
 

 

Legislative Council 

Wednesday, 22 June 2011 

                 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House) took the chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL CHAMBER REFURBISHMENT —  
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN ARCHITECTURE AWARDS 

Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I am pleased to announce that Oldfield Knott Architects Pty Ltd 
entered the Legislative Council chamber refurbishment into the 2011 Western Australian Architecture Awards in 
two categories—heritage projects and interiors. The awards night was held on Friday, 17 June 2011. I am very 
pleased to advise that the Legislative Council chamber refurbishment received the Margaret Pitt-Morison Award 
for heritage architecture. This award is given to the work judged to be the most significant for the advancement 
of architecture in the heritage category. The project also gained additional recognition through two further 
commendations—a commendation for interior architecture award and a commendation for lighting award. I 
congratulate all those involved in the project.  

OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING NATIONAL LAW (WA) BILL 2010 —  
STANDING COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM LEGISLATION AND STATUTES REVIEW REPORT — 

GOVERNMENT’S RESPONSE 

Statement by Minister for Commerce 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [2.02 pm]: I would like to provide 
the house with an interim response to the report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review on the Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010 which was tabled in the house on 14 April 
2011. It is my intention to provide a detailed response to the committee’s report in due course. The purpose of 
this statement is to advise members of this government’s proposed course of action with this bill. 

May I firstly acknowledge the work of the committee in its lengthy examination of this bill. The bill was first 
referred to the committee on 25 November 2010. Members will recall that the Occupational Licensing National 
Law (WA) Bill 2010 was created to implement the Council of Australian Governments’ intergovernmental 
agreement to establish a national licensing scheme for specified occupations. Under the national scheme, 
businesses and workers with a national licence will be able to operate across Australia without the need to hold 
multiple licences. The bill is intended to enact the provisions of a model Occupational Licensing National Law 
as a law of Western Australia.  

The committee recommended that the Occupational Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010 not be passed. The 
committee identified a number of concerns with the bill, including that too much policy detail is to be included 
in national regulations that are yet to be developed. The government is confident of being able to address the 
committee’s concerns but cannot do so until the detail of the national regulations is known. The national 
regulations for those occupations intended for inclusion in the national licensing scheme from 1 July 2012 are 
being finalised and are scheduled to be released, along with a regulation impact statement, in July 2011 for a 
two-month public consultation period. Having regard to this timetable and the need for further consultation with 
other jurisdictions and affected stakeholders, it is my intention to defer further consideration of the Occupational 
Licensing National Law (WA) Bill 2010 until later this year when the national regulations have been settled. At 
that point the government will determine its final position with regard to the implementation of the national 
licensing scheme in Western Australia. 

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. 

MENTAL IMPAIRMENT COURT INTERVENTION PROGRAM 

Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 25 May on the following motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon —  

That this house calls upon the Attorney General to urgently adopt recommendation 23 of the Law 
Reform Commission report “Court Intervention Programs: Final Report: Project No. 96” of June 2009, 
and establish a mental impairment court intervention program in Western Australia. 
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to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Michael Mischin (Parliamentary Secretary) — 

(1) To delete the words “call upon” and insert — 

notes the action so far taken by 

(2) To delete “urgently”. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [2.08 pm]: I want to recap the position as I understood it 
the last time we debated this motion. There are two parts to this amendment. The mover of the amendment 
indicated that the amendment was simple. Certainly, the Labor Party’s position was that the first part of the 
amendment would be acceptable not only to the mover of the motion but also to us; however, the second part of 
the amendment, which is the removal of the term “urgently”, would not be acceptable to us. In respect of the 
establishment of a court intervention program, there is unanimity between the mover of the motion and the Labor 
Party that this should be implemented as a matter of priority. It is an urgent matter. The sooner the government 
implements a court intervention program, the better off many people will be. Invariably, people with mental 
illness will find themselves in a prison system that does not cater for their needs. They simply should not be 
there. This is probably one of the most vulnerable groups of people and they are being penalised because they 
have an illness.  

I note that Hon Michael Mischin put on the public record that there is talk of a pilot court intervention program, 
although I notice that no money has been included in the budget for this. I do not know whether the honourable 
member will get the opportunity to rise to his feet again, but this motion calls for some positive response by the 
government on the time frame for the commencement of that pilot, for funding to be allocated to that pilot, and 
for some information on the length of that pilot project and when we would see the finalisation of that project. 
The government could then make an assessment so that what is now a concept or good intent can become 
something that is more realistic that will result in tangible outcomes.  

I cannot stress enough the importance of a court intervention program in this state. The opposition recognises 
that the Attorney General has at least taken note of the need for such a program. However, I do not think 
anybody really believes that the Attorney General has acted urgently enough in this matter. Having said that, the 
opposition can live with the reference to “urgently” in this motion.  

Mr President, I ask that you put the two parts of the amendment separately for a vote before this house.  

The PRESIDENT: In view of the member’s comments I will put the two parts of the amendment separately.  

Amendment (paragraph 1) put and passed. 

The PRESIDENT: Now we are dealing with paragraph (2), which is proposing to delete the word “urgently”.  

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.13 pm]: I seek leave to 
withdraw the proposed amendment to the extent of deleting the word “urgently.  

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 

Motion, as Amended 

The PRESIDENT: The question now is that the motion, as amended, be agreed to. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [2.15 pm] — in reply: I thank the members who have stood up 
in this chamber and indicated their support for the motion. It is heartening to note the consensus amongst all 
parties on the importance of intervention courts and programs within our justice system. It is an important way 
for us to move forward in the judicial process and I hope this will be the way of the future.  

I wish to respond to a few points that were made during the course of debate. Firstly, I want to thank the Minister 
for Mental Health for responding to the parliamentary secretary’s lack of understanding of what it means to 
criminalise mental health. I note that the minister made many of the comments that I would have made, referring 
particularly to concerns that those who talk about the criminalisation of mental health are somehow ill-informed. 
I suggest to the parliamentary secretary that in future such comments be checked by a colleague before they are 
made in this place because, as the Minister for Mental Health has rightly pointed out, this is about ensuring that 
behaviours that arise as a result of mental illness are not treated with the same level of culpability as behaviours 
that are criminal in their intent. That is what it means to talk about criminalising behaviours. I am sorry that the 
parliamentary secretary did not seem to understand that basic premise. In response to a comment by the Minister 
for Mental Health, I would like to assure the minister that this lack of understanding is not uniform amongst 
legal practitioners and that many lawyers have a comprehensive understanding of not only black letter law, but 
also the theory of criminology. An understanding of the law and an understanding of the nature of mental health 
issues need not necessarily be mutually exclusive.  

Now that we have confirmed that we need such a court, the next step is to ensure we make it happen. I have been 
assured in this place that preliminary work has begun on potential models and costing, and I am very pleased to 
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hear that. However, it is not enough and we still need to do more. I note that the budget papers appear to contain 
little to progress a mental health court. In the process of the estimates hearings, I have asked about the financial 
commitment that is available within the Mental Health Commission to progress this work. I was disappointed to 
hear that no specific funding has been put aside, although there is certainly the will to progress it. I understand 
that the majority of moneys would need to be made available through the Attorney General’s office. I have had a 
preliminary look at the Attorney General’s budget and there does not appear to be anything there for that, but 
that is something I will progress to get to the detail. I hope that I am proven wrong and there are significant funds 
in this year’s budget to progress a pilot program. If it is a serious initiative and not just an attempt, for the 
purposes of this motion and to reassure the public and people in the mental health sector that it is happening, 
then I would expect at least to see some clearly identified initial outlay of funding.  

As I said, this is a priority. This is urgent, and that appears to be agreed through the parliamentary secretary’s 
withdrawal of the second part of the motion. It is heartening to know that a unanimous position has been taken 
by this place that it is urgent. We know that from a medium to long-term fiscal perspective it is designed to save 
the state costs, but we also need to focus on the human cost. Once moneys have been secured and made available 
to progress the pilot program, we need to ensure appropriate levels of consultation on how the court should work 
and how it would look. There is not one right model. There are a number of ways that we can progress with this. 
I know that a number of stakeholders have a keen interest in this. I know this because they have been contacting 
me saying how keen they are to see something like this occur. I know that our existing judges and magistrates 
have a keen interest to see this progressed, and that practitioners in other intervention courts and programs are 
also keen. I know that the Law Society would be keen to see this move. I imagine that the Director of Public 
Prosecutions would be interested in being consulted, and would need to be consulted; and, of course, we have 
mental health organisations and advocates who are very much at the forefront in dealing with the day-to-day 
reality of assisting people, loved ones and themselves where mental health issues and our judicial system clash.  

I would prefer that we had not only moneys but also a strategy for consultation. I hope that one is in the process 
of being developed and that various models could be proposed and circulated for comment, along with the 
costings associated with those models. As I also said in my speech when I moved this motion, I would like to see 
the urgent expansion of existing programs such as the intellectual disability diversion program because, even 
though I think it is a wise idea to look at a pilot program from a mental health court before we launch into the 
real thing, we want to make sure we get it right. We know that existing programs are already well placed to 
extend their services and they want to be able to do that now. As I also said, and as was echoed by Hon Linda 
Savage, the existing situation in our Children’s Courts for offenders with mental issues is appalling. It urgently 
needs to be addressed. Even if we cannot look at expansion of a pilot program for a mental health court to the 
Children’s Court at this point, we should certainly be putting in place interim measures to alleviate the situation. 
I am, of course, aware that we will need to make sure these courts and programs are readily available to our 
regional communities.  

I will make a further point and that is that mental health courts, of course, will be only as useful as we allow our 
laws to be. For example, if there are mandatory sentencing provisions, it will not matter whether we have 100 
mental health courts, because the whole purpose of a mental health court is to ensure that magistrates can impose 
an appropriate sentence and, where necessary, mandate treatment orders and programs. If people are appearing 
in front of these courts and magistrates are being denied the opportunity to determine an appropriate sentence, 
whether it is because mandatory sentencing has been imposed for particular offences or because of something 
like the three-strikes rule, which means that, again, discretion has been removed, the entire purpose will be 
defeated. If we truly want to move towards the necessary goal of decriminalising mental illness, that must also 
extend to the criminal laws we create and to the level of discretion we allow our judiciary.  

This has been a mostly positive debate and I think also a very informative debate. I note that this is just the 
beginning, and I think it is a very positive first step. The real test will be where we go from here and how 
quickly. Thank you.  

Question put and passed.  

BUSH FOREVER SITES — PERTH METROPOLITAN REGION 

Motion 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [2.22 pm]: I move — 

That this house notes the finalisation of the Bush Forever metropolitan region scheme amendment and 
the associated “State Planning Policy 2.8, Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region”, and 
calls on the Barnett government to go further and protect Perth’s unique urban bushland in perpetuity 
by — 

(a) guaranteeing statutory protection for those same Bush Forever sites; 
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(b) legislating or introducing regulations to ensure an appropriate standard of management for 
those sites; and 

(c) appropriately funding that management. 

People in this place who have any idea of what I say here will know that the issue of urban bushland and the 
preservation of our urban bushland areas is a particular passion of mine. It is something I have been talking 
about for the two years I have been a member of Parliament. I am particularly interested in protecting the 
biodiversity values of the South West and the Perth region in particular and have been excited by the fact that we 
are, even now, discovering new species of flora and fauna in our Bush Forever sites.  

With the implementation of Bush Forever, 287 Bush Forever areas have been identified in the metropolitan 
region scheme maps, and State Planning Policy 2.8 contains special policy provisions for Bush Forever areas. I 
note we are still waiting for the amendment to the MRS text to identify the purpose of Bush Forever areas, which 
should also have been done concurrently. That, effectively, provides that Bush Forever is for conservation 
purposes.  

Bush Forever was designed to include these elements. It further included an acknowledgement that, on their 
own, the Bush Forever areas were not enough and needed to be supported by local reserves, ecological linkages 
and greenways, and that the Bush Forever office would provide support to achieve these aims. It also included a 
general presumption against clearing, particularly of threatened ecological communities and vegetation 
complexes, of which less than 10 per cent currently remains in the Perth metropolitan area Swan coastal plain. I 
note that most of that is also in the eastern portion of the Swan coastal plain—my electorate, the wonderful east 
metro.  

There was also a Bush Forever advisory group and a Bush Forever management advisory service for three years. 
This group assisted local governments, the Department of Environment and Conservation and Main Roads WA 
with caring for their Bush Forever sites. I will note that we could really do with the reinstatement of a 
management advisory service for the urban nature program. The Bush Forever program incorporated a 
requirement for local governments to develop local bushland strategies, employed an officer and provided seed 
funding to assist them in doing so in a consistent way. But I note that not all the management authorities have 
been established. The program was also to include a management advice and education service for agencies 
involved in managing Bush Forever sites, although that never really happened in a comprehensive way, and a 
public awareness strategy, which, unfortunately, has never really happened either. It also included regular 
auditing and review of Bush Forever sites, including periodic review of new information on the ecology of the 
Swan coastal plain.  

Bush Forever was supposed to establish a conservation system at the regional level through Bush Forever areas 
and to operate with the clearing controls under the Environmental Protection Act, which is—as far as is 
achievable—comprehensive and adequate and representative of the ecological communities of the Swan coastal 
plain portion of the Perth metro region. It also sought to protect and manage significant bushland recommended 
for protection and management for conservation purposes through a range of implementation mechanisms, and 
as a collective and shared responsibility and general duty of care on the part of government landowners and the 
community. Bush Forever was also to provide a policy and implementation framework for significant bushland 
areas recommended for protection and management to assist conservation planning assessment and decision-
making processes.  

There is a question to be asked: will the Bush Forever sites be enough to preserve Perth’s character? The 
commonwealth government’s targets for biodiversity conservation established a target of 30 per cent for 
ecological communities, which is the threshold below which species loss appears to accelerate exponentially. 
Bush Forever sites are intended to protect at least 10 per cent of each of the vegetation complexes of the Perth 
metro area of the Swan coastal plain. Even the opportunity of protecting as little as 10 per cent of seven 
vegetation types in this area is gone. For another three, even with the full implementation of Bush Forever, they 
will not quite make 10 per cent. The original Bush Forever report, volume 1, “Policies, Principles and 
Processes”, recognised the need to fulfil the undertakings of the urban bushland strategy to support local 
governments in local bushland protection and to develop greenway strategies. On their own they will not be 
enough to maintain biodiversity in the Perth metro region, and we will need to make sure that all the greenway 
and ecological linkages remain intact to give the best possible chance of retaining the remaining biodiversity.  

In 2010 the Perth metropolitan area of the Swan coastal plain had approximately 90 990 hectares of vegetation 
cover left, and that included all the plantation areas, which were around 20 000 hectares. At best, we are looking 
at around 70 000 hectares of native vegetation left in the metro area of the Swan coastal plain out of the original 
284 000 hectares or so. Of this amount, 51 200 hectares was originally identified as regionally significant 
bushland in the Bush Forever program, and some juggling has been done with the borders of some of the sites, 
and some additional sites have been added to the program since then.  
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Clearing of native vegetation in the Perth metro area has been occurring at an alarming rate. In just the four years 
from 2006 to 2010 more than 700 hectares of native bush was authorised to be cleared under the native 
vegetation regulations. I do not know how much has been authorised under other statutes. Since 1990, the area of 
vegetation—that is not necessarily native vegetation—in the Perth metropolitan area of the Swan coastal plain 
has reduced by 50 000 hectares, and half of that went in the five years to 2010. If the vegetation cover keeps 
being removed at that rate, even taking into account the pine plantations, we have 10 years before the only 
bushland left in the Perth metropolitan area of the Swan coastal plain will be the identified Bush Forever sites. 
We will not have any ecological linkages, local reserves or greenways, which will defeat the purpose. We also 
need to know that, by removing those links, the pressures on the remaining Bush Forever sites will be 
substantial. 

The history of Bush Forever is an interesting one. In 2000, Bush Forever 2000 was created. I have been told that 
it came from some of the best science that was available. People speak glowingly of it. It had two volumes: 
volume 1 was “Policies, Principles and Processes”, and volume 2 was “Directory of Bush Forever Sites”. The 
government of Western Australia at the time endorsed Bush Forever as the means of seeking the appropriate 
protection and management of areas of regionally significant bushland on the Swan coastal plain portion of the 
Perth metropolitan region and a balance between environmental, social and economic objectives. In 2004, it 
went out for public comment; and, in 2006, further amendments to Bush Forever were made after the submission 
period. A resolution of the Western Australian Planning Commission was adopted to remove special control 
areas and rename Bush Forever protection areas to Bush Forever areas. Of course, in 2010, Bush Forever was 
passed, as noted in the motion before this house. That was tabled in Parliament on 22 June 2010. State planning 
policy 2.8 was also released concurrently.  

