about sanctuary zones and no-take areas in the proposed Camden 
Sound marine park, he said that the values he was trying to protect in Camden Sound are whales! My friends, 
whales are not values. The government has to get its head around this. If government members want me to send 
them some material about what it means to decide what values are to be protected, I would be happy to do so. I 
ask government members to just Google “values” and “bioregional planning” and hundreds of entries will come 
up. I cannot believe that, after all this time, we still do not have an answer to that question. As for protecting 
urban bushland, I do not think there was any commentary about that from the minister’s office at all. 

I was talking about leadership. Honourable members opposite who have a passing interest in this issue will have 
to go out to their constituents at some stage and talk about what they have and have not done for the 
environment. They will have to go out at some stage and talk about what they are trying to protect and how they 
are planning for environmental protection. I ask the government: what are the government’s first principles? 
What is it that the government actually wants to protect? Do not talk to me about woylies and threatened species 
rescue plans; they are all terrific. People from the department, from various sectors of the community and 
volunteers are doing absolutely fantastic work with threatened species and I absolutely acknowledge that, but 
members opposite should listen to what Tony Burke, the federal environment minister, said the other day in his 
National Press Club address. They should have a look at the points he is making about how to do environmental 
planning on the basis of first principles. I know that Hon Donna Faragher has not read that, because she could 
not have made the statement she made last night if she were familiar with what he said. He specifically dealt 
with the brand of environment planning whereby people just rush out there to protect threatened species. With 
this brand of planning, every time there is new development planning, people rush around looking for a rare 
frond or an orchid. The government pretends that that is the basis of its environmental plan. 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It has never worked like that and it will never work like that in the future. As Tony 
Burke said, by the time we are dealing with endangered species, we are driving the ambulance to the bottom of 
the cliff. The government must take a step back and decide what it wants to protect. While I am on that subject, 
let me just refer once again to the speech by Hon Tony Burke, which I sincerely commend to members. He 
identified two basic principles. The first is that we take no backward steps. I ask: is that something that the 
government can put its hand on its heart and say that it has respected for the last three years? It simply is not 
true. The government has taken backwards steps. We have gone way backwards on all those key issues I 
identified. The second thing Tony Burke spoke about was stepping back and asking what we want to protect. 
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WESTERN POWER — OVERSEAS TRAVEL — 
CORRECTION OF ANSWER TO QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE 746 

Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [5.40 pm]: I have a correction to an 
answer that I provided today, which I would like to clarify. Hon Kate Doust asked a question about travel 
expenses for Western Power for the 2010–11 financial year. The figure that I was gave was for the entire travel, 
not the international travel, so I would like to correct that. The international travel figure for 2010–11 was 
$382 920.99. I just wanted to correct the record. 

NORTHERN GOLDFIELDS — CHILDREN’S HEALTH AND WELFARE 

Statement 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.41 pm]: I did not get an opportunity to speak on the motion of Hon 
Helen Bullock earlier today, so I will take this opportunity to say a few words, because I think it is really 
important that we get some time frames very clear and on the record. From the documents that were released 
under freedom of information applications, we know that on 31 January, the chief executive officer of the 
Goldfields–Esperance Development Commission provided four reports to the relevant policy officer in the office 
of the Minister for Regional Development. The four reports clearly identified serious problems, including 
neglect and abuse of children, warranting immediate action and reporting to the Department for Child Protection. 
The minister’s office, on receipt of those four reports, failed to act on the reports and failed to direct the GEDC 
to act to address the problems. The minister’s office sat on the four reports for four months and did absolutely 
nothing. On 2 June, Minister Grylls’ office provided the four reports to the office of the Minister for Child 
Protection and then, on 3 June, provided the Laverton report to a wider number of ministers. This was done in 
response to media inquiries about the leaked Laverton report, not out of concern or a need to act on the problems 
identified; it was done for the purpose of damage control and shared responsibility after the story was out in the 
media. On 4 June, the Kalgoorlie Miner and The Weekend West ran the story, exposing the lack of government 
action on the Laverton report, embarrassing the government and raising serious questions about the competency 
of the ministers involved. When the story broke, at least Minister Grylls and Minister McSweeney were aware of 
the other three reports but said nothing and did nothing to address the issues raised in these reports. Between the 
date that the four reports were first provided to the Minister for Regional Development and the date that the 
Laverton story ran in the media, the minister had time to fly around the state and issue 79 media statements about 
how fantastic royalties for regions is, but he did not have any time to fulfil his ministerial responsibilities to read 
the reports and address the problems identified in the reports. 