I have heard it asked: is Bush Forever not sufficient in terms of statutory recognition? The answer is no. It was 
supposed to deliver statutory protection. It has identified Bush Forever areas on the metropolitan region scheme 
maps and it has delivered enhanced protection for sites that have been rezoned to parks and recreation, but the 
preservation, conservation and management of Bush Forever sites depends on the zoning, reserve status and 
ownership of each individual site. There is still no statutory purpose for Bush Forever areas; their purpose is 
defined by zoning and reserve status rather than by being Bush Forever areas. We need the MRS text. Bush 
Forever recognises that some sites were already zoned for uses that were incompatible with conservation, such as 
mining minerals sands. There was talk of trying to keep the bush nice, if they could. Some of those sites were 
subject to negotiated planning solutions to try to reach an agreement about how to handle the bushland as the 
sites are developed in the future. Those sites are clearly not protected for conservation in the way in which we 
need them to be.  

Bush Forever MRS amendment 1082/33 identified, as I have said, 287 Bush Forever areas that have now been 
incorporated as an overlay in the MRS maps. The purpose of Bush Forever areas is specifically dealt with in an 
MRS text amendment that was initially part of the Bush Forever MRS amendment, but has not yet been finalised 
or incorporated into the MRS text through regulations. Considerations when making planning decisions about 
Bush Forever areas are specifically dealt with in state planning policy 2.8, which was released concurrently with 
MRS amendment 1082/33. So I want to make a few comments about parks and recreation zoning under this 
amendment. There are 94 zoned sites, including land previously zoned public and private land and now zoned 
parks and recreation. Approximately 79 per cent of vegetation within Bush Forever sites has now been reserved 
for parks and recreation at the finalisation of MRS amendment 1082/33, and some sites were already zoned 
parks and recreation. There were 35 additions to Bush Forever areas and areas zoned for parks and recreation. 
These are largely additions to existing sites carried out in MRS amendment 1161/41, but I note that these 
additions are still to be incorporated into the main MRS map. It still has not been fully finalised. What can be 
done on land that is zoned for parks and recreation? It states that development on land zoned parks and 
recreation and reserved for parks and recreation for purposes inconsistent with the purpose of the reserve will not 
be supported. Things that can be supported in parks and recreation-zoned land can include commercial purposes 
ancillary to the purpose of the reserve and likely to enhance public access to and enjoyment of the reserve, and 
passive and/or active sporting pursuits. It permits incorporated clubs to locate on the land for sporting purposes. 
It also includes developing land for playing fields, buildings and car parks. It does not permit uses that would 
result in the long-term restriction of public access. Land zoned parks and recreation under amendment 1082/33 
did not have a stated purpose, although some areas were incorporated in regional and national parks. As I have 
said, Bush Forever areas still do not have a purpose stated in the MRS text. I certainly recommend that an 
express statement be made about the conservation purpose of all Bush Forever areas zoned parks and recreation.  

The MRS text amendment is still waiting to be finalised. It is supposed to come in the form of regulation. 
Currently, Bush Forever areas are defined and the boundaries are known, but there is no statutory purpose. The 
best we have are the considerations in state planning policy 2.8. The text amendment for the 2004 comment 
period included special control areas, which were also known as Bush Forever protection areas, and made clear 
statements that Bush Forever areas were for conservation and protection. We know that the special control areas 
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have been removed and that the word “protection” has also been removed from Bush Forever areas—that is, 
Bush Forever protection areas are now Bush Forever areas. We recommend that this text amendment be finalised 
so that we can provide a statutory purpose for the Bush Forever areas. 

State planning policy 2.8, which came out simultaneously, notes that any proposal or decision making that is 
likely to have an adverse impact directly or indirectly on regionally significant bushland within a Bush Forever 
area must consider the policy measures in state planning policy 2.8. The aim of the policy is to provide a policy 
and implementation framework that will ensure that bushland protection and management issues in the Perth 
metropolitan region are appropriately addressed and are integrated with broader land-use planning and decision 
making. This will secure the long-term protection of biodiversity and associated environmental values. The 
policy recognises the protection and management of significant bushland areas as a fundamental consideration in 
the planning process, while also seeking to integrate and balance wider environmental, social and economic 
considerations. In general terms, the policy does not prevent development when it is consistent with the 
measures in this policy and with other planning and environmental considerations. The first and most important 
thing to note is that state planning policy 2.8 does not actually prohibit development within Bush Forever areas 
or on Bush Forever sites; it merely requires that a decision in relation to these sites be made only after 
consideration of the policies listed. Unreserved or privately owned land and land with existing commitments and 
approvals is not protected from subdivision and development. Negotiated planning solutions have low 
conservation targets of 30 per cent, which can include the 10 per cent public open space that has to be part of 
every development. Land owned by the government and reserved in categories other than parks and recreation, 
or land that has not had its purpose identified as conservation or is vested in any public body other than the 
Department of Environment and Conservation, may be developed or built upon for those other purposes, such as 
rail and road reserves. That is not strong enough. The state planning policy is not a legally binding document. It 
is a relevant consideration for the decision maker, but neither the Western Australian Planning Commission nor 
the local government is statutorily required to take SPP 2.8 into account when considering a development 
proposal. Section 77 of the Planning and Development Act requires a local government to have only due regard 
to a state planning policy in preparation for or amendment of a local planning scheme. The State Administrative 
Tribunal also has to have only due regard. Therefore, this is not line-in-the-sand stuff for the protection of our 
urban bushland areas. 

Some immediate statutory steps could be undertaken to protect Bush Forever sites from destruction. We could 
gazette Bush Forever areas as environmentally sensitive areas under section 52 of the Environmental Protection 
Act so that there would be no exemptions for clearing without a permit, regardless of planning approval status. It 
would mean that Bush Forever sites were treated the same as other environmentally sensitive areas. We could 
have a specific prohibition against clearing Bush Forever sites in the clearing principles in schedule 5 of the 
Environmental Protection Act. I make the point that a lot of people think Bush Forever sites already have these 
protections. From speaking to people in my community, I know they certainly believe that was the intention of 
Bush Forever.  

There are examples of Bush Forever areas that are under threat. My colleague Hon Lynn MacLaren will 
undoubtedly speak about some of the most high-profile areas because she is doing an enormous amount of work 
on these—namely, Point Peron and the Beeliar wetlands. Point Peron very clearly shows how even being a 
class A reserve does not protect a Bush Forever site from the developer’s eye. Of course, the Roe Highway 
stage 8 project is an ongoing threat to the Beeliar wetlands. Both of these examples demonstrate that the 
community wants these sites protected but the protections that we have for these Bush Forever sites are 
insufficient. However, as I said, Hon Lynn MacLaren will undoubtedly speak more about that.  

In my own electorate, the East Metropolitan Region, a good example is the Bushmead Rifle Range, which was 
recently sold to a developer after years of being in commonwealth government ownership. That site has been 
earmarked for potential development as an urban site since at least the 1992 foothills structure plan and it is still 
under consideration as a potential site for urban expansion. It is currently not zoned urban, urban deferred or 
even rural; it is still zoned for commonwealth government purposes. The developer expects to be able to release 
between 600 and 900 housing lots, depending on the planning requirements, as this project progresses. However, 
the Bushmead site is Forrestfield complex vegetation of which we already have less than 10 per cent remaining 
in the Perth metropolitan portion of the Swan coastal plain. Therefore, even if we could save this whole area, we 
still would not meet the minimum goals of Bush Forever for this vegetation type. Given how precious this type 
of vegetation is in the Perth metro area and the numerous other environmental reasons to preserve this site—it 
has only ever been recognised as having potential for urbanisation, not that it is required for urbanisation—a 
better outcome would have been for the land to be zoned for parks and recreation and managed as part of the 
new bioregional park. We know that the current statutory “protections” for Bush Forever sites make it very easy 
to foresee a circumstance in which most, if not all, the environmental value of the site could be lost. I have also 
spoken numerous times in this place about the Anstey–Keane bushland in Forrestdale, another site in the East 
Metropolitan Region that is an example of how simply being zoned Bush Forever is by no means sufficient 
protection. The entire site is currently under threat of being cut in half by a road being commissioned by the local 
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council. That will have the effect of completely destroying the fauna communities on that site because the site 
will effectively be cut in half and disrupted. That is highly concerning and an indication of how little existing 
protections manage to achieve. We know that there are many other sites in the scheme that are currently zoned 
for roads, mining or forestry that, even if they are not threatened at the moment, certainly can be threatened in 
the future.  

There is also the issue of the management of these sites because we know that just because a site is reserved for 
conservation does not mean that it is being managed for conservation. There is no statutory requirement for all 
Bush Forever sites to be managed for the protection of their conservation values. That sounds like a strange thing 
to say. Of course, there is the thinking that if it is bushland, surely we do not need to do that, but the reality is 
that our Bush Forever sites are subject to a range of pressures that they would not have if they did not exist right 
in the middle of urban Perth. That is why we need to talk about management issues. Until the metropolitan 
region scheme text amendment is made, the Bush Forever areas will not have a statutory purpose. All land 
nominally has a manager and the owners of land are responsible for the management of that land. This means 
that the management of Bush Forever sites for conservation is inconsistent, depending on whether they have 
been incorporated into existing conservation parks of whatever kind, whereas it is clear that Bush Forever sites 
should be managed in a way that recognises their regionally significant environmental values. Bush Forever sites 
located in the metropolitan area need management that reflects this. By their very nature, as I said, Bush Forever 
sites in the metropolitan area are subject to pressures that reserves and parks further from Perth experience to a 
far lesser degree, if at all. Leaving Bush Forever sites to manage themselves works only where the bush is in a 
pristine condition and is far away from people, which is not the case for Bush Forever sites. It is not uncommon 
for Bush Forever sites to be unfenced; in fact, I would say that that is the state of most of them. Bush Forever 
sites often have four-wheel-drive tracks through them, and dirt bikes and horses go through them. People who 
live in the hills tell me constantly of their concerns about the noise on a Sunday afternoon from some of these 
sites being constantly torn through. 

Hon Nick Goiran: How do you prevent that from happening? 

Hon ALISON XAMON: That is a really good question, Hon Nick Goiran. The use of appropriate fencing has 
worked quite successfully on other sites. Different types of fencing need to be  erected because if we simply put 
up a fence, ordinarily, people might just cut a hole in it and put a dirt bike through. There are some good 
examples—Lightning Swamp is one that comes to mind—of really good fencing that has been designed to 
ensure that incursions by off-road vehicles are greatly diminished, if not almost impossible. I think that is the 
way we need to go to address that issue, and it is a very serious one. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Would it allow for — 

Hon ALISON XAMON: Sorry, if the member does not mind, I have limited time. I am happy to have a debate 
with the member later. 

I am often approached by community members concerned about the amount of rubbish being dumped in their 
local Bush Forever sites. I am sure members who have gone to their local Bush Forever sites have seen cases of 
illegal dumping. That problem also can be solved with fencing. Of course, we have the issue of ferals, both 
weeds and animals, which need to be managed. These pests are likely to invade through high-traffic areas and 
from surrounding properties.  

Of course, in many instances people who live around these areas want to take a primary role in ensuring that 
these sites are kept healthy and safe. I applaud the many friends groups that play such a valuable role in 
protecting these sites, but they need assistance with funding, particularly for weed management and the like. 
They also need to be supported in their efforts to ensure that there is appropriate signage, fencing and the like. 

There has been a lot of interest recently in the importance of nature in the development of children. I note that 
some eminent speakers have talked about that. It is a really important part of how our future Perth should look, 
so the land needs to be actively managed to protect the bushland and to ensure it retains the qualities that led to 
its identification as regionally significant in the first place. As I said, the regionally significant bushland within 
the Bush Forever area is subject to on-site verification. Failing to manage that bushland, and letting it fall into 
poor condition through neglect, could lead to it being no longer recognised as regionally significant bushland, in 
which case the small amount of protection that being recognised as a Bush Forever site provides will no longer 
be relevant. Therefore, that would defeat the purpose. 

In relation to management issues, and what statutory land management looks like, at the moment, management 
requirements vary according to which act the land falls under; that is, the Land Administration Act, the 
Conservation and Land Management Act or the Environmental Protection Act. Bush Forever sites as a special 
category are not recognised under any of these acts. Therefore, there is no minimum standard of management—
that is, what the management plan must contain as an absolute minimum—for any classification of land specified 
in these acts. Under the Land Administration Act 1997, class A reserves are required to be managed. Some Bush 
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Forever sites are class A reserves, but many are not. With regard to crown reserves vested in local government, 
the Minister for Planning can request that the management plan be presented. However, there is no indication 
that that is occurring. There is also no indication of what is required to be in the plan in the first place.  

What we know with our Bush Forever sites is that 97 sites or parts of sites are owned by private or 
commercial/corporate interests such as developers. There are 15 Bush Forever sites that are not managed by a 
local or state government authority but are government-owned properties. In relation to Bush Forever private 
land management, government may impose restrictive covenants or prohibitions. But active management 
depends on voluntary actions by landholders and landowners. DEC can provide assistance and some funding for 
management work. But private owners cannot be required to manage their land for conservation unless there is a 
change of land use and management obligations are required as part of the condition of approval. If private 
owners voluntarily enter into a conservation covenant, requirements can be imposed. But I understand that there 
are not many of those. I will be very interested to know how many there are, although I do not expect that 
information to be immediately at hand. 

In relation to nature conservation covenants, the DEC website states — 

The nature conservation covenant is a voluntary, legally binding document that has provisions 
restricting activities that might threaten the land’s conservation values. Every conservation covenant is 
individually negotiated between the Department and the landowner, and aims to maintain the 
conservation values of the bushland whilst allowing for flexibility to reflect the landowner’s wishes for 
the land.  

The DEC website says also that management guidelines are developed to help guide the future management of 
the land to meet conservation objectives; some funding for fencing or other management identified in the 
management guidelines is available on a case-by-case basis; and ongoing conservation advice is available to 
landowners to help them in their conservation efforts. There is also, potentially, tax and rate relief for 
landowners. But this needs to be promoted and pushed far more heavily. Provision can be made for proactive 
management for conservation. But this is entirely voluntary. Much more support, both financial and expertise, 
needs to be given to private landowners of Bush Forever sites to assist them in caring for their land. In relation to 
DEC management of sites, I understand that the Western Australian Planning Commission is trying to prioritise 
the transfer of Bush Forever sites to DEC. A total of 117 sites—or nearly half the Bush Forever sites—are being 
managed by DEC. Although there is some initial funding for the management of those sites, there is no recurring 
funding for ongoing management. That funding will be required in future to complete the picture.  

I turn now to the urban nature program. That program is managed by the Department of Environment and 
Conservation, and it has three full-time equivalent staff and a recurrent budget of $230 000 a year. That program 
provides technical advice and on-ground support for land managers working to protect, manage and restore 
bushland and wetlands in DEC’s Swan region and beyond. The program also helps to identify, demonstrate and 
promote best practice bushland management; raise awareness of the values of Perth’s bushlands and wetlands; 
and foster the development of skills through the provision of field days, workshops and training programs. That 
is very important to those people who, as I mentioned, are primarily volunteers who live locally and are keen to 
manage these sites. The urban nature program is based at DEC’s Swan region office. The primary focus of the 
program is on regionally significant bushland, including Bush Forever sites. The program works across tenures 
with community groups, government officers and private landowners involved in the conservation and 
management of the region’s natural areas. This group is doing exactly the work that is needed to assist land 
managers in managing their land for conservation. But they are, frankly, completely under-resourced. There is no 
way that this group, with only three FTEs, and this small budget, are able to achieve the worthy aims of this 
program. The Urban Bushland Council, which works with this group, has identified that, at the very least, this 
group needs to be provided with funding for a full-time ecologist, and at least two mobile units and crews that 
are able to go to Bush Forever sites. The funding that has been provided is a good start, but it is woefully 
inadequate and nowhere near what is needed. 

In terms of the statutory measures that could be taken—referring to the first part of this motion—first and 
foremost, obviously, we need to finalise the metropolitan region scheme text amendment to provide a statutory 
purpose for Bush Forever areas. I hope that when I hear the response from government, a time frame will be 
given for when that is likely to occur. Of course, we also need to create regulations to set minimum standards for 
management towards the purpose identified in the MRS text, which I am certainly hoping will make it clear that 
the purpose is conservation. These regulations need to be created under both the Environmental Protection Act 
and the Land Administration Act.  

We also need to look at what is the best practice for the creation of management plans for these sites. Those 
management plans need to identify the issues that are specific to each site, because each site will have different 
threats and different issues around its management, and measures that can be put in place to address those issues. 
Those management plans will need to identify strategies for the control of ferals—as I have mentioned, that is 
weeds as well as feral animals—for the control of dieback, and for the control of fire in those bushland areas. 
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They will need to provide protocols for managing public access. Again, I want to mention Lightning Swamp, 
because some really good measures have been achieved in the creation of that Bush Forever site. There is also a 
need for local community engagement, because we find that where there is local community engagement and 
ownership of a site, people tend to take a far more vigilant role in its maintenance. That role helps to make sure 
arsonists are caught, that people who are engaging in illegal dumping are caught, and that people who are going 
through the area in four-wheel-drives and on bikes are challenged and, hopefully, turfed out. It is also about 
participating in local activities, such as the weeding of areas and the like. We even have some friends groups that 
make a point of running tours through their various sites and pointing out the special nature of each individual 
site. We also need to make sure, as part of the statutory management plan, that each plan is subject to both a five-
year interim review and a 10-year review, so that we can see whether the management plans are still pertinent to 
the management of those sites. 

An example of a good management plan is Bungendore Park in the City of Armadale. That is not in the Bush 
Forever study area. However, it has been pointed out by people who know that it is a particularly good example 
of a management plan, both in the way it has been developed, and in its implementation. Therefore, when we are 
looking at minimum requirements, that would be the good place to start. 

There is still a great deal of room to enhance the protection of Bush Forever areas. At the moment, only the sites 
that have been zoned parks and recreation, and that are reserved for the purpose of conservation, and are being 
managed for conservation, are given the level of protection that Bush Forever aspired to provide.  

The purpose of zoning a metropolitan region scheme is not directly specified for all Bush Forever sites; the MRS 
text is still missing in action to define the purpose of the Bush Forever area overlays, and statutory management 
provisions are entirely missing. There are still sites—15 that we know of for sure—for which managers have not 
yet been appointed; however, there are many others on private lands. There are management plans for some sites 
that are completely out of date, but I suppose they are lucky that they have something, because we know that a 
range of sites do not have anything. 

We need funding to assist managers to develop and implement plans, both seed funding as well as ongoing 
expert assistance and funding to assist with ongoing management. As I mentioned, things will need to be done 
such as fixing fences and dealing with weeds and the like. Of course, we also need ongoing funding to assist 
with the monitoring and auditing of Perth urban bushland. 

The protection of Bush Forever areas is patchy and inconsistent, and depends on how the particular piece of land 
happens to be zoned, reserved, vested or owned. Even areas with the best possible current protection have 
developers proposing plans that the communities have to fight, instead of being able to trust that the protections 
are in place, and that is just not good enough. Management of Bush Forever areas varies according to how the 
land is zoned, but recognition of the importance of the sites should not change. Statutory management 
requirements could be put in place with the right political will, and I call on the government to provide funding 
and expertise, and to institute further statutory plans to incorporate proactive management for the conservation of 
all Bush Forever sites. 

Finalising Bush Forever was a good move; establishing Bush Forever in 2000 was a good move; but that is by no 
means the end of the matter. It needs to be progressed, and I certainly hope that the government does not decide 
to rest on its laurels for what it has achieved to date because, if it does, it will not ultimately achieve the 
outcomes that we hoped for with the creation of Bush Forever in the first place. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [3.02 pm]: I am very pleased to lead the Labor Party’s debate on this 
motion and I am very glad that this motion has finally worked its way to the top of the notice paper. We have the 
chance today to put on record some of our serious reservations about the way that the Barnett government is 
handling the management and protection of Bush Forever sites. 

Two things immediately come to mind when looking at this motion. The first is the moves that the government 
has already made, acknowledged in the motion, in finalising the Bush Forever MRS amendment and producing 
“State Planning Policy 2.8: Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region”. As the member who moved the 
motion pointed out, going back through some of the documentation gives us some 11 or 12 years of material to 
draw on. It is very interesting to look at how the pace of the objective of preserving significant bush areas of the 
Perth metropolitan area on the Swan coastal plain has gained momentum over the dozen or so years since this 
plan was initially formulated. 

I want to commence my remarks this afternoon by paying tribute to some of the really magnificent individuals 
and groups that have aligned themselves with the political cause of urban bushland in our community. Two 
groups to which I will make repeated reference in my contribution are the Urban Bushland Council of WA—
particularly Mary Gray and Margaret Owen, with whom I am fortunate enough to meet quite regularly—and a 
group called SERCUL. That is an acronym for the South East Regional Centre of Urban Landcare WA. Again, 
there are some very inspiring people who work under the banner of SERCUL. 
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A couple of months ago I paid a visit to SERCUL and was sitting on its back verandah, looking over a 
magnificent area that many members of this house will have driven over or through many times in the course of 
getting about their business, perhaps without having looked to either side of the road and realising that around 
the SERCUL headquarters in Cannington is some of the best and most precious urban bushland in the whole 
metropolitan area. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It’s beautiful. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: As Hon Sue Ellery says, it is indeed beautiful. I was told a wonderful story about a 
person who lived in the middle of the metropolitan area but had a stream near her house. She had got herself a 
kayak and had set off exploring in it one day, and ended up at the SERCUL head office in Cannington. Who 
would ever have thought that one could make one’s way through the southern suburbs in such a spectacularly 
beautiful way? She subsequently became one of SERCUL’s main sources of expertise, particularly in designing 
its website. 

However, something else was said that afternoon that I thought was particularly memorable. Knowing that this 
motion was going to come on for debate in the fairly near future, I decided then that I would introduce my 
remarks by referring to this quote. Somebody said that what is happening to the way we are treating our Bush 
Forever sites is like buying the Mona Lisa and leaving it on the back verandah. We have some truly magnificent 
natural bushland areas that comprise the 287 Bush Forever sites on the Swan coastal plain; yet we leave a lot of 
them to become pretty degraded scrub areas. One of the problems we have is that our urban bushland is largely 
composed of banksia plantations. One might walk down a suburban street and see what looks like, to the 
untutored eye, an area that people use as a shortcut to get from street to street through a back way, where kids 
ride their bikes around or where people walk their pets. It might look like pretty scrubby land, but in fact we 
have some of the most precious and endangered values pertaining to biodiversity that one is ever likely to find in 
the metropolitan area, in some cases. 

I thought Hon Nick Goiran’s interjection was interesting, when he clearly expressed surprise that we should be 
talking about fencing some of these areas. This is one of the most important and urgent things that needs doing. 
As the mover of the motion pointed out, there are some very innovative ways of indicating the boundaries of 
these areas. We can actually indicate, to the casual passerby, that these are areas to which something special 
pertains, that people cannot just have open slather, and that the areas are worthy of perhaps more serious 
consideration than just being degraded areas. 

I want to draw the attention of honourable members to volume 1 of the final report on Bush Forever, “Policies, 
Principles and Processes”, dated December 2000. This was a paper, produced at the tail end of the previous 
Liberal government, on Bush Forever. It starts with a very lengthy vision statement, because, as honourable 
members will begin to realise from listening to this debate, a great deal can be said about the protection of Bush 
Forever sites. Members will be glad to know that I will not read much of this into Hansard. There are a few key 
concepts that are beautifully summarised on the first page of the vision statement. I want to give honourable 
members a flavour of how that vision statement goes. It starts — 

Conserving biological diversity … is one of the major global environmental challenges facing 
humanity. The Western Australian State of the Environment Report … acknowledged that the loss of 
biodiversity and habitats through clearing, habitat degradation, human interference and the introduction 
of pests and weeds are some of the State’s most serious environmental problems. Australia has a major 
role to play in the conservation of biodiversity … Perth’s biodiversity is one of the highest recorded in 
any major city, and through Bush Forever, Perth has a unique opportunity to become the biodiversity 
capital of Australia.  

Through effective environmental planning, conserving biodiversity can enhance the quality of the city 
as a place to live, without compromising the provision of jobs, homes and essential services.  

I want to particularly underline that last sentence — 

Through effective environmental planning, conserving biodiversity can enhance the quality of the city 
as a place to live, without compromising the provision of jobs, homes and essential services. 

It is very important to understand that in supporting a motion in these terms we are not talking about some 
highfalutin abstract notion of preserving little bits of bush for the sake of preserving them; we are talking about 
adding to the quality of our urban life. We are talking about enhancing the quality of life as it is lived in a 
modern Western Australian city. The vision statement goes on — 

Bush Forever is about “Keeping the Bush in the City”. Urban bushland contributes to Perth’s unique 
character and quality of life and has often been described as “the heart and lungs of the city”.  
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That is another important point. We are talking not just about physical health—that is, heart and lungs keeping 
the body going—but also about the psychological health of Perth’s urban community. The vision statement 
continues — 

The woodlands and shrublands of Perth’s bushland, although perhaps lacking the immediate visual 
impact of the tall southern forests, have their own special beauty tied to their diversity and intricacy of 
form. An important aim of Bush Forever is to foster a greater awareness and appreciation of urban 
bushland, and to develop a stronger sense of responsibility and belonging by the community through 
active management to control threatening processes. 

That one paragraph beautifully expresses that sense of both physical and psychological health that pertains to our 
protection of urban bushland. It goes on — 

Bushland conservation not only fulfils a moral obligation to protect habitats from destruction and save 
species from extinction, it also protects invaluable resources for education, heritage, tourism, scientific 
and medical research and provides waterways protection, microclimate control, biological control of 
pests and diseases, visual amenity, and places for quiet contemplation, relaxation and a sense of place. 
Every city needs its natural spaces: they are impossible to replace once lost. 

If ever we wanted a one-size-fits-all solution to add quality to urban living, surely it is summed up in that list. 
We are not only talking about the education of our young people, the effect of climate on our urban environment 
and the conservation of precious and irreplaceable values pertaining to biodiversity, we are also talking about 
visual amenity and, once again, that sense of psychological wellbeing, which does not have to be sacrificed just 
because a person lives in an urban environment.  

There is one further paragraph from that vision statement that I want to place on the record to show how, 11 
years after it was written, these values are just as relevant to us today as they were in the year 2000. It goes on — 

However, Bush Forever recognises that biodiversity conservation cannot be achieved by governments 
alone, with a reliance on a system of conservation reserves. The combined efforts of State and local 
governments, the community and private landowners will be essential for the protection of valuable 
bushland resources. A general duty of care for future generations, partnerships and a sense of shared 
responsibility are essential ingredients of Bush Forever. 

It is sad that we have to conclude today, 11 years after that was written, that although governments have 
certainly chugged along with the process, it is the community that stepped up to the mark. Many times during the 
course of Labor’s two terms in office the concession was made that this is a complex matter and that we have to 
get it right from a planning and conservation point of view. Local governments have also weighed in. Every 
local government has its view about the best way to conserve bushland areas. However, it is the community that 
really comes out of that decade of planning with a gold star. The community has really stepped up to the mark 
when it comes to putting effort and determination into contributing and translating that commitment into 
genuinely practical terms. I have now been to two or three award ceremonies for the Swan River Trust’s Alcoa 
grants, which go directly to volunteers who work to conserve these sites. It is an absolute inspiration to sit for a 
couple of hours and watch group after group walk up to collect what is often quite a small amount of money. Not 
only do I get a real sense of how far a dollar will go when it comes to funding some of these voluntary efforts, 
but also I get a sense of the enormous range of people who are prepared to give up their time and energy to work 
constructively to preserve their local bushland and natural areas. I have seen schoolchildren collect awards and I 
have seen people who are well into their 80s, in fact even into their 90s, who are still actively involved, and 
everybody in between. It is absolutely inspirational. The community really deserves a special accolade for the 
last dozen or so years of Bush Forever.  

I have put on record some of the fundamental values that pertain to the protection of urban bushland. I 
participated recently in a seminar—only participated in an audience sense—put on by the Urban Bushland 
Council, which was opened by Hon Liz Behjat on behalf of the minister. I do not know how long Hon Liz Behjat 
was able to stay, but I stayed for about half the day. One noticeable thing, incidentally, was that sitting in the 
front row was a child, who turned out to be 10 years old, with his father, listening to some very technical, erudite 
presentations about all the different aspects of urban bushland protection. When we broke for a cup of coffee, I 
chatted to the boy. I asked him whether it was a pupil-free day and whether because dad had been going to this 
seminar he had to be there because there was no school that day. But no, he had actually pressured his father to 
come along. This child stood there and repeated back to me some statistics that had just been used by 
Neale Bougher, who is somebody well known to people on this side of the house as a fungi expert. Neale had 
just given a brilliant presentation about what fungi does in urban bushland sites. It is quite a remarkable story, 
which I could not even begin to reproduce here. I know that the Urban Bushland Council WA is working on 
putting out a series of papers connected with that seminar, and Dr Neale Bougher’s contribution will be well 
worth studying. This child repeated back to me some of the statistics used in that presentation. One of the things 
Dr Bougher talked about was the fact that there are something like 140 000 fungi species in Banksia woodlands, 
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of which we have identified about 10 per cent. It was a most extraordinary statistic, and Dr Bougher went 
through all the years he had been doing this research noting how many new species he had found in each year. 
That was the data that the child repeated back to me. When I say that this is an issue that has captured the 
passions of a whole spectrum of ages and backgrounds in the community, nowhere was that brought home to me 
more clearly than in talking to that young boy. 

It was a most interesting morning, and I take my hat off to the Urban Bushland Council for putting on these 
seminars. It is the second of its kind in the last year or so. The first seminar was at Murdoch University and was 
about black cockatoos. As a result of that, they produced “Endangered Black Cockatoos in Western Australia”, a 
magnificent publication, which I am sure honourable members will go back to their offices to hunt out—because 
it was sent to everybody. Another publication will be coming out about this urban bushland seminar that I am 
talking about now. What the seminars impressed on me was this central concept about Bush Forever sites. It is 
not a question of a blanket campaign to protect bushland areas. It is not about whether to develop or not to 
develop. It is about how to develop and where to develop in such a way that we do not needlessly destroy some 
of these spots that are valued for their biodiversity.  

That was a most worthwhile morning as far as I was concerned. I came away with a concept that I had never 
heard before. I have reflected on it quite a lot since that time and I want to share it with honourable members 
now. That was the concept of ecological permeability. The point was made that too often when we design new 
subdivisions or urban developments we think in terms of silos. We sit down with our maps; we draw dotted 
lines; we put rings around areas that we want to preserve and then we sell the rest to developers. We end up with 
conservation silos that are separated by fairly intense urban development. It was as if there was an unplanned 
motive that ran through the whole morning of presentations; that is, if only we could grasp this concept of 
ecological permeability, we could enhance both the values of the urban development areas and the areas that we 
are preserving for their biodiversity. I will give honourable members a bit of the flavour of what this concept 
involves. Often when we talk about the ways that we need to protect the black cockatoos, we talk about offsets. 
For example, I refer to the debate we had last year in this place about the area around Jandakot that is being 
developed, which I think will establish itself as a test case for the effectiveness of the government’s offset 
program. With species like black cockatoos, there is some value in talking about offsets, and I am sure that other 
members on this side of the house would agree with me. Black cockatoos are large birds—we all know what 
they look like. They can fly a long way and they can be encouraged into other areas if we provide the right sort 
of habitat for them—if we conserve their habitat logs and all that sort of thing. Indeed, there is a lot of material 
available now, even on the Department of Environment and Conservation website, about how to design an urban 
backyard to encourage black cockatoos to take up residence.  

What I learnt that morning in connection with this concept of ecological permeability was that many smaller 
species do not survive if we block off their escape route from an area of urban bushland, particularly some small 
birds that live only in an area with the circumference of about 250 metres. It is an astonishingly small area in 
which they make their home, and they do not go further than that. It is as if at the moment we have this blank 
spot around the edges of our thinking about urban bushland. As I said earlier, we just draw the lines on the map 
around these areas and say that within that area everything is protected but outside the area it is open slather and 
people can build concrete paths and that sort of thing. With a relatively painless tweak to the way that we 
conceptualise these things, we could start planning corridors and building this ecological permeability into many 
of our urban settings. I was convinced that morning by the four or five presenters that I heard that doing so 
would add such a significant quality to the work that we are doing on the protection of biodiversity values that it 
would more than pay off the effort put into it.  

I know that government members opposite will have picked up that as well as an acknowledgement of what the 
government has done thus far, there is obviously an element of criticism in the motion as it has been expressed 
by the mover. I want to add my comments to what that criticism is based on in the hope that these points will be 
addressed in some substantial way by the minister who is going to respond to the motion.  