Also of interest is the response of the chief of staff of the Minister for Child Protection to the reports. His 
response was not one of shock or concern or about a need to take immediate action to address the problems. The 
response of the chief of staff in an email to Minister Grylls’ media officer dated 3 June was, “How far do you 
want to bury us? Why do we need the last paragraph?” The last paragraph in the report states that the issues 
identified in the report were being discussed with the school principal, police, hospital staff, Department for 
Child Protection staff, Laverton Leonora Cross Cultural Association staff and citizens, including local business 
operators, the former shire president, Wongatha Wonganarra patrol members and other Laverton Aboriginal 
community group members. I understand why the chief of staff wanted that paragraph removed—because it 
condemns the government. It is just as well the media already had a copy of the report, otherwise the story would 
be yet another example of this government doctoring reports that it does not like.  

Also in response to the media inquiries, the Department for Child Protection said that there had been no formal 
consultation between the author of the reports and the department, despite the author of the reports having 
forwarded the reports to the department on 3 March. Further, the department said that it had received no reports 
of abandoned children in Laverton, yet then went on to contradict that statement by saying the department had 
investigated the matter in 2010 and could find no evidence to support the claim that children were abandoned, 
living on the rubbish tip at Laverton. One cannot help but question the thoroughness of the department’s 
investigation given its incapacity to get a story straight when giving it to the media. I would like to know what 
the Minister for Child Protection has done to address the department’s efforts at cover-up and to restore public 
confidence in the department.  

We know that on 9 June, the Minister for Child Protection visited Laverton in a public show of government 
response to the problems exposed by the media, which in fact was just a desperate attempt at damage control. On 
the day she visited Laverton the minister knew of the problems identified in the other three reports in relation to 
the two other communities, but she did not visit these communities and took no action to address the problems. 
These problems had not been publicly exposed so there was no need for any damage control.  

On 21 June 2011, the Minister for Regional Development received a formal memorandum from the CEO of the 
Goldfields–Esperance Development Commission informing him of two freedom of information access 
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applications from two members of the opposition that would result in the release of the other three reports. The 
CEO proposes five possible courses of action. He does not advise or recommend a course of action to address 
the problems identified; he advises on a course of action to contain the damage and to see whether it was 
possible to avoid releasing the reports under the FOI applications, completely abrogating his responsibilities 
under the Regional Development Commissions Act. Despite the advice of the CEO, again the minister did 
nothing. Again, he abrogated his ministerial responsibility to ensure that the GEDC was taking action to address 
the problems identified. He did not even bother to inform his ministerial colleagues, as advised by the CEO. He 
did nothing; leaving them and the government exposed. 

Almost two months later, on 18 August 2011, The West Australian ran a story on the other two communities. In 
response to the questions asked by the media, the minister is reported as saying that she cannot comment on the 
three reports because she has not seen them. The minister made this statement despite having been provided with 
the reports on 2 June and getting a briefing from the director of country services on the flight to Laverton on 
7 June, and despite her department being provided with the reports five months earlier—on 3 March. When 
asked in Parliament by Hon Sue Ellery if she stood by her comments to the media that she could not comment 
because she had not seen the reports, the minister dodged the question with a long-winded response that did not 
answer the question at all. The minister did not take the opportunity to put on the record what action she had 
taken in relation to the problems identified in the other three reports, because the minister had failed to take any 
action in relation to these other two communities.  

To this day the Minister for Regional Development has failed to take action in relation to the matters raised in 
the four reports. He is missing in action. Sadly, the government has been missing in action on this issue. Just 
yesterday, the Minister for Health, answering a question from Hon Helen Bullock on dental services, said that 
eligible members of these communities need to travel to Boulder to access dental services; alternatively, dental 
services are also available in Adelaide in South Australia. Yes, members heard me right—this is what the 
Minister for Health said: they can travel to Adelaide in South Australia to access dental services! No action has 
been taken to address the serious risk to population health due to contaminated drinking water in these 
communities, and the list goes on. The Ministers for Regional Development, for Indigenous Affairs and for 
Child Protection have displayed gross incompetence and inaction. Under the Westminster system of ministerial 
responsibility under which we operate, ministers need to be held to account. They should do the right thing—
either address these problems or stand down from their ministerial portfolios. 

House adjourned at 5.50 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 
 

TRANSPORT PORTFOLIO — AGENCY FEES AND CHARGES 

4478. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

For each accountable authority in the Transport portfolio — 

(1) How many reviews of their agencies’ fees and charges have been conducted since 23 September 2008? 

(2) Did any of these reviews identify any fee or charge that is above cost recovery? 

(3) If yes to (2), could you please provide — 

(a) a list of the fees or charges identified; 

(b) the amount the fee or charge was above cost recovery; and 

(c) the reason for the fee or charge being above cost recovery? 

(4) Did any of these reviews result in an increase in any fee or charge that was above cost recovery? 

(5) If yes to (4), could you please provide — 

(a) a list of the fees or charges that were increased; 

(b) the amount that the fee or charge increased; 

(c) how much above cost recovery was the new fee or charge; and  

(d) the reason for the fee or charge being above cost recovery? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Department of Transport advises 

(1) Department of Transport (since 1 July 2009) — Two.  
Main Roads Western Australia — Three. 
Public Transport Authority — Three.  

(2) Department of Transport — Yes. 
Main Roads Western Australia — No. 
Public Transport Authority — No. 

(3) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

Albany Port Authority advises: 

(1)  Four — Albany Port Authority reviews its fees and charges each year.  

(2)  The Port is required to make a targeted rate of return on its assets of between 5% and 8%, therefore all 
fees and charges are set above cost recovery. 

(3)–(5) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

Broome Port Authority advises: 

(1) Reviews of Broome Port Authority’s fees and charges are undertaken annually. 

(2) All fees and charges are above cost recovery. 

(3)–(5) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

Bunbury Port Authority advises: 

(1) Three. There have been reviews of fees and charges for the 2009/2010, 2010/2011 and 2011/2012 
budget years. 
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(2) No 

(3) Not applicable 

(4) No 

(5) Not applicable 

Dampier Port Authority advises: 

(1) Three 

(2) No 

(3) Not applicable 

(4) No 

(5) Not applicable 

Esperance Port Authority advises: 

(1) Three  

(2) Yes 

(3)–(5) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

Fremantle Port Authority advises: 

(1)–(5) The Fremantle Port Authority reviews its charges annually and sets these at a level that complies with 
Section 34 of the Port Authorities Act. 

Geraldton Port Authority advises: 

(1) Three 

(2) Yes 

(3)–(5) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

Port Hedland Port Authority advises: 

(1) We currently have a major pricing review underway with external advisors from GHD and Ernst & 
Young, working with our Executive Committee and Board of Directors. This will be completed for 
our 2012/13 budget and SCI/SDP.  

(2) PHPA have structured all port fees and charges to achieve the required rate of return of 6.5% averaged 
over the 5 year budget period.  

(3)–(5) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

TRANSPORT PORTFOLIO — AGENCY FEES AND CHARGES 

4479. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

For each agency in the Transport portfolio, since the 23 September 2008 — 

(1) Has any tariff, fee or charge increased by an amount greater than the consumer price index for that 
year? 

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) what was the name and purpose of the tariff, fee or charge; 

(b) on what date did the increase come into effect; 

(c) what was the amount of the tariff, fee or charge prior to the increase; 

(d) what was the amount of the tariff, fee or charge following the increase; 

(e) what was the amount the tariff, fee or charge was above the consumer price index for that year; 
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(f) why was the increase above the consumer price index; and 

(g) what is the current amount of the tariff, fee or charge? 