We have 287 Bush Forever sites in the metropolitan area of the Swan coastal plain. A Bush Forever site without 
a management plan is, as I described earlier in my comments, too often just like having a piece of remnant scrub 
in a subdivision. It is not recognised by the people who live in the area for what it is, and too often it is degraded 
by the activities that go on in that area. It is not rocket science; we do not have to reinvent the wheel. We just 
have to ensure that every Bush Forever site has a management plan in place. In Statement of Planning Policy 2.8, 
three types of management plan are identified: a straightforward bushland management plan; an environmental 
management plan; and, finally, a sustainability strategy. These plans relate to the tenure of the land, who has the 
care of it and whether it is in private ownership. Also, these 287 Bush Forever sites have different classifications: 
Bush Forever reserves; urban, industrial or resource development land; government land or public infrastructure; 
rural lands and something called regional creek lines. Obviously, each area will call for its own kind of 
management plan. In my talks with the people at the South East Regional Centre for Urban Landcare, they 
underlined the point that we can solve a substantial part of the problems relating to an unmanaged Bush Forever 
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site by putting some sort of perimeter boundary up, which indicates even to casual users that they are entering 
something a bit special. I first came across this in the Kensington bush site, between Kent Street Senior High 
School and the police station on George Street, which I am sure many South Metropolitan members will be 
familiar with. It is a magnificent area and there are hundreds of volunteers who work in that area. People are 
even allowed to walk their dogs through it, as long as they keep them on a lead. I must say that I always used to 
do that but many people do not. There are signs everywhere telling people how to behave in that bushland area. 
Over the years that the friends group has been managing the site, it has become a magnificent example of an 
urban bushland–preserved area. In fact, I often used to think that if we blindfolded someone from the country or 
another part of the world and took them into the place, they would not know they were within about four minutes 
of the CBD because the volunteers have cared for it so very well.  

I wanted to get some of that information on the record some time around the middle of last month. I do not 
usually ask questions that are too difficult to provide the answers to, particularly having spoken to people such as 
Mary Gray from the Urban Bushland Council and Margaret Owen. I know how long this work has been going 
on, and many of the people now involved in those voluntary groups have a professional background. Many are 
environmental scientists who have spent most of their working lives designing policies and plans to protect 
urban bushland. I was pretty confident that the information I sought would be available within the time specified 
for questions without notice, but of which some notice was given. I asked — 

(1) Of the 287 Bush Forever sites identified for protection and management in state planning 
policy 2.8, how many of the areas in state government ownership — 

I narrowed it down to state government ownership — 

have in place —  

I listed the three points I referred to earlier. The question continues — 

(2) How many of the areas in private ownership have bushland or environmental management 
plans in place?  

I also asked how many of those areas were classified in each of the five subcategories I have just been through; 
how many of them were not protected through the establishment of Bush Forever sites in the MRS; why they 
were not protected; and whether it was the government’s intention to have management plans or sustainability 
strategies in place for all the sites. I was told it was too hard, that it was not possible to answer any part of that 
question. Initially, I was disbelieving; I thought somebody had misunderstood the information I was looking for. 
Now I am not as sure that that was the case because, as members can imagine, I asked that question again in the 
estimates process last week. Frankly, the answers only compounded my suspicion about what the government is 
doing and my very great fear that the ball has effectively been dropped.  

Let us start with the Western Australian Planning Commission division on page 575 of the budget papers and an 
asset investment of $118.4 million for the 2011–12 budget. It sounds like quite a lot of money. I have already 
described to honourable members that when we go to some of the grant award ceremonies, we realise how far a 
couple of hundred dollars can go. The amount of $118.4 million sounds like quite a lot of money. Then we read 
that the asset investment that is to be funded from that money includes continuation of the Bush Forever 
Program—hooray!—and acquisition of land under the metropolitan region scheme, the Peel and the greater 
Bunbury region schemes and the development of facilities on reserved land. All of a sudden $118 million is 
supposed to fund an awful lot of asset investment. The original estimate—I am going back now about 11 or 12 
years—to acquire all the Bush Forever sites was between $500 million and $750 million. Originally, the plan 
was that the metropolitan region investment fund would pay for that acquisition. Of course, subsequently the 
MRIF was, essentially, wound up; it is not used for that any more. That is why I went looking for the line item in 
the budget that would give me some sort of dollar figure that related to the continuation of the Bush Forever 
program. I put it to honourable members that that asset acquisition program is negligible compared with the 
original estimate of funds that would be required to put in place a decent Bush Forever program.  

We find another reference to urban bushland management in the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority division 
on page 834 of the budget papers where it refers to demonstrating leadership in urban bushland management. Of 
course Kings Park itself is obviously our paradigm example of what can be done in an urban setting. Again, we 
find that no money has been given to this. The BGPA budget has been increased by around $10 million, and we 
looked at that thinking, “Hooray for urban bushland”. But, of course, most of that is just the capital needed to 
upgrade Fraser’s Restaurant so that the Queen can enjoy the circumstances to which she is accustomed; 
therefore, none of that funding will be spent on urban bushland—an enormous disappointment.  

In that context, I want to throw a question to the government: why on earth did the Barnett government scrap the 
Saving our Species program that Labor put in place? Saving our Species was not an exercise in political point 
scoring. It was a $15 million biodiversity rescue program, which had obvious relevance to the sorts of things I 
have described as topics covered in that urban bushland conference. Initially, it was set up as a finite program for 
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review at the end of its initial couple of years. The DEC website describes the Saving our Species program, with 
that specific headline objective, as a biodiversity rescue program, designed to boost the conservation of Western 
Australia’s unique plants, animals and ecosystems by tackling key conservation issues for which significant 
long-term results can be achieved from a short-term strategic focus.  

Hon Liz Behjat: What are you quoting from?  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: This is from the DEC website. If the member googles “Saving our Species: DEC”, she 
will find it. I hope she is not going to ask me to table my iPad!  

Obviously that program had a very concrete relevance to the management of Bush Forever sites. We had $15 
million over two years. That is the sort of money we should be looking at now, yet the government has replaced 
it with dieback measures. However, we were able to show in the budget last week that all the dieback measures it 
was trumpeting so very loudly would fund two staff for four years. That is its total investment in extra dieback 
funding. Why scrap a program like that; why not keep it and, if necessary, target it specifically to the 287 Bush 
Forever sites? I tell members that this will become a real problem for the government. We were told last week in 
the estimates hearings that DEC has management responsibility for all these 287 sites. Only a proportion of them 
are currently vested in DEC—the ones DEC has up-front responsibility for—but, ultimately, DEC has 
responsibility for all of them. A number of sites currently under the auspices of the Western Australian Planning 
Commission are being transferred to DEC for direct hands-on management. The obvious question was: what 
extra resources are being made available for the management of these extra sites? The answer was none—no 
extra people, no extra equipment and no extra money. It simply cannot be done; it does not compute. From 
where will the government take the money to provide the management for 287 sites? Something has to go. Even 
if the minister had tried to persuade us that the management of Bush Forever sites was more important than 
program X, Y or Z, at least we could have a discussion about that. But, no, the government has said, “Yes, we 
want to have management plans for all 287 Bush Forever sites, but, no, we are not devoting a single cent of 
additional money to that management.” It is just a nonsense. We will keep asking the government questions 
about how it will do it, because the government cannot do it in the way that it has set itself up to do it at the 
moment.  

The challenge that the government has created for itself is that all Bush Forever sites are now legally defined. 
That is what the government has done with the metropolitan region scheme amendment and state planning policy 
2.8. The question is: from where will the government provide the resources to manage those sites and to 
maintain their conservation values, because we cannot have one without the other? The government will be 
going around in an ever-decreasing circle, while the sites that the government has now legally defined as Bush 
Forever sites will be degraded. The government will have to stump up the dollars, the bodies on the ground and 
the equipment to maintain those conservation values. 

Obviously, a couple of points of the iceberg become apparent when we start talking about the problems that this 
government has with the protection and management of Bush Forever sites. Hon Alison Xamon referred to a 
couple of those problems when she moved the motion. In my remaining time, I will refer to one of them in 
particular—the highly topical and extremely problematic subject of the Roe 8 extension. The government knows 
that what it has saddled itself with is essentially a road to nowhere. With the deletion of the Fremantle eastern 
bypass, it is a road to nowhere. This road will essentially act like a funnel to channel the problem somewhere 
else. What is the plan? Is the plan to take all the traffic out of Liberal electorates and put it in Labor electorates? 
That is what it looks like at the moment. I am quite protective of and quite defensive about the noodle nation 
plan that became infamous when Barry Jones designed a visual diagrammatic representation of the knowledge 
nation, which then became affectionately known as noodle nation. The government has come out with its own 
noodle nation. Has it looked at the plans for the Roe 8 extension that it has posted on the website? I have never 
seen anything so farcical. What has the government tried to do? It seems as though it has tried to say that it has 
heard the community and that it has worked out that community members actually quite like the Beeliar 
wetlands. The community loves the wetlands, so the government has finally heard that message. It is not just on 
Saturdays and Sundays that people cannot get into the car parks there; it is packed on any day of the week. The 
only way for people to get there is to cycle there; then they can get an ice-cream and sit down by the lake. People 
use that area every day of the week in exactly the way that I described at the beginning of my contribution; they 
go there to recharge and to remind themselves that they can live in an urban environment and still find a place 
that is peaceful and beautiful and in a natural state. It seems that this is what has happened with the government’s 
thinking. It was initially hoping that the community would say, “Sure; cool. Blow the bushland; we’d rather have 
a road.” But that is not the case. The community has been absolutely unremitting in its campaign to have the 
government’s ears unblocked on the way it feels about that bushland. 

What has the government done? It has gone back to the planners and said that it has a problem; it has to keep the 
bushland there so that its original plan to drive a six or eight-lane highway through it will not fly. Instead, it will 
turn the road into a flyover; it has put it up on stilts. It has circles and loops and it looks like the flight path over 
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John F. Kennedy International Airport. I just do not know how the government thinks that will work. Underneath 
it is one of the most precious Bush Forever sites, one of the last remaining urban wetland areas in the 
metropolitan area, and the government wants to turn it into some kind of spaghetti junction. It is an absolute 
disgrace. The government should have the guts to can it and move on. We would even invite government 
members to have a glass of champagne down there to celebrate the fact that the government has finally seen 
sense and has scrapped this ridiculous plan. 

I want to indicate a way forward, because, as I have said, there is a negative imputation in the motion. So I want 
to end on a positive note by suggesting to the government that there might be a way forward. I want to make 
three suggestions. Firstly, we need to seriously consider the possibility of changing the way that we assess any 
development proposal that involves the destruction of native vegetation for urban development. My suggestion 
is—I would like to hear the government’s response to this—that we look at a mechanism for assessing those 
proposals in the same way as all other proposals are assessed, by removing the current exemption for proposals 
that have been considered under the Planning and Development Act. What would that cost us? Surely it would 
cost us only by slowing down the destruction of some of that precious native vegetation in the metropolitan area. 
Secondly, if the government really wanted to move ahead on this, it could look at some kind of incentive for 
bushland and wetland protection programs. It could look at extending the bush-care programs that are already in 
place. That is what I would like to hear the government talk about. Finally, I remind the government that it was a 
core election promise to give a legislative basis to bioregional planning through a biodiversity conservation act. 
It promised that in 2008. We have seen nothing of it so far. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.47 pm]: I want to speak in favour of this motion and also 
in support of the comments made by the previous speaker. That is exactly the direction in which we want to go 
with this issue. We definitely want to see some more funding for bushland and some proper management of what 
the government has done so very well to put into the Bush Forever amendment. 

First of all, I stress, as did the previous speakers, the importance of the biodiversity we have in Western 
Australia. We know that Western Australia is globally significant for its biodiversity; I think that is universally 
acknowledged. Over half of Australia’s biodiversity hot spots are in WA, and the South West is internationally 
recognised for its biodiversity. But we know that this resource is under threat. One of the first things I did as an 
elected member was attend the briefing from the Auditor General on his report released in June 2009 titled “Rich 
and Rare: Conservation of Threatened Species”. It was a damning report of our failure to stop the growing 
extinction rate. I will quote from the Auditor General’s report, because he took the time to identify what we 
needed to do to do better. It states — 

… DEC is not effectively protecting and recovering threatened species. The number of threatened 
species is rising and only a few species are improving. Recovery action is not happening for most 
threatened species. The majority of resources and effort are allocated to critically endangered species, 
placing vulnerable and endangered species at risk of further decline. 

The Auditor General’s findings state that 601 species in Western Australia are listed as threatened with 
extinction and the number is increasing. In 2008 there were 601 species. By 2010, the number of species had 
increased to 611. I will not list everything that the Auditor General stated. I know that many members have seen 
this report because we have talked about it frequently. I am happy to provide a copy for any members who have 
not seen it. The report pointed out that although the creation of reserves is a key habitat conservation mechanism, 
less than half the amount of land agreed under the national target has been reserved in Western Australia. On 
average it takes a decade for acquired land to become a reserve. This highlights the fact that we need to preserve 
what we already have, such as the remnant bush that Hon Sally Talbot talked about. I think the government took 
a good step in the right direction by introducing Bush Forever. When the Auditor General released that report in 
2009, the decline of endangered species was continuing. In fact, altogether 6 812 hectares of bushland in the 
Perth metropolitan area was cleared, just between 2001 and 2009. As a member for the South Metropolitan 
Region, I have seen much of this clearing. We often talk about the major industrial development Latitude 32. 
That will clear a lot of bushland. The Beeliar wetlands is under threat from development, as is, most recently, the 
area near Jandakot Airport. Hon Robin Chapple and I were guests of General Electric, which has established a 
very good factory on what was a Bush Forever site in Jandakot. GE will train people and it will be a very 
important addition to our economy, but the cost is, I think, too great. In the Jandakot area we lost 220 hectares of 
high-quality remnant bushland of which 167 hectares was banksia woodland and we have heard that that is a 
Carnaby’s black cockatoo habitat. Carnaby’s black cockatoos are under threat and one problem is that it is death 
by a thousand cuts. With many pieces of bushland being developed for various reasons, no-one seems to be 
looking at the overall impact on species such as the Carnaby’s black cockatoo, which need a large range to 
forage. Their habitat is unfortunately rapidly decreasing to the extent that the latest group trying to save a species 
from extinction is the Cockatoo Coalition. Forty grand spider orchids and four glossy-leafed hammer orchids 
were identified in that area of Jandakot bushland. The decision to clear that bushland was made before all the 
flora and fauna surveys had been completed, so we know only that there were at least four glossy-leafed hammer 
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orchids. I will not go into the details of the loss that we have suffered due to the clearing of that Jandakot 
bushland. All members need do is visit Jandakot and if they ever went there before, they will see the devastation 
that has since occurred.  

I welcome the motion before us today, although it has been a long time in coming to debate it. However, there is 
no time like the present to start saving some bush. Urgent action is clearly needed to protect our bushlands. It is 
clear that the current legislation is completely inadequate and I think that this motion goes some way in 
identifying three ways in which we can act now to protect our bushland by not only designating it as Bush 
Forever, but also actively protecting it. We know that Bush Forever sites continue to be trampled under Perth’s 
ever increasing metropolitan footprint. This should not be left only to the Department of Environment and 
Conservation; the Department of Planning, the Department of State Development and the Department of 
Water—everyone who ever uses our natural resources—need to take this on board as priority number one 
because it is not our right to cause the extinction of an animal or plant.  

A number of the Bush Forever sites in the South Metropolitan Region are currently under threat, highlighting the 
urgent need for their statutory protection. I will talk a bit about Beeliar wetlands, Point Peron and Paganoni 
Swamp, which is a good news story. We know that the Roe Highway stage 8 extension is marching ahead in 
plans to destroy the long list of valuable assets that this state has in the Beeliar wetlands. Already, more than 
80 per cent of the wetlands on the Swan coastal plain have been destroyed and even those valuable wetlands that 
remain are still under threat. It is a serious concern and one that should take our utmost attention. Beeliar 
wetlands is a network of wetlands that includes North Lake, Bibra Lake and Roe Swamp. It is a sanctuary for 
wildlife. I encourage members to visit it because it showcases outstanding biodiversity. South Metro Connect, 
which has put out its public environmental review documents, has documented all the biodiversity that we are 
about to lose if that road goes through, and I will mention a few. There is a range of endangered species, 
including the Carnaby’s black cockatoo, southern brown bandicoot, graceful sun moth, lined skink, hooded 
plover, peregrine falcon, king spider orchid, spotless crake and the buff-banded rail. Members may not be 
familiar with these animals, plants, birds and crawling things. In fact, South Metro Connect identified 
one centipede that had never been seen before; it does not even know what the name of it is. 