(3) Have any new tariffs, fees or charges been implemented? 

(4) If yes to (3) — 

(a) what is the name and purpose of the tariff, fee or charge; 

(b) on what date did it come into effect; 

(c) why was it implemented; 

(d) what was the amount of the tariff, fee or charge when it was implemented; and 

(e) what is the current amount of the tariff, fee or charge? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1)–(4) As per determination made by the former Government in Legislative Council parliamentary questions 
on notice 6295 and 6296 (June 2008) as well as Legislative Assembly questions on notice 2012, 2016 
and 2017 by example, I am not prepared to divert the significant resources required to provide the 
requested information. 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES — NEW FEES AND CHARGES NOTIFICATION 

4480. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Treasurer 

(1) Are agencies required to notify the Department of Treasury of any new tariff, fees or charges they wish 
to implement? 

(2) Can the Treasurer provide a list of all new tariff, fees and charges that have been implemented since the 
23 September 2008? 

(3) For each tariff, fee or charge listed in (2) — 

(a) what is its purpose; 

(b) how much was it when it was introduced; 

(c) how much is it currently; 

(d) how much was collected as a result of its implementation in each of the last three financial 
years (2008–9, 2009–10, 2010–11); 

(e) how much is expected to be collected as a result of its implementation in 2011–12 financial 
year? 

(4) Are agencies required to notify the Department of Treasury of any increase of a tariff, fees or charges 
that is — 

(a) above cost recovery; and 

(b) increased by an amount greater than the consumer price index to maintain or achieve cost 
recovery? 

(5) Will the Treasurer provide a list of all tariff, fees and charges increases that have been implemented 
since the 23 September 2008 that were — 

(a) above cost recovery; 

(b) increased by an amount greater than the consumer price index to maintain or achieve cost 
recovery? 

(6) For each tariff, fee or charge listed in (5) — 

(a) what is its purpose; 

(b) how much was it prior to the increase notified to Treasury; 

(c) how much is it currently; 

(d) on what date was it increased; 

(e) how much was collected as a result of the increase in each of the last three financial years 
(2008–9, 2009–10, 2010–11); and 

(f) how much is expected to be collected as a result of the increase in 2011–12 financial year? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

By way of introduction, it is noted that:  

• agencies are required to undertake regular (at least annual) reviews of Tariffs, Fees and Charges (TF&Cs);  
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• while the Department of Treasury requests, as part of the annual budget process, details of agencies’ TF&Cs 
reviews for consideration by Government, TF&Cs decisions can be made at any time during the financial 
year. The answers below do not cover TF&Cs decisions taken outside of the annual budget process;  

• Treasury does not capture all TF&Cs information in a central database, which limits our capacity to provide 
detailed answers to all of these questions; and  

• related to the above point, Treasury does not collect revenue information at the individual fee level. Rather, 
Treasury collects information on aggregate TF&Cs revenue from each agency.  

(1) Yes 

(2) [See paper 3701.] 

Note: Table lists new TFCs introduced in the last three budget processes.  

(3) (a)–(b)  [See paper 3701.] 

(c)–(e)  I request the Hon Member to direct these questions to the relevant Ministers.  

(4) (a)–(b)  Yes — with effect from the 2011–12 Budget process.  

(5) (a)–(b)   [See paper 3701.]  

(6) (a)–(b)  [See paper 3701.] 

(c)–(f)  I request the Hon Member to direct these questions to the relevant Ministers. 

TRAFFIC INTERSECTIONS — RED ARROWS ON LEFT–HAND TURNS 

4481. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has there been a review into, or monitoring of the benefits of implementing the red arrows on left hand 
turns at traffic intersections? 

(2) Has the Department of Transport received any feedback or comments from the public regarding these 
traffic signals? 

(3) What was the reason for implementing the red arrow on left hand turns at controlled traffic 
intersections? 

(4) What alternatives were considered to these arrows? 

(5) At what locations have the red arrows been installed? 