Hon Helen Morton: Hon Michael Mischin calls me a graceful sun moth all the time! 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: That is valid.  

Hon Col Holt: Are you saying that we’re going to lose all those if that road goes through? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I am saying that we will lose a huge chunk of habitat for all those species and that 
some will be threatened. Some species, such as the southern brown bandicoot, need to be protected from the 
construction. People will try to put fences up so that the bandicoots are not run over by bulldozers, but certainly 
that habitat will be lost. In some cases, such as that of the graceful sun moth, which is critically endangered, we 
may lose the species. However, I remind members that this wetland area identified for a road is recognised 
through its inclusion in Bush Forever site 244. Did I say “Bush Forever site”? Yes, Bush Forever site 244. The 
Environmental Protection Authority has argued that any road alignment through this area would be rejected as it 
severs the linkages between wetlands resulting in serious biodiversity impacts. Despite its recognised value, this 
area is threatened by the proposed Roe Highway stage 8 extension. I loved the notion brought up by Hon Sally 
Talbot that basically this government may be filtering traffic from Liberal seats into Labor seats. I thought that 
was hilarious. In fact, it makes the most sense of any suggestion that I have heard so far about the reason for that 
road! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s not a bad idea! 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It may be an idea that was thought of so long ago that the member might not even 
remember what the basis of the road was. It was based on a plan in the 1950s—does the member remember? 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I do not think that Hon Simon O’Brien remembers the 50s.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: No, I wasn’t around in the 50s, unlike Hon Robin Chapple, who was voting then! He was 
out protesting somewhere. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The point is that this antiquated design has no role to play in solving our transport 
problems in 2011; this is not 1950. This is one of the last wetlands of high biodiversity value on the Swan coastal 
plain, yet we still trudge on with the old idea that it would really be better if it was covered in cement and asphalt 
so that we can roll our cars over it. I think not. The road should never have been planned in the first place. Our 
urban planning has gone far beyond the need for that road. Really, the departments and the ministers need to 
catch up and do something different.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: In the local paper the other day—I think it was the Cockburn Gazette—there was a picture 
of Hon Ken Travers and Hon Kate Doust on the front page, and Hon Ken Travers was agreeing that Roe 
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Highway did need to extend west of Kwinana Freeway so that it would serve Fiona Stanley Hospital at Murdoch. 
Did you see that?   

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I saw that there is a counter-suggestion that a link be put in to Fiona Stanley Hospital 
from Roe 7, which we might say might be considered the beginning of the Roe 8 extension. The minister 
mentioned Fiona Stanley Hospital. That is the other big clearing that has occurred in the South Metropolitan 
Region. I do not have the figure in front of me for the exact number of hectares. Does the minister remember 
how many hectares of bush were cleared for Fiona Stanley Hospital? Tremendous offsets were required for that, 
and it would be good to get an update on where those offsets were. But, yes, I did see that article. 

Paganoni Swamp is a good news story; so I am mixing a bit of good with the bad. Paganoni Swamp was a 
valuable wetland that was threatened by the idea of a development. I think they were talking about a transit-
oriented development—I think it was the City of Kwinana, but it might have been the City of Rockingham. That 
clearly demonstrated how our system is failing our rare and threatened wildlife. Paganoni Swamp is Bush 
Forever site 395. That site was proposed to be rezoned urban in the draft south metropolitan and Peel subregional 
structure plan to support Karnup train station. The first anyone heard of this proposal was when the Friends of 
Paganoni Swamp heard about it. As Hon Sally Talbot has mentioned, there are a lot of people in the community 
who care a lot about their local bushland. 

Hon Helen Morton: They do excellent work. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes, they do excellent work. They actually saw a tiny four-point caption on a map in 
this structure plan that flagged the possible rezoning of prime conservation land on the north-west corner of 
Paganoni Swamp. This would have resulted in the destruction of 48 hectares of what was one of the most 
significant conservation reserves in the South Metropolitan Region. Why somebody would think that was a good 
idea in the first place I do not know. The area was subject to rezoning buffers. It is a high conservation value 
wetland and consists mainly of tuart woodland, of which less than 30 per cent remains on the Swan coastal plain. 
Furthermore, it is home to a number of rare and endangered species, including Carnaby’s black cockatoo and the 
chuditch.   

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: No, but Hon Phil Edman would be aware that there was a sun moth near Point Peron. 

After more than two years of ardent lobbying by the Friends of Paganoni Swamp, the Minister for Planning 
advised in December 2010 that the entire area would now be reserved in the metropolitan region scheme for 
parks and recreation. Our valuable bushland remnants should not need to rely on the vigilance of our local 
voluntary conservation groups to ensure their protection. However, it was very good that this group was able to 
save that bushland and that the minister responded so proactively to do that. That was a very good outcome for 
that Bush Forever area, and hopefully we can keep that land as Bush Forever.  

Point Peron is another area that is under threat. That is a long stretch of land at the southern end of Cockburn 
Sound. It is a very popular place for families and social gatherings. Generations of Western Australian 
schoolchildren will be familiar with the camps at Point Peron. 

Hon Alison Xamon: I used to go there! 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes. Are there any members in this chamber who did not go to Point Peron as a 
child? It would probably be just people like me who did not grow up in Western Australia. It is amazing how 
many people have childhood memories and a connection with that area. However, these memories are in danger 
of remaining just memories, because a land grab is proposed, with the building of a canal—a canal that will cut 
into the peninsula—for a marina, and luxury housing, in what is a public reserve. 

Hon Norman Moore: What about social housing? Would that be all right? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I do not believe there is a plan for social housing there, Leader of the House. I have 
never seen any social housing on that plan. Plans are on the cards for 77 hectares of land to be used to build a 
private canal marina precinct. I believe that at one point it was called a tourist precinct, and it then became just a 
marina. I am not sure what the private–public partnership is going to deliver in that area. But one thing it will 
deliver is the clearing of bushland habitat and the devastation forever of what was vested in this state 
government to be a parks and recreation reserve. The development will consist, apparently, of private residential 
housing, and a marina with a capacity for up to 500 vessels.  

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Correct me if I am wrong, Hon Phil Edman, but the proposal will require that 44 
hectares of publicly owned crown land near the entrance to Point Peron be excised from the Rockingham Lakes 
Regional Park. That will include approximately 35 hectares of land from the Bush Forever protection area.  

Hon Phil Edman: It is just degraded land.  



4576 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 22 June 2011] 

 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Did we actually classify degraded land as Bush Forever?  

Hon Phil Edman: You would know that it is degraded, and that there are built facilities already there, Hon Lynn 
MacLaren. But we can all hold hands and sing Kumbaya if you want; there is no problem with that at all.   

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Do we now have to review the Bush Forever areas and find all the degraded land and 
make it into a marina?  

Hon Alison Xamon: The bushland groups would be very interested to hear the contempt with which you view 
urban bushland, Hon Phil Edman! I certainly hope you are not intending to hand over any big Lotterywest 
cheques, and grinning and getting your face in the paper on the one hand, and, on the other hand, making 
comments like that in this place! You do not get to have it both ways!  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Members, there is only one and a half minutes 
remaining for motions on notice. Let the member complete her speech, please.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. It is my understanding that the very valuable 
bushland at Point Peron will be sold and cleared for private multistorey apartments and canal-side residences, a 
private marina, a hotel or resort with a maximum height of five storeys, shops and car parks. That is not what we 
would hope that this government, or any government, would envisage for a Bush Forever site. The proposal will 
require the clearing of 38 hectares of bushland, including 31 hectares of Bush Forever land. It is also likely to 
lead to an indirect loss of vegetation through the altered groundwater levels and/or quality. I want to quote from 
the draft environmental scoping document for the project. 

Hon Norman Moore: You are quoting from your speech, which you are reading. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Which I typed out on this piece of paper.   

Hon Simon O’Brien: You read beautifully! Go on. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you. 

Hon Norman Moore: If you are going to quote from your own speech, that is fine. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: This is from the draft environmental scoping document. Would members like to hear 
what the draft environmental scoping document says? 

Hon Phil Edman: When the marina is completed, I will take you for a spin! Too late—ding! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, noting the time, we will move to consideration of committee reports.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS — CONSIDERATION 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the chair.  

“Draft Cane Toad Strategy for Western Australia 2009–2019” — Statement by Minister for Environment — 
Motion 

Resumed from 25 May on the following motion moved by Hon Robin Chapple — 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: When I last spoke on this issue, I said that this ministerial statement was made on 11 
May 2009, and that although in most cases I would support the notion that ministerial statements that are made 
as long ago as that should drop off the notice paper, this ministerial statement is very interesting, because it 
enables us to revisit where we are now on the issue of cane toads. The statement was made by the then Minister 
for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, and reference was made to a new strategy for a 10-year management 
plan for cane toads, which aimed to provide an integrated response to reduce the impact of that invasive species 
on biodiversity and social and economic values. Ahead of the arrival of the cane toads, the government rolled out 
several initiatives to educate communities on drop-off points and the like. The Liberal Party made an election 
commitment of $1.2 million over four years to Kimberley Toad Busters to support its fight against the invasive 
species. 

The community and officers from the Department of Environment and Conservation and the Department of 
Agriculture and Food have been doing an absolutely sterling job on the ground, with very little support or 
funding, to try to hold back the cane toad. We note that a cane toad was recently found as far south as Collie, and 
sniffer dogs were brought down from the Kimberley to Collie to locate it. It is indeed an invasive species. When 
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we look at the mapping, it is clear that they have the potential to come all the way down our coastal strip and into 
the South West. 

Recently a bold conservation vision for the Kimberley was released by the government, and significant funding 
was referred to. I would suggest that regardless of what we do in the Kimberley in the way of conservation 
estates or anything else, unless we actually deal with the cane toad problem with some significant and decent 
funding, we are still going to have a problem. Of the $1.2 million that was referred to, there was $310 000 for 
2009–10, $300 000 for 2010–11, and $300 000 for 2011–12. Interestingly enough, that was recently almost re-
announced as something really rather special. The announcement was that the fight against cane toads in 
Western Australia had received a boost after the state government had allocated a further $341 750 to the 
Kimberley Toad Busters; but that was already in the budget, so it was not anything particularly new.  

We need to realise that the cane toads have, indeed, marched on. Part of my reply to the minister’s statement is 
to ask the state government to try to put some more major funding into the community groups up there. There are 
thousands of people who go out every night and try to hold the front line by catching cane toads and placing 
them in the bins supplied by DEC and the Department of Agriculture and Food.  

I have some concerns about the notion that the government is going to develop a strategy to monitor the advance 
of the cane toads. I am sure that Winston Churchill did not have a strategy for monitoring the advance of the 
German Army; he actually did something about it. The idea of monitoring how far they go is anathema to the 
fight against cane toads, because we will still be monitoring them by the time they get to Perth. I hope that we 
can end up with a strategy and a funding base that can hold them at bay until the federal government can 
hopefully provide some meaningful funding for seeking a scientific program to enable the eradication of cane 
toads—not only in Western Australia, but also for the battle that has almost been lost in the Northern Territory 
and Queensland. 

I note that there was recent notification that we have begun to lose Johnstone’s crocodiles in Western Australia. I 
previously travelled with a cane toad group in the Northern Territory to a billabong where all the Johnstone’s 
crocodiles had been killed. I am hopeful that the government can put some meaningful funding into the next 
budget round towards cane toads, because there is nothing in the forward estimates at the moment. 

I turn now to the two groups that have been doing the majority of work in the Kimberley. The Kimberley Toad 
Busters commenced operations around 2005; I remember attending its launch in Kununurra. It is now in the 
seventh year of its community-driven activity, and many thousands of people over the years have gone out 
almost nightly, 12 months of the year, to catch cane toads, and they are doing a tremendous job. But they and 
another organisation that I will talk about shortly feel rather dejected that the level of funding they and DEC 
need to enable them to continue their work is not being met, and they are not receiving enough to halt the march 
of the cane toad. 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 4585.]  

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

TONY RUTHERFORD — EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT 

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

I refer to question without notice 422 regarding Mr Tony Rutherford. 

(1) Was the position of executive director, cabinet and policy division advertised; and, if yes, when and 
where? 

(2) If this position was not advertised, how was Mr Rutherford appointed? 

(3) How many applicants were considered for this role? 

(4) Who was on the selection panel? 

(5) What are the areas of responsibility for this position?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) Yes, on 25 March 2011. It was advertised via the jobs.wa.gov.au and Seek internet job sites, as well as 
internal email within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Public Sector Commission.  

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Twelve.  
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(4) Two deputy directors general from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the deputy director 
general from the Department of State Development.  

(5) The areas of responsibility are oversight of policy development and enhanced policy capacity across the 
department and as directed across the portfolio areas, with particular emphasis on education and social 
policy areas. The position oversees, coordinates and promotes delivery of the government’s strategic 
directions and objectives, ensuring a whole-of-government perspective and the alignment of individual 
elements to government policy. 

ROCKINGHAM GENERAL HOSPITAL — TELEPHONE ACCESS 

439. Hon SUE ELLERY to the minister representing the Minister for Health:  

(1) Is it true that patients at Rockingham General Hospital do not have access to a phone in their rooms and 
that up to 30 patients must share one cordless or mobile phone to receive or make outside calls; and that 
this phone is relayed by staff to patients in their rooms?  

(2) Can the minister confirm this is due to the contractor not providing a PABX phone system? 

(3) If no to (2), why were patient rooms not fitted with telephones during the recent redevelopment of the 
hospital? 

(4) Will the minister undertake to have phone access points fitted; and, if so, when?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. This information has been advised to me by the 
Minister for Health.  

(1) Yes. However, the process has been managed as an interim arrangement only. Patients may, in most 
cases, also use personal mobile phones in patient rooms.  

(2) No. The hospital has always had a functioning PABX system. However, upgrades have been necessary 
to accommodate additional demand, and changes to the system have taken place in phases.  

(3) Each bedside has the capacity to accommodate a phone, with data points included and installed as part 
of the redevelopment. 

(4) The hospital has been working on completing this project. An additional 200 lines will be made 
available by the end of June 2011, which will enable patient bedside phones to be connected.  

LAVERTON — ELECTRICITY SUPPLY 

440. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) How many supply interruptions arising from power-quality problems or blackouts have occurred in the 
town of Laverton in 2010 and 2011 to date? 

(2) What was the cause of these interruptions? 

(3) What is the government doing to ensure Laverton has a reliable, quality power supply?  

(4) Which contractors are used to perform works and maintenance on the electricity network in Laverton? 

(5) Are all of these contractors suitably licensed and accredited; and, for each work order to maintain or 
improve the electricity network in Laverton, have there been any instances where appropriate approvals 
and notices have not been issued? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) Customers in Laverton received an average of 1.71 interruptions to their power supply during 2009–10. 
During 2010–11 to date, the average is 1.70 interruptions, which is well below the targeted average of 
6.6 interruptions. 

(2) In 2010–11 to date, 50.66 per cent of interruptions were caused by adverse weather conditions in 
December. The remaining 49.44 per cent incorporates items such as planned outages for network 
upgrades and disconnections caused by faulty equipment in either customers’ assets or Horizon Power’s 
assets. 

(3) Horizon Power continues to undertake its asset management work in the Laverton area even though the 
network surpasses regulatory quality and reliability targets. This includes replacing aged wood poles 
with metal poles, and replacing all customer service leads in Laverton. 

(4) Horizon Power currently engages Powerlines Plus Pty Ltd to work on the Laverton electricity network. 
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(5) Horizon Power has a contract authorisation system to ensure contractors working on its electricity 
network are accredited. Horizon Power is not aware of any instances where appropriate approvals and 
notices have not been issued with regard to work undertaken on Horizon Power’s electricity network. 

STICKS CHANNEL — PROPOSED SPEED LIMITS 

441. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to proposed speed limits in Sticks Channel in the Peel–Harvey estuary. 

(1) What changes have been proposed for this channel? 

(2) What community consultation will be undertaken regarding this proposed speed limit? 

(3) If none, why not; and how can the community provide feedback to the government? 

(4) What other across-government agencies have been consulted?  

(5) When will the review of speed limits be completed by the minister’s department? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for notice of the question. 

(1) None.  

(2) Any decision by the Department of Transport to change the speed limit in Sticks Channel will be 
subject to extensive consultation.  

(3) Not applicable.  

(4) Relevant state government departments and local government will be consulted should there be a 
change of speed limit in Sticks Channel.  

(5) The review of aquatic use in Peel started in May 2011. At this point there is no identified end date.  

FORESTS — CLEAR-FELLING RATES 

442. Hon GIZ WATSON to the minister representing the Minister for Forestry: 

(1) What area of karri forest and mixed karri–jarrah forest was clear-felled or partially cut in 2010? 

(2) What area of karri forest was thinned in 2010? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

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

(1) Total karri regrowth sold from karri first thinnings areas—25 to 35-year-old stands—was 100 357 
tonnes.  

(2) Of this total quantity, 777.49 tonnes was first-grade sawlog and none was second-grade sawlog.  

ROE HIGHWAY EXTENSION 

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

(1) Is the Roe Highway extension to Stock Road included in Main Roads WA’s 10-year asset investment 
plan?  

(2) If yes to (1), according to the plan — 

(a) when is construction estimated to commence and be completed; 

(b) what is the indicative cost of the project included in the plan; and 

(c) what is the estimated total cost of the project? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for notice of the question. 

(1)–(2) The state government has allocated $20 million for the planning of the Roe Highway extension. The 
Roe Highway extension is not included in Treasury’s asset investment plan for Main Roads. However, 
it is one of Main Roads’ highest priority unfunded projects.  

WALKINGTON THEATRE 

444. Hon JON FORD to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 
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I refer the minister to question without notice 196 in which he stated that the Walkington Theatre in Karratha 
was a “very high priority for Pilbara TAFE”. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that Pilbara TAFE has served a termination notice on the Shire of Roebourne 
for the operation of the Karratha library and Walkington Theatre? 

(2) If so, what has changed since the minister’s initial response in March? 

(3) When will this termination take place? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) Yes. The joint management arrangements for the theatre and library have been terminated, as the 
facilities are not operational. 

(2) Pilbara TAFE has been working with the Shire of Roebourne to arrange for the future transfer of theatre 
and library operations to the shire. The shire has accepted the responsibility for the operations of the 
theatre and library. The time line for the transition process depends on the work needed to make the 
facilities safe for occupation. Achieving a successful outcome for the community in relation to the 
theatre and library remains a high priority for Pilbara TAFE. 

(3) Pilbara TAFE notified the Shire of Roebourne in a letter dated 13 April 2011. The time line for 
transition will be negotiated with the shire when the facilities become operational.  

MINING INDUSTRY — USE-IT OR LOSE-IT PRINCIPLE 

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

I refer to an email sent to the Premier’s electorate office dated Saturday, 11 June 2011, from Matthew Eggleston.  

(1) Does the Premier support the Kalgoorlie–Boulder branch of the Liberal Party when it calls on the state 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum to actively apply the use-it or lose-it principle in the mining industry? 

(2) Does the Premier support the use-it or lose-it principle in the mining industry?  

(3) If yes to (1), will the Premier instruct the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to pursue legislative 
changes to the Mines Act or regulations to enable this policy direction? 

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

The PRESIDENT: I hope the Minister for Mines and Petroleum got that last part of the question, because I 
could not hear it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(1)–(4) As the honourable member would appreciate, questions to the Premier and ministers are reserved for 
government business only. The government does not believe it is appropriate to respond to questions 
relating to correspondence sent to electorate offices.  

 The fundamental principle of the Mining Act, as Hon Robin Chapple would well know, is about turning 
land over and using it or losing it, but there are circumstances that for good reason land is not turned 
over. The fundamental principle in the Mining Act is use it or lose it.  

TRAINING — AVAILABILITY OF STATISTICS 

446. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 

I refer to the minister’s evidence on no fewer than seven occasions to the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations on Thursday, 16 June, that statistical data on training is available on a quarterly basis.  

(1) If this data is freely available, why does the website regularly accessed by my office now have the 
message, “Should you require any statistical data please email details of your requirements to 
programs.data.requests@dtwd.wa.gov.au”? 

(2) Why is it that an email sent on 24 May to that address, requesting the data that used to be freely 
available prior to 31 July 2010, has not been replied to? 

(3) What is the exact web address where this data is freely available without having to wait a number of 
weeks and getting nowhere?  

(4) Will the minister now admit that his evidence to the committee that the quarterly data is available on the 
website was misleading; and, if not, why not, given that no data whatsoever is currently available?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
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I thank the honourable for some notice of the question.  

(1) In 2010 the department reviewed the information it had placed in the public domain as part of the 
process to ensure it was consistent with accepted standards. At that time the email address was provided 
on the website to enable the public to direct their queries directly to the department. At the time the 
request was received, the department was still finalising the new data release protocols governing the 
information to be available in the public domain. The purpose of the email link is for data queries of an 
ad hoc nature for interested stakeholders.  

(2) The email is going through the appropriate correspondence process for a formal response, which will be 
provided in due course.  

(3) As I indicated on a number of occasions at the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations hearing on Thursday, 16 June 2011, the information will be made available. The department 
will be placing training activity information on the website in July 2011 and this will be updated on a 
quarterly basis.  

A link will be made available to the relevant statistics on the department’s home page: 
http://www.dtwd.wa.gov.au/dtwd/detcms/portal/.  

The PRESIDENT: I assume that will be provided in writing to Hansard.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. 

(4) As I indicated on a number of occasions at the estimates committee on Thursday, 16 June 2011, the 
information will be made available. And it will.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It will now!  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It will, and I said that at the estimates hearing. 

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN 

447. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Regional Development: 

I refer to the royalties for regions advertising campaign about to be launched in regional WA.  

(1) What is the total cost, including production and other costs, of the advertising campaign?  

(2) For what period will the campaign run and in what form? 

(3) What is the cost of polling referred to by the minister in Parliament last Thursday, who carried it out, 
where was it conducted and when? 

(4) Will the minister table copies of the polling and advertisements; and, if not, why not?  

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

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

(1) The total cost is $252 771.15.  

(2) Television advertising began airing on GWN and WIN on Sunday, 12 June 2011 and will continue until 
16 July 2011. Regional press ads appeared in the week commencing 12 June 2011 and will appear again 
on the week commencing 3 July 2011. Online advertising commenced 12 June 2011 and will end 
22 July 2011.  

(3) The cost of the market research was $4 575, excluding GST, and was carried out by Patterson Market 
Research between 2 and 4 May 2011. This market research was done as part of the Department of 
Regional Development and Lands communications planning process and is not linked to the current 
campaign that is being undertaken to encourage grant applications.  

(4) I table the attached market research information and details of the online advertisements, which are 
animated, along with copies of one press and two television advertisements. Please note that another 
television advertisement is still to be aired and another press advertisement released, both of which are 
still being finalised.  

[See paper 3405.] 

LIVE CATTLE TRADE — VISITS TO INDONESIA BY MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD 

448. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing Minister for Agriculture and Food:  
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(1) Did the Minister for Agriculture and Food visit Indonesia prior to June this year; and, if so, for what 
purpose? 

(2) Will the minister please provide details of each visit, including meetings and dates?  

(3) Has the minister visited any slaughterhouses in Indonesia; and, if not, why not?  

(4) If yes to (3), will the minister advise whether he witnessed Australian cattle being slaughtered? 

(5) When did the minister first become aware that Australian cattle slaughtered in Indonesia were treated in 
a manner considered cruel by many Australians, as exposed on Four Corners on 31 May?  

(6) Does the minister support lifting the requirement for pre-slaughter stunning of cattle in Western 
Australian abattoirs? 

(7) Has the minister visited any other slaughterhouses in countries where Western Australian sheep and 
cattle are exported?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question and, as the President has said, it is on behalf of 
the Minister for Agriculture and Food.  

(1) Yes, to develop trade relations.  

(2) Yes. The minister visited Indonesia from 8 to 13 April 2010. Dates and meetings were as follows: 
Thursday, 8 April 2010 arrived Jakarta from Singapore—no engagements; Friday, 9 April 2010, 
Australian Ambassador, Regional Director Western Australian Trade Office, Deputy Minister for 
Agriculture Bapak Bayu Krishnamurthi, KOPTI for the launch of Tempe made from WA Lupins, PT 
Far Eastern Pearl Flour Mills—reception hosted by the Australian Ambassador; Saturday, 10 April 
2010, departed for Surabaya; meeting with Indonesia–Australia Business Council; Sunday, 11 April 
2010, dairy feedlot at Nongojaja, PT Sekar Tanjung Dairy Co-operative, Pondok Pesantrem Nagalah 
Purwosari agriculture college; Monday, 12 April 2010, Kosaya School with students from Guildford 
Gramma School; PT Bogasari Flour Mills; Indonesia–Australia Business Council reception; Tuesday, 
13 April 2010, the Governor of East Java; departed for Perth via Denpasar. 

(3) No. The focus of the visit in 2010 was the grains and dairy sector.  

(4) Not applicable.  

(5) The minister became aware of the Four Corners footage about three weeks before it went to air. The 
minister saw the vision for the first time on the night it went to air.  

(6)–(7) No.  

I would like to congratulate Hon Terry Redman for going to Indonesia to support the live cattle trade. I am really 
pleased that Senator Joe Ludwig, who was very slack, followed his lead, and I condemn the federal government 
for coming in and stopping people’s livelihoods—especially farming people. I found it absolutely disgusting and 
disgraceful! 

BUNBURY REGIONAL HOSPITAL — SECURITY OFFICERS 

449. Hon ADELE FARINA to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

(1) Is the minister aware that security officers are being used to perform some duties at the Bunbury 
Regional Hospital usually performed by hospital orderlies such as supervision of and providing non-
medical assistance to frail and aged patients in the hospital?  

(2) Does the minister endorse this practice?  

(3) Is the minister concerned that security at the hospital is being compromised as a result of security 
officers being removed from security duties to perform hospital orderly duties?  

(4) Is the minister concerned that patient care and safety is being compromised as a result of security 
officers performing the duties of orderlies?  

(5) Will the minister act immediately to stop this practice and give an undertaking to the Bunbury 
community that security officers are not being and will not be used to perform the duties of hospital 
orderlies?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Health.  
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(1) Bunbury hospital employs patient care assistants and does not have hospital orderlies. Security officers 
do not perform duties that are required of patient care assistants; they are utilised to provide security 
duties across the campus. When required, external security officers are utilised to assist when patients 
are at risk to themselves and/or others.  

(2) Not applicable.  

(3) No; there is a clear delineation between the duties of a security officer and that of a patient care 
assistant at Bunbury hospital.  

(4) Security officers are not performing the duties of hospital orderlies and/or patient care assistants and 
other security staff.  

(5) Not applicable.  

LAVERTON COMMUNITY — DOMESTIC VIOLENCE CLAIMS  

450. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the Minister for Child Protection:  

I refer to the answer to question without notice 436 asked yesterday.  

(1) Given the minister’s answer that the measures she announced for Laverton were not related to the 
Goldfield–Esperance Development Commission’s report but were an earlier decision, did the Minister 
for Regional Development get it wrong when he said a couple of programs funded by royalties for 
regions have allowed us to respond immediately to these child welfare issues in Laverton?  

(2) Does the minister agree with the Minister for Regional Development’s admission that there is a problem 
because no agency is prepared to be a lead agency to deal with such issues in Laverton?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for her question.  

(1)–(2) Given that when the Labor Party was in government hardly any services were in Laverton, I will answer 
her question now. No; I did not get it wrong. I went to Laverton because of the issues that had been 
presented to see the situation for myself because I am a very practical hands-on person. I went around 
with the Aboriginal patrol in Laverton at night and talked to Aboriginal people. The next day I spoke to 
the police and we met with the shire, with DCP and other people in the town and had a discussion about 
some of the issues at Laverton. I said that I would fund a youth officer for Laverton and that I had come 
there to announce that through royalties for regions state government funding, we would put in two 
extra workers for responsible parenting. That was already in the pipeline but I went there to tell them 
that would start from 1 July.  

GNANGARA COORDINATING COMMITTEE 

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

I refer to the interagency Gnangara Coordinating Committee and ask — 

(1) Has the committee received the final version of the Gnangara sustainability strategy?  

(2) If no to (1), what document is guiding the activities of that committee?  

(3) If yes to (1), why will the minister not make the final strategy public?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following advice has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Water.  

(1) Yes.  

(2) Not applicable.  

(3) The strategy includes a detailed implementation plan and costing. This requires further consideration by 
government.  

CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES — REFERRALS 

452. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health:  

I refer to page 181 of volume 1 of the 2010-11 budget paper No 2, which states that “All urgent and complex 
clients will be seen within the clinically acceptable timeframe of four weeks.” Can the minister confirm that all 
urgent and complex clients in the 2010–11 year to date have been seen within four weeks of referral to a child 
development service?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 
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I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided 
by the Minister for Health.  

Determination of urgent and complex cases within the priority 1 category is a decision made by the assessing 
clinician or team. I am advised that all urgent and complex cases within the priority 1 category have an initial 
assessment within four weeks of referral to a child development service.  

HEALTH AND MEDICAL RESEARCH — LARKINS REPORT 

453. Hon ED DERMER to the minister representing the Minister for Health:  

I refer to the report by Professor Richard Larkins on the governance of the state government’s investment into 
health and medical research.  

(1) Will the government make this report public?  

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

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. I am advised by the minister as follows.  

(1) Yes.  

(2) Not applicable.  

WOODSIDE PLUTO CONSTRUCTION SITE — FIRE 

454. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Environment:  

I refer to photographs of the fire at the Woodside Pluto construction site —  

Hon Helen Morton: Are they on the website?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: They are.  

— on the Burrup Peninsula that occurred on or about 9.00 pm on 30 April 2011—located on my website.  

(1) Was this fire reported to the Department of Environment and Conservation?  

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

(3) If no to (1), will the Department of Environment and Conservation investigate what caused the fire and 
establish whether any environmental harm or pollution was caused by the fire?  

(4) If yes to (1), what caused the fire and was any environmental harm or pollution caused by the fire?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. Part of the question was not read out—that is, 
the website—but I can answer without it! The Minister for Environment has provided me with the following 
advice.  

(1) No.  

(2) The Department of Environment and Conservation has discussed this matter with Woodside 
representatives, who advised that the source of the flames was a ground-level flare on the construction 
site.  

(3) DEC is seeking further advice from Woodside regarding the incident.  

(4) Not applicable.  

GRAHAM FARMER FREEWAY — CONVERSION 

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

(1) What is the estimated cost to convert the Graham Farmer Freeway to three lanes in each direction?  

(2) What associated works are required to enable this to occur?  

(3) When is it currently planned that the widening to three lanes will occur?  

(4) How much is allocated in the 2011–12 budget or the forward estimates for any work to convert the 
Graham Farmer Freeway?  

(5) Will any additional annual expenditure be required for the Graham Farmer Freeway to operate with 
three lanes in each direction and, if yes, how much and what for?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 
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I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

(1)–(5) The Graham Farmer Freeway is already largely three lanes in each direction. Future work in relation to 
the tunnel component is being considered by government. 

BUNBURY REGIONAL HOSPITAL — MULTIDAY BEDS 

456. Hon ADELE FARINA to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to the “WA Health Clinical Services Framework 2010–2020”, which states that by 2007–08 Bunbury 
Regional Hospital should have 105 multiday beds, and to the country beds data on the website of the Department 
of Health, which states that, as at February 2011, Bunbury hospital had only 90 multiday beds, which is a 
shortfall of 15 multiday beds. 

(1) Is the information on the Department of Health website that the hospital has only 90 multiday beds 
correct? 

(2) What action is being taken to provide the 105 multiday beds that the clinical framework states are 
needed at the hospital? 

(3) When will the 15 additional multiday beds be available? 

(4) What additional staff resources and recurrent funding would be needed to operate the 15 additional 
multiday beds? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Health —  

(1)–(4) The information on the Department of Health website refers to the number of active multiday beds—
that is, beds available for use on the day. Bunbury Regional Hospital currently runs at 100 active 
multiday beds, of which 10 are subacute restorative care beds. The 105 multiday beds referred to in the 
“WA Health Clinical Services Framework 2010–2020” is the number of physical–constructed multiday 
beds. 

GATEWAY WA 

Question without Notice 427 — Answer Advice 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [5.01 pm]: I would like to provide an 
answer to a question without notice asked yesterday by Hon Ken Travers, which I seek leave to have 
incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See paper 3406.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

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

(1 – 3) Work is continuing on developing the project and no costings have been finalised or approved by Cabinet. 

 

COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS — CONSIDERATION 

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the chair. 

“Draft Cane Toad Strategy for Western Australia 2009–2019” — Statement by Minister for Environment — 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting on the following motion moved by Hon Robin Chapple — 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Before question time, I was talking about Kimberley Toad Busters, which has been 
doing an absolutely sterling job since its establishment in 2005. I think I mentioned that I was lucky enough to be 
at the formation meeting for that organisation that was held in Kununurra. The objective of Kimberley Toad 
Busters is to try to slow the front line of toads as they migrate west and mitigate their impacts on native fauna. 