(6) On what basis were these locations selected? 

(7) What was the accident record at these intersections prior to and post installation of the red arrows? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Main Roads WA advises: 

(1)–(3) The Road Traffic Code requires turning vehicles to give way to pedestrians. This applies at all times 
including at intersections where traffic signals are installed. 

For a number of years, Main Roads has been converting many of its traffic signals to operate as 
‘Parallel Walks’. This allows pedestrians to cross the side roads of a signalised intersection in the same 
direction, or ‘in parallel’, with the movement of vehicles on the through road.  

Main Roads understands that the extra delay can frustrate motorists, and that is why the red arrow for 
left turning vehicles is only used where a safety problem for pedestrians has been identified. 

(4) Main Roads is also undertaking a trial, at one location, of extending the pedestrian head start by more 
than 5 seconds to see if this impacts on motorists’ behaviour. 

(5)–(7) The Member’s request will involve a significant amount of work by Main Roads to investigate the 
design records of each of its 890 sets of traffic signals. 

If there is a specific location of concern, Main Roads WA will provide further detail.  

TRAYNING–MERREDIN RAIL LINE 

4482. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the Trayning to Merredin line been put into care and maintenance? 

(2) What work will be required to bring it back from care and maintenance to become fully operational? 

(3) Has any estimation been done on the cost to return this line to operational in the future? 
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(4) If yes to (3), what work and what is the estimated cost? 

(5) Does the cost to return the line to operational increase over time? 

(6) If yes to (5), by how much each year does the cost increase? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) Yes. However, as announced on 1 September 2011, Government is considering an extension of the 
operational life of this line for the 2011/2012 harvest. 

(2)–(6) Work is currently being undertaken to investigate the required works and associated cost for the 
Government’s consideration.  

YORK–QUAIRADING RAIL LINE 

4483. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the York to Quairading line been put into care and maintenance? 

(2) What work will be required to bring it back from care and maintenance to become fully operational? 

(3) Has any estimation been done on the cost to return this line to operational in the future? 

(4) If yes to (3), what work and what is estimated cost? 

(5) Does the cost to return the line to operational increase over time? 

(6) If yes to (5), by how much each year does the cost increase? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) Yes. However, as announced on 1 September 2011, Government is considering an extension of the 
operational life of this line for the 2011/2012 harvest. 

(2)–(6) Work is currently being undertaken to investigate the required works and associated cost for the 
Government’s consideration.  

YILIMINNING–BRUCE ROCK RAIL LINE 

4484. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the Yilliminning to Bruce Rock line been put into care and maintenance? 

(2) What work will be required to bring it back from care and maintenance to become fully operational? 

(3) Has any estimation been done on the cost to return this line to operational in the future? 

(4) If yes to (3), what work and what is estimated cost? 

(5) Does the cost to return the line to operational increase over time? 

(6) If yes to (5), by how much each year does the cost increase? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) Yes. However, as announced on 1 September 2011, Government is considering an extension of the 
operational life of this line for the 2011/2012 harvest. 

(2)–(6) Work is currently being undertaken to investigate the required works and associated cost for the 
Government’s consideration.  

MAWSON–YORK ROAD 

4485. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) What road works are planned from Mawson to York? 

(2) When will works commence? 

(3) What is the cost of these works? 

(4) If no works are planned for (1), how are these roads expected to cope with increased traffic due to the 
closure of Tier 3 rail lines? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Main Roads WA advises: 
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(1) Routine and periodic maintenance activities. 

(2)–(4) Not applicable 

CORRIGIN ROADS — WORKS PLANNED 

4486. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) What road works are planned from Corrigin to — 

(a) Bendering; 
(b) Kondinin; and 
(c) Kulin? 

(2) When will works commence? 

(3) What is the cost of these works? 

(4) If no works are planned for (1), how are these roads expected to cope with increased traffic due to the 
closure of Tier 3 rail lines? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Main Roads WA advises: 

(1) (a) The preferred route between Corrigin and Bendering would be via the Brookton Highway and 
the Kondinin–Narembeen Road. Planned road improvements on Brookton Highway between 
Corrigin and the Kondinin–Narembeen Road intersection have been completed.  