Hon Ken Travers: I’ve never seen anyone clear an audience so quickly! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, guys! 

Hon Liz Behjat: They’re all rushing off to check out your website! 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is www — 

Hon Giz Watson: Just google Robin Chapple! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Turning a serious mind to this subject, the other objectives of Kimberley Toad 
Busters is to facilitate and sponsor scientific field work and to take the biodiversity education program to schools 
and other community groups in the Kimberley. It has invested more than 2.5 million volunteer hours since 2005 
and has disposed of 1.5 million adult cane toads and countless million eggs, tadpoles and juveniles. Kimberley 
Toad Busters is committed to working to try to reduce toad numbers. I point out that it has a very difficult task. I 
think this house is beholden to thank the many people in Kununurra who go out night after night in pursuit of the 
cane toad. KTB has established a living Google map on the home page of its website to enable interested parties 
to see the progress of the cane toads through the Kimberley. All seven years of data are being collated and will 
soon be available on the website. Although state government funding of $1.2 million over four years has been 
appreciated, it has not been nearly enough to cover toad-busting operations. Kimberley Toad Busters also raises 
funds within the community—around $30 000 per annum—and has received Caring for our Country funding. 

Toads are now in the Kimberley and present Kimberley Toad Busters with an even greater challenge in 
maintaining community engagement and reducing the impact of toads on the Kimberley’s biodiversity. Only one 
year’s worth of funding remains of the $1.2 million state government allocation. I will talk about the Stop the 
Toad Foundation in a moment. That funding of $1.2 million is coming to an end. I appeal to the state 
government, and to the National Party with its royalties for regions program, to direct further funds to this 
incredible community effort, which is doing the bidding of all Western Australians in keeping the cane toad at 
bay. There have been positive outcomes in the area that Kimberley Toad Busters has undertaken action in, 
including the prevention of any breeding activity. Toad movements have slowed in two central corridors, taking 
toads into Kununurra. There has been a reduction in the number of toads being picked up and there has been a 
reduction in the loss of native biodiversity in those areas where the toad populations have been reduced. It is to 
be noted that a Johnstone’s crocodile was recently found in the region, which, when opened up, was found to 
have died as a result of eating a cane toad. Kimberley Toad Busters has trialled several different methods and 
continually works on its annual toad busts. Although these are effective for the few weeks that volunteers are in 
the field, they are not nearly as effective in the long term and deal only with a handful of aquatic systems in the 
landscape that contains thousands of similar toad-infested systems. Again, if we are to save the Kimberley, as the 
government has talked about in its bold conservation vision for the Kimberley, there is a definite need to put 
some more money into the front line of defending Western Australia. 

It is also important to mention the Stop the Toad Foundation, which is another organisation operating in that 
region. It is doing its management not by cane toad collection, but by putting in fencing controls. These fences 
are not very big, but they are webbed into the ground to stop the toads burrowing through them or getting 
through them. It is like a pit trap; as the toads run along the fence line, they are collected at the end of the fence 
line. There is a really good amalgamation of efforts being applied in the Kimberley by the Stop the Toad 
Foundation with its fencing program and by Kimberley Toad Busters with its collection system. I hope that, if 
funding is to be made available from the state government or, indeed, from royalties for regions, both programs 
can be funded. Although they are different programs, they have a great synergy. 

The Stop the Toad Foundation commenced its operations in 2005 when it was incorporated. In 2005, the state 
government pledged $500 000 to the Stop the Toad Foundation to start the foundation and to raise community 
awareness. In April 2006, three full-time staff were employed by the Stop the Toad Foundation. The first great 
toad muster was held in September 2006, during which 50 000 toads were collected with the help of 120 
volunteers. In March 2007, staff positions were no longer available due to financial constraints. The campaign 
was run voluntarily by board member Russell Gueho. In September 2007, the state government gave a further 
$100 000 to the Stop the Toad Foundation to support the second Great Toad Muster during which 12 000 toads 
were collected with the help of 30 volunteers. 

What I am really saying is that there is a great will amongst a range of community members in the Kimberley to 
do the bidding of all Western Australians. I think that their efforts should be applauded. No-one has really asked 
them to do it, yet they are doing it on our behalf. As far as their future and the potential halting of the cane toad 
advance into Western Australia goes, I seriously hope that the state government will consider providing more 
funding to these valuable members of the community who do our work for us.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: As Hon Robin Chapple noted, it has been some years since the former Minister for 
Environment made her statement about the draft cane toad strategy. In fact, it was so long ago that there is now a 
final version of the “Cane Toad Strategy for Western Australia 2009–2019”. It will be interesting to see what 
substance there is to the claim in the foreword of the strategy that — 

The final strategy is action oriented, streamlined and produced as a ‘living’ document that can be 
updated readily as new information comes to hand. 
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I cannot say that there has been any evidence of that so far, so it will be interesting to hold the government 
accountable for that. I must note in passing that the minister’s statement contained the immortal sentence — 

The Liberal–National government has come in at a time when the threat of this noxious pest has 
become critical. 

I think the minister was referring to cane toads rather than the Liberal–National government! 

I take this opportunity to mention the work of Kimberley Toad Busters. It has been acknowledged by the 
previous Labor government and the Liberal–National government, which have both tried to manage this cane 
toad infestation, that we need community involvement if we are to ever slow or stop the passage of cane toads 
across the north of the continent. The previous Minister for Environment referred to a $30 million investment by 
government. She would have been very much aware that $12 million of that was put in by the Labor 
government, a substantial proportion of which went to Kimberley Toad Busters, whose members have been the 
living embodiment of this kind of community involvement with the campaign. I know that many members of 
this house have been to the Kimberley and had direct involvement with KTB. I acknowledge the unbelievably 
intense efforts of the Scott-Virtue family who I think have in effect devoted the whole life of their family in the 
past few years to Kimberley Toad Busters. It is certainly a family with a huge commitment to that organisation. 
Earlier this month, Kimberley Toad Busters was honoured once again for the work it has done. It was a finalist 
in three categories of the United Nations Association of Australia World Environment Day Awards 2011. 
Kimberley Toad Busters won the community award, which is the second year in a row that it has won that 
award. The UNAA citation states — 

Nearly 80 years since the introduction of the Cane Toad into Australia, the Kimberley Toad Busters 
volunteer program is now showing clear signs that community action can mitigate the impact of toads 
on native biodiversity, and that with consistent and continuous efforts to take adult toads out of the 
system, and towards preventing major ongoing breeding cycles, we can slow the toad movement down. 
This community effort is also showing that an empowered community can undertake much needed 
scientific research and that without community efforts, government and scientists will continue to make 
natural resource decisions based on insufficient information.  

That is the key; that is the role that the community plays in contributing not only directly contributing to slowing 
the rate of the invasion, but also collecting that much-needed practical evidence to contribute to scientific 
programs. A few years ago I had the pleasure of presenting to a group at the University of Western Australia that 
was the core team engaged in cane toad research. Essentially, I expected it to be a pretty dry presentation—that 
was not supposed to be a pun. Until that time, I imagined that cane toads were basically a noxious pest, but I saw 
some absolutely astonishing results from some of the scientific work that was going on. It is in that field, I think, 
that everybody acknowledges the real breakthroughs will be made. That is not to diminish in any way the work 
that the volunteer organisations are doing, particularly the KTB. However, I think that it is incumbent on this 
government to work very closely with the commonwealth, because of course the research is not just ongoing in 
Western Australia; it is a nationwide project. This is one of the most important steps that we can take to protect 
our environment. I will give honourable members a little flavour of this. One of the other things that KTB does is 
put out a regular newsletter. I make a point of reading this every couple of weeks when it comes to me as it is 
always very interesting to read the on-the-ground reports of people’s observations about what is happening in the 
Kimberley. The account I want to share with honourable members is from the newsletter at the end of last year, 
just before Christmas, so a few months ago. It states — 

… serious problem that every resident of Kununurra does face this Christmas. The march forward of the 
toad. As most of the agriculturalists will testify, the toad is here. Still in small numbers, but none the 
less a change can now be heard in the sounds of the bush at night. There is a new kid on the block and 
the gravely staccato is building with devastating consequences for our wildlife. Noel, the manager of 
Paul Mocks Sandalwood farm has recorded the deaths of seven monitors and goannas in the last few 
months alone. In his words,  

“I have worked here now for a number of years and I have never prior to the arrival of the toad seen 
such a loss of reptile life happen so quickly. I know you read about it, but seeing it for yourself 
highlights the toxicity and vulnerability that the toad poses to our wildlife. I’m out at night now, 
bagging and tagging the little b’s with the hope that it’ll mitigate further impacts”  

When I read “bagging and tagging the little b’s”, I imagine a couple of guys wandering around with a sack; 
however, the number of toads that they bag is staggering—it is thousands and thousands of toads every month. 
Kimberley Toad Busters states — 

In the month of May 34 different toad busts were undertaken by KTB, with a total of 922 cane toad 
juveniles, 368 male and 916 female toads removed from the system. This equates to a grand total of 
2206 toads removed from our environment. These figures are only those removed by KTB registered 
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volunteers and many more toads were removed by community members who were taking care of their 
own ‘backyards’.  

Coming back to backyards, KTB won the United Nations Association of Australia World Environment Day 
Community Award for its What’s in Your Backyard program. I have seen the DVD and it is very, very 
impressive. It is the sort of thing that is now being shown by community groups to children at schools in the 
Kimberley. It is a magnificent educational presentation of what this threat consists of, and what individuals can 
do to help mitigate this threat.  

As I said earlier, this is not the first award that Kimberley Toad Busters has won. This is the second year in a row 
in which it has won the United Nations’ award. KBT was also the finalist in the 2010 Banksia Award for its 
work in the area of native biodiversity. It was a semi-finalist in the regional achievers award. It was the only 
Australian volunteer organisation to make it into the United Nations 2010 International Year of Biodiversity 
calendar. That is a major achievement for what started off as virtually a family business. I am reading from 
KTB’s list of achievements for 2010. KTB also organised and hosted a three-day cane toad environmental forum 
in March 2010. It produced a DVD of the forum. It uploaded the papers for the forum and made them available 
to everybody. It had a stall at the Perth Royal Show stall. It established working partnerships with several major 
Indigenous organisations in the Kimberley. It published and printed 10 000 new cane toad educational brochures, 
bumper stickers and posters. It produced a range of caps and other merchandise. Its membership has now grown 
to well over 6 000 people. This is a remarkable achievement. It is making a tangible difference to containing this 
menace. 

In 2010, the toad busting volunteer nights moved to an average of five a week, with up to two teams heading into 
the field at a time. Over 1.3 million large mature cane toads have now been removed, and countless eggs, 
tadpoles and metamorphs. Only a few weeks ago, we were debating a statement by Hon Robyn McSweeney 
about volunteering in Western Australia. KTB has now put over two million hours of volunteer labour—that is a 
very impressive figure—into the fight to slow down and mitigate the impact of cane toads, as well as recording 
and monitoring wildlife before and after cane toads arrive.  

I would like more resources to be given to this group. Kimberley Toad Busters is not only making a tangible 
difference to the number of breeding toads that are being removed from the breeding cycle, but also contributing 
in an irreplaceable way to the research that I think will eventually give us the answer to how we can eradicate 
this menace.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would say that the one thing that the Liberal–National Party has in common with 
these cane toads is that it appears to be unstoppable in every respect. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Sally Talbot: I was just quoting! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I know, and I was just adding to it! 

Considerable government and community attention in Western Australia has focused on the issue of cane toads 
since the state government launched the cane toad initiative in December 2004. Cane toads have been spreading 
across Australia from Queensland for over 75 years. No strategy or technique has been developed and 
successfully implemented to date to prevent the expansion of cane toads. This is despite intensive research into 
the bio-control agents and other control methods. Since December 2004, the state government has allocated over 
$14 million, and the federal government over $4 million, to the fight against cane toads in Western Australia. 
Actions include a mix of direct control, research, and community awareness activities across the board. 

Cane toads crossed the Northern Territory–Western Australian border in February 2009. Following their entry 
into Western Australia, the Department of Environment and Conservation refocused its strategy on mitigating 
the impact of cane toads on high-priority areas and identifying pathways for cane toad movement within Western 
Australia. DEC also continues to support innovative research that may help reduce the density of cane toad 
populations and/or their impacts on native fauna. 

Cane toads have been increasing in abundance around Kununurra during the current wet season, and they have 
been establishing a breeding population in the Ord River irrigation area. Cane toads have been reported at 
Kingston West, about 20 kilometres west of Kununurra. In recent times they have moved across northern 
Australia at a rate of up to 50 kilometres a year, and they are expected to continue to expand their range further 
west into the Kimberley region at a similar rate. There is no evidence that their rate of movement or impact on 
native fauna has been impeded by any control work that has been undertaken to date. 

Kimberley Toad Busters has recently called for increased investment for bio-control research. There has been 
considerable investment in searching for biological control techniques for cane toads. However, these have not 
yet proved to be a satisfactory solution. The state government has been contributing funding for research into the 
impact and control of cane toads since December 2006. This includes $850 000 to the University of Western 
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Australia for the Australian cane toad genome program, and over $800 000 to the University of Sydney for 
research into the impacts of cane toads and the potential for parasitic lungworms to control cane toad 
populations. Current state government funding of $1.2 million over four years to Kimberly Toad Busters for 
community action, and $750 000 per annum to the Department of Environment and Conservation for 
implementation of the Western Australian cane toad strategy, has been provided. The department’s cane toad 
program for 2010–11 is budgeted at $800 000. That comprises $550 000 for Kimberley-based operations, 
$50 000 for communications, and $200 000 for research aimed at determining and minimising the environmental 
impacts of cane toads.  

The following key actions are being taken by the Department of Environment and Conservation consistent with 
the cane toad strategy for Western Australia. Traps have been located in Kununurra at places where hitchhiker 
toads are most likely to occur. Cane toad information is available to East Kununurra residents and tourists via a 
number of outlets. The Department of Environment and Conservation is working with the Department of 
Agriculture and Food to identify pathways for cane toad hitchhikers to move into and within Western Australia. 
The department continues to fund the cane toad operations at the Kununurra quarantine checkpoint and will use 
the pathway analysis to assist with future operations for the detector dog and hitchhiker management strategies. 
The department is assisting the University of Sydney researchers to identify potential impacts of cane toads on 
key predators in the East Kimberley. It is also assisting with new research on the use of taste aversion concepts 
to train native predators to avoid eating toads. The department’s cane toad team, in collaboration with the 
Miriuwung–Gajerrong joint management program, conducted 10 bio-diversity surveys in 2010 on the six 
Miriuwung–Gajerrong joint management reserves and the Lake Argyle joint management reserve in the East 
Kimberley. The Stop the Toad Foundation worked with the department to erect a fence around the Point Springs 
Nature Reserve to determine whether fencing is a viable strategy for protecting high-value areas. The outcomes 
of this will be known after the 2010 wet season.  

The previous Minister for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, had prepared to talk on this statement. She is not 
here today. I hope that I have covered some of the points that she wanted to mention.  

Question put and passed.  

Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation — Forty-first Report —  
“Shire of Dardanup Standing Orders Local Law 2009” 

Resumed from 12 August 2010. 

Motion 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

When the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation moves a motion for disallowance, the standard 
procedure is that the committee produces a report that sets out the reasons for that decision. The report is then 
tabled in this chamber, and it joins the queue for consideration of committee reports and ministerial statements. It 
is now the turn of this report to be noted. Meanwhile, the disallowance motion is governed by a different set of 
rules and is on the notice paper for a very short time. In this case, the relevant disallowance motion was dealt 
with in September last year. The disallowance motion and the report of the disallowance motion are very closely 
connected; however, we all know that they are governed by a different set of rules. The logical thing, I would 
have thought, should have been to pass a motion to have this report removed from the notice paper as soon as the 
disallowance motion had been dealt with. Obviously, that has not been the case. I just hope this situation will be 
dealt with. I understand that the Procedure and Privileges Committee is reviewing the relevant standing order. 

Having said that, I would be interested to know why this situation has not been addressed before; surely I am not 
the first member to notice this irregularity. I am hopeful that a longstanding member of this chamber might be 
able to shed some light on this issue. 

Question put and passed. 

Walpole and Nornalup Inlets Marine Park — Statement by Minister for Environment 

Resumed from 12 May 2009. 

Motion 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I move — 

That the statement be noted. 