(b) Principally the necessary major works have been completed between Corrigin and Kondinin.  

(c) As above, road improvements on Brookton Highway between Corrigin and the Gorge Rock–
Lake Grace Road intersection have been completed.  

(2)–(4) Not applicable 

MERREDIN ROADS — WORKS PLANNED 

4487. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) What road works are planned from Merredin to — 

(a) Wogarl; 
(b) Narembeen; and 
(c) South Kumminin? 

(2) When will works commence? 

(3) What is the cost of these works? 

(4) If no works are planned for (1), how are these roads expected to cope with increased traffic due to the 
closure of Tier 3 rail lines? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Main Roads WA advises: 

(1) (a) Road works are planned on the Merredin–Narembeen Road and Wogarl–Muntadgin Road. 
Improvements involve selected realignment, widening, reconstruction, intersection upgrade 
and seal / reseal. 

(b) As above, road works are planned on the Merredin–Narembeen road. 

(c) As above, road works are planned on the MerredinNarembeen Road. Improvements including 
a combination of curve realignment, reconstruction, widening and seal / reseal are planned for 
the Kondinin–Narembeen Road. 

(2) Shire of Merredin commenced planning activities in 2010/11 and is expected to commence on ground 
works in 2011/12. 

(3) $12.15m 

(4) Not applicable 

TIER 3 RAIL LINES — PRIVATE LEASE OPTION 

4488. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the Government considered providing an opportunity for people to privately lease the Tier 3 lines 
and to maintain them themselves? 
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(2) If yes to (1), does the Government support this and how could it occur? 

(3) Has the Government considered the impact of the closure of these lines to tourist rail operations? 

(4) If yes to (3), what impacts have been identified? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) No, as all Tier 3 lines are currently leased to Brookfield Rail. 

(2) Not applicable 

(3) No, as there are no tourist rail operators operating on Tier 3 lines. 

(4) Not applicable 

KWINANA–MERREDIN RAIL STUDY 

4489. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) What progress has been made on the Kwinana to Merredin rail study? 

(2) When will it commence? 

(3) Who has been contracted to undertake the study? 

(4) What is the cost of the study? 

(5) When will it be completed? 

(6) Will the study be made public? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Department of Transport advises: 

(1) The study is being scoped and stakeholders have been informed. 

(2) Scoping of the study has commenced. 

(3) No contract has been issued.  

(4) $500 000 has been provided.  

(5) Estimated to be about six months. 

(6) The study will be made public if appropriate. 

(7) Not applicable 

GRAIN RAIL NETWORK — BROOKTON STRATEGY 

4490. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Is the Government still committed to implementing the Brookton Strategy as outlined in the Strategic 
Grain Network Committee Report? 

(2) If yes to (1), what works are required to implement this strategy? 

(3) When are works expected to commence? 

(4) When are works expected to be completed? 

(5) What is the cost of the works required? 

(6) Who will finance these works? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Department of Transport advises: 

(1) Yes 

(2) The Government is working with Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd (CBH) to transition from the 
movement of grain by rail on Tier 3 rail lines to movement by road to rail receival points on the Great 
Southern Railway (GSR) and Eastern Goldfields Railway for transport by rail to the Kwinana grain 
receival facility. 

(3) Rail works on the GSR are nearing completion.  

(4) The aim is to have the rail siding works and rapid loading facilities completed by the 2012 harvest.  
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(5) $128.3m 

(6) Budget appropriation for Government investment already allocated. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4491. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any emails received or sent by the Public Transport Authority relating 
to the extension of the railcar program, dated 16 April 2011? 

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

(3) Will the Minister table a copy of any emails received or sent by the Public Transport Authority relating 
to the extension of the railcar program, dated 17 April 2011? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4492. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any email relating to the railcar acquisition — alternative funding 
model, dated 14 April 2011? 

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

(3) Will the Minister table a copy of any email sent or received within the Public Transport Authority 
relating to the additional railcar option 14 April 2011 PK Version 1, dated 14 April 2011? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

PROCUREMENT OF ADDITIONAL RAILCARS — DISCUSSION PAPER 

4493. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any discussion paper relating to the ‘Procurement of Additional 
Railcars and Ancillary Investments Options Discussion Paper’? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) No 

(2) Deliberative process of Cabinet.  

PUBLIC TRANSPORT — FARE-PAYING BOARDINGS 

4494. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the Public Transport Authority ever done any projections of fare-paying boardings in 2010–11 
and 2011–12? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the Minister table a copy? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1)–(3) Yes, there are about 130m public transport movements per year and this could grow to double by 2031. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4495. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any email sent or received within the Public Transport Authority 
relating to railcar availability, dated 30 March 2011? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4496. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any email sent or received within the Public Transport Authority 
relating to the Procurement of additional railcars recommendation, dated 23 March 2011? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4497. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any email and attachments sent or received within the Public Transport 
Authority relating to the delivery of railcars — agreement railcars are required, dated 25 March 2011? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4498. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any email and attachments sent or received within the Public Transport 
Authority relating to Railcar Submission Escalations, dated 13 December 2010? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4499. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any emails sent or received within the Public Transport Authority 
relating to rail car purchase, dated 5 November 2010? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 

RAILCAR PROGRAM — EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE 

4500. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister table a copy of any email and attachments sent or received within the Public Transport 
Authority relating to the Public Transport Authority — procurement of additional railcars — 
replacement of series ‘A’ railcars, expansion of the Transperth Service, TransWA road coach 
replacement, bus depot acquisition, DDA upgrade program, dated 12 October 2010? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The member is advised that this information would be more appropriately sought through a Freedom of 
Information request. 
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RAILCARS — PLATFORM DETECTION SYSTEM TRIAL 

4501. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the Public Transport Authority completed the platform detection system trial which uses ultrasonic 
sensors to allow railcars to detect whether they have correctly aligned with the platform? 

(2) If yes to (1), what was the outcome of the trial? 

(3) If no to (1), what is the progress of the trial and when will it conclude? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) Yes 

(2) The trials were successful. 

(3) Not applicable 

TRAIN STATIONS — THREE-CAR AND SIX-CAR SET STOPS 

4502. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

At which rail stations do three–car sets and six–car sets stop at different points on the platform? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

At all but four (Victoria Park, Greenwood, Bullcreek and Edgewater).   

PERTH–DARWIN HIGHWAY — BUSINESS CASE 

4503. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Finance representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has a business case been prepared for the Perth to Darwin Highway? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the Minister table a copy? 

(3) If no to (1), on what basis was the decision taken to commit the $8 million in the recent State Budget to 
planning and design work on this project? 

(4) What analysis was undertaken to consider the benefits of this project against other projects that are 
waiting to be developed? 

(5) What is the estimated cost and net benefits of the project proceeding? 

(6) When is the project likely to be funded? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Main Road WA advises: 

(1) Yes. The member would be aware that the Liberal–National Government has moved to ensure detailed 
planning and good project development for the Perth–Darwin Highway is done so that when the 
Commonwealth finally funds its share of the project work can begin as soon as possible. Unfortunately 
the previous Labor Government did not act in any substantive way to advance the construction of the 
Perth–Darwin Highway. The Member would also be aware that the Liberal–National Government wrote 
to the Federal Labor Government late last year requesting the Perth–Darwin Highway be funded as part 
of the Federal budget, but this request was ignored. 

(2) As the Business Case is a Main Roads’ internal working document for Main Roads and Government I 
am not prepared to table it. 

(3) Not applicable 

(4) The business case that was prepared included a cost/benefit ratio. 

(5) The estimated cost to construct the project will be determined as part of the project development work.  

(6) The timing of this project is unknown. The project development work should provide a better indication 
of when the project can commence after taking into account the time needed for engineering 
investigations, to secure environmental and heritage clearances, acquire land etc. It will also be 
dependent on securing at least a 50 per cent contribution from the Commonwealth. 

__________ 