The Walpole and Nornalup Inlets Marine Park was created on 8 May 2009 and vested in the Marine Parks and 
Reserves Authority. This government was proud to announce that this was the first marine park created in 
Western Australia since December 2004 and the first on the south coast. The Walpole and Nornalup Inlets 
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Marine Park is a spectacularly scenic area where tall forest meets the sea and is largely surrounded by the 
Walpole–Nornalup National Park. The inlets are a permanently open estuarine system, one of very few in the 
South West that experiences marine-like conditions for most of the year. The park has diverse marine habitats 
and at least 40 fish species including larger fish, such as sharks, that are uncommon in other estuaries. The 
marine park provides habitat for a range of waterbirds including pelicans, gulls, terns, shearwaters, gannets and 
albatross, as well as migratory shore birds. The Department of Environment and Conservation and the 
Department of Fisheries are working collaboratively to implement management strategies in the park’s 
management plan. The untouched nature of the park and the tranquil waters, meandering rivers and wild coastal 
scenery of the inlet provides a wealth of opportunities for nature appreciation, tourism and water sports. The 
state government is committed to increasing the number of marine parks in Western Australia. On 22 October 
2010, the Premier and the then Minister for Environment released for public comment an indicative management 
plan for the proposed Camden Sound Marine Park, and also announced the government’s intention to create 
three other marine parks in the Kimberley region—in the north Kimberley, at Eighty Mile Beach and at Roebuck 
Bay. 

Hon KEN BASTON: I want to say a few words on this because it brings back fond memories. I can remember 
when this was introduced on 12 May 2009. The minister at the time assured me that recreational fishing would 
not be affected, and the statement indeed provides that recreational fishing will still be allowed. 

I do not get down there very often, although I would like to; I have caught some magnificent King George 
whiting when I have been down there, which is a South West delight. I am sure the Chairman has had one or 
two! A dear friend of mine has frequented Walpole since he was a kid, has always fished on the Walpole Inlet, 
and has always taken his dog with him to fish. What we have to be careful about with recreational areas is that 
even though they have been turned into marine parks, there is usually a management committee that sits at a 
lower level or on the ground level that has a totally different idea about what a marine park should look like from 
what the intention was. In this particular instance, my friend arrived back after catching a couple of King George 
whiting and there was a ranger waiting for him, saying, “No dogs allowed anymore, because this is now a marine 
park”. I can assure members that it did not take my friend long to get on the phone to me; I will not repeat some 
of the words he used, but I got onto the minister straightaway. It was during budget estimates, so I fired a 
question to the Director General of the Department of Environment and Conservation and was given an 
undertaking that activities that were already taking place there would still be allowed to continue. That 
management order was changed, but I make the point that we create a lot of these marine parks and we can 
actually take them too far. We develop them, but then there turns out to be a management strategy underneath, 
which becomes the reality of how it happens. We continue to make parks, and everyone needs to be aware that 
governance needs to actually look after the people who live there and utilise those facilities. 

Hon JON FORD: I would like to make some comments on this. The minister’s contribution grabbed my 
attention because I can remember at the time—it was some time ago that the ministerial statement was made—
that somehow this government claimed credit for initiating this park, and of course that is incorrect. In fact, this 
particular park was handed to the government on a platter; the indicative management plan for the proposed park 
was released for comment in 2006, when we were in government and I was the Minister for Fisheries. I 
remember this park particularly well, because it was the first time I managed to get my own government to agree 
to supply recurrent funding for two FTEs to permanently manage the park. I think Hon David Templeman was 
Minister for the Environment at the time. 

Whilst I am pleased that the current government got the job of announcing and committing to the park, it was 
initiated by the Carpenter government. The minister also referred to the proposed Eighty Mile Beach park; I also 
remember that one very well. I opposed it when the Labor Party was in government, because it is the main 
hatchery for juvenile pinctada maxima, which is the pearl. Most of the hatchery pearls were, at that time, being 
produced in aquaculture in the form of oyster spat. That was money in the bank, from a sustainable fisheries 
perspective, at Eighty Mile Beach because it was not being utilised, except to make sure that there was no 
inbreeding in respect of the aquaculture spat. In the end I was convinced, and my input was taken into account. 
Quite a sensible arrangement was put in place. It was an initiative by then Minister for the Environment, 
Hon Mark McGowan; and a great job that was. It was designed specifically as an offset to the Gorgon 
development to ensure that turtles—I am not quite sure of the specific species of turtle—had an area free to come 
ashore to breed. That was the specific reason for that park. It was another great Labor initiative. I am glad this 
government committed to that.  

I now refer to the Camden marine park. That is pretty good except, when it was announced in this place by the 
former Minister for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, she could not tell us what values we were trying to 
protect. There was a lot of talk about whales and the research up there, but we did not hear about the benthic, 
demersal and pelagic values. A lot of activity is still allowed. Of course we have not heard about the nurseries. It 
is very convenient, the way the lines have been drawn, that the most significant parts in need of protection are 
excluded. There is still a fair whack of debate to go about that. We know something is probably close to the mark 
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because everybody is unhappy with it, including industry, the tourist trade, the charter operators and the 
Indigenous people. The government is getting pretty close to the mark. It still has some way to go.  

I am glad the government has restated that it is committed to multiple marine parks. I would like to know why 
the Capes marine park has not been announced. There is a line item in the budget of a few million dollars to 
continue studies that have been going on for about five or six years. It would be nice to hear when that park will 
be announced. That has really been handed over on a plate. Of course that park is a bit more difficult. It is a 
sensitive area because there are Liberal–National Party seats along that area and all down the centre. We will see 
whether the government will live up to the convictions of its statement and have the strength to put in place what 
is needed. I do not agree with mandatory marine park allocations—30 per cent, 17 per cent, 16 per cent et cetera. 
The value we are trying to protect needs to be named, whether it is a benthic population, sponges, sea slugs or 
abalone. The government has to say what it is trying to protect and then establish a park that protects those 
values.  

I will support the government wholeheartedly in its stated objectives of supporting and increasing marine parks 
in Western Australia. There is a lot of work to go. I am glad the government brought to the house’s attention 
through this ministerial statement the great achievements of the former Labor government and the current 
government’s further commitment to it.  

Consideration of statement adjourned, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — Twentieth Report — “Overview of Petitions”  

Resumed from 12 August 2010. 

Motion 

Hon BRIAN ELLIS: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I acknowledge that the reporting period is from 1 July 2009 to 31 December 2009. I accept that a lot of petitions 
referred to in this report, and subsequently the work of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs, are quite dated. That has become quite an issue for the committee. We are looking at ways to bring our 
overview report up to date for members to check on petitions they have presented to the chamber in a timely 
manner. Hopefully, we will shortly provide our overview online for petitioners and members to check so it does 
not get too out of date, as this report is. Petitions remain a popular method of informing members of Parliament 
about a range of issues and concerns. Petitions considered by the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs dealt with a number of matters, including environmental, planning and development, road, 
transport, agriculture and health issues. Although these petitions may be quite outdated, I draw members’ 
attention to the overview, particularly those members who have presented the relevant petitions.  

Now is an opportune time for me to point out some of the processes of our committee when it deals with 
petitions. Some expectations of petitioners and possibly members may not be achieved, not necessarily because 
of how the committee deals with them, but because the expectation itself is probably beyond the capacity of the 
committee. The committee deals with petitions in a way considered by members of Parliament through the 
committee process. The committee overview of the petitions report brings petitioners’ concerns to the attention 
of the Legislative Council and the public. The committee has recently found that the expectation of a number of 
petitioners is that a petition is presented to the Legislative Council, it goes to the committee, and the Council will 
deal with that petition. It does, but maybe not in the same timely manner the petitioner expects. I thought I would 
give an overview of how the committee deals with these petitions and perhaps give the petitioners and members 
some understanding of the committee’s work. On page 2 of the committee’s report, it states — 

Upon receiving a petition, the Committee undertakes an initial assessment of the subject-matter of the 
petition and may resolve not to inquire further into the petition in the following circumstances: 

• the issues raised in the petition have been or will be considered and/or debated by the 
Legislative Council; or 

• the Committee considers that the issues raised in the petition have been or are being adequately 
dealt with. 

… 

The Committee considers the submissions and all of the evidence before it resolves to either: 

• finalise the petition, or 

• conduct a formal inquiry into the issues raised in the petition. 

The committee handles quite a number of petitions, as members would realise. The report goes on — 

The Committee may resolve to finalise a petition at this stage if it: 
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• has not received a submission from the principal petitioner; … 

Sometimes petitioners overlook that. The process in the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs 
is to send letters requesting a submission from the petitioner, and if they have not replied within 30 days, we do 
not proceed with that petition. Sometimes petitioners get a bit annoyed about this, and they ask for an extension 
of time, and the committee is quite obliging in that. I am trying to point out that the process is not well known. 
At this stage, the committee may resolve to finalise a petition if it considers the evidence indicates that the issues 
raised in the petition have been, or are in the process of being, adequately dealt with or that the issues raised in 
the petition have been taken as far as possible. When the committee resolves to finalise a petition, it advises the 
tabling member and the principal petitioner in writing.  

In its twentieth report, “Overview of Petitions”, the committee sets out its process for reviewing petitions, and I 
hope that gives members an idea of how the process works. Obviously, the committee has a greater awareness of 
some petitions than of others, and the committee will take on board inquiries into those particular subjects. 
Recently, the committee had three inquiries going on at the same time; it is now down to two. I commend 
members of the committee because of the large workload that they have.  

It probably does not help petitioners, but I can assure them that all petitions are given due consideration. It may 
not seem that way to the petitioner because we have a reasonably heavy workload, but I believe the committee 
gives due process to all petitions. Hopefully petitioners will in the future have a better understanding of the 
process. They may not like the committee’s decision sometimes, but I give an assurance to those petitioners that 
the committee does consider all the petitions that are presented in the Legislative Council, as opposed to those 
petitions that are tabled in the other place. With those few words, I commend the report to the chamber.  

Question put and passed.  

Question without Notice 484 — Supplementary Information — Statement by Minister for Child Protection 

Resumed from 14 May 2009. 

Motion 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I move — 

That the statement be noted. 

I am conscious that we do not have much time, and I do not need to say very much on this.  

I remind members that I had asked a question way back on 13 May 2009 to the Minister for Child Protection on 
the then 360 children subject to new notifications of suspected child abuse between 1 January and 31 March 
2009. My question was — 

(1) How many of those notifications have been investigated to completion? 

(2) Have any charges been laid in respect of any of the notifications? 

(3) If yes, how many charges have been laid and what is the nature of the charges? 

Part of the answer that the minister gave was that the number and nature of the charges were not recorded on the 
Department for Child Protection’s client information system. I am sure that, like me, the minister found that was 
not particularly helpful.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 

RETAIL TRADING HOURS AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Commerce), and read a first time. 

Second Reading 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [5.57 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend the Retail Trading Hours Act 1987 to change the criteria applying to staffing 
caps of small retail shops. Small retail shops are permitted by the act to trade 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 
including all public holidays. 

For a shop to be classified as a small retail shop, it must meet various ownership and operational criteria, 
including that it not have more than 13 persons—including owners, but excluding apprentices—working in the 
shop at any one time. This bill will adjust the staff cap so that not more than 18 persons—including owners, but 
excluding apprentices—can work in the retail shop at any one time, rather than the current limit of 13 persons. 
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Other ownership criteria and operational requirements applying to small retail shops under the act are not 
changed by this bill.  

Members may recall that the question of the staff cap placed on small retail shops was debated in Parliament in 
2006 and again in 2010. The government has reviewed this matter and decided to take this action after receiving 
approaches from small businesses, including the Western Australian Independent Grocers Association. WAIGA 
has asserted that, in the retail environment created by the introduction of 9.00 pm weeknight closing for 
metropolitan general retail shops, small retail shops are experiencing a competitive handicap compared with 
larger national chain rivals, particularly due to the 13-person staff cap. The government believes that relaxing the 
staff cap will assist small retail shops by providing more flexibility, therefore helping them to improve customer 
services, the range of goods available and general competitiveness. 

The government has adopted a modest, incremental approach to retail trading hours reform from 2009 to 2011, 
and this bill’s proposed changes to the staff cap are consistent with that policy. They also serve to provide for 
greater competition by small shops with larger shops. This prepares the way for a smoother transition to greater 
deregulation of hours, particularly on Sundays. 

From 2009 to date, the Retail Trading Hours Act has been under continuous review as the government has 
moved to implement a host of legislative and regulatory reforms over this period. 

I confirm that it is the government’s intention to develop a new policy on retail trading hours and deregulation 
and take it to the next state election. This may include overhauling the current act and replacing it with more 
modern, less prescriptive and contemporary legislation, which would likely provide all metropolitan shops with 
the option of trading on most Sundays, should they so wish. Collectively, these processes serve to meet the 
government’s obligation to review the legislation. I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance) — 

That pursuant to standing order 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council takes note of tabled papers 3310A–F 
(budget papers 2011–12) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 19 May 2011. 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [7.30 pm]: This is the second Barnett government budget that I 
have had the opportunity to respond to, the first one being just a few weeks after I became a member of 
Parliament. Obviously, I have been on a steep learning curve since that time. I know that this time I have a better 
understanding of what the Budget Statements do and do not state and how they reflect the priorities and the 
thinking of the government. 

Western Australia is very fortunate to have such a strong economy based on the boom of the last decade from the 
re-emergence of China and India and the rapid industrialisation and urbanisation that they have experienced. Of 
course, it is not something that ultimately we can control any more than we can control what is happening in 
Europe, particularly Greece, at the moment, or in the United States where the economy is still extremely fragile. 
We can say the same thing about the dollar, which we cannot control, and consumer spending sentiment, which 
seems to have slowed significantly. However, in my opportunity tonight to respond to the budget, I will talk 
about what we can do to prepare ourselves and future generations for the uncertain world that we live in, and 
also what the state government can do specifically to save us hundreds of millions of dollars in the long run. 

On Saturday, 11 June, I read The Weekend West, and I am sure that I am not the only person in this place who 
did so. Four articles that I thought were really pertinent to what I will say this evening caught my eye. The first 
article by Kim Macdonald was called “Social divide blamed for soaring rate of burglaries”. The next by Steve 
Pennells was called “Cut Aboriginal handouts: MP”. The third article by Jane Hammond was called “Roughing 
it in aid of the homeless”, and the fourth was the editorial of that day called “Rise in crime linked to WA social 
divide”. To me, all the articles reflected the situation that we find ourselves in, which is really that, as members 
of Parliament, we tend to always react too late to the social problems around us. I increasingly hear it described 
as—it is not an attractive term—mopping up the mess. As a member for the East Metropolitan Region, I was 
particularly concerned about the first article that I referred to, “Social divide blamed for soaring rate of 
burglaries”. I will read out a bit of that article, which states — 

A crime wave has lifted burglary rates by up to 50 per cent in some pockets of WA, amid concerns 
about the growing social divide between rich and poor.  

Statistics obtained by The Weekend West show burglaries are up about 22 per cent across the 
metropolitan region in the financial year to date …. 
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The east metropolitan area, including Midland, Forrestfield and Ellenbrook, is copping the brunt of the 
problem with a 51.3 per cent jump in burglaries. 

The article quoted two police officers, including Acting Deputy Commissioner of Police Stephen Brown. The 
article states — 

“Police can only have so much impact, there are changing demographics,” Mr Brown said. “In this 
State, there is a growing divide between haves and have-nots. 

The article also quoted Assistant Commissioner of Police Gary Budge, who referred to there being 1 000 repeat 
offenders. The article does not state it, but I think that figure might have been taken from a report of the Auditor 
General in, I think, 2008, on juvenile crime. The article states — 

… 1000 repeat offenders, mostly in the east metropolitan area, were behind many of the burglaries. He 
said the recidivists were from difficult backgrounds. 

“As a community we need to address the underlying problems that will ultimately stop the revolving 
door,” he said. 

“That is addiction, alcohol and drugs, violence, abuse, education, health and a whole range of issues.” 

With that in mind, I turn to an issue that I have spoken about on a number of occasions, which is the need to 
realign policy with what we know about the crucial early years and the effect that has on a person’s future. There 
is a lot of talk about infrastructure; I consider the real infrastructure of any community to be human beings—we 
are the most basic infrastructure—and that the core business of any government is to ensure that this basic 
infrastructure is sound. For me it is more important than bridges and ports—maybe not for others—and far more 
important than a football stadium. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You’d need to talk to Hon Ken Travers about that, because he feels we should be 
building stadia everywhere!  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I am glad he is not in this place!  

Really, the core business of government is to ensure that all children get off to the best possible start; it is what 
Professor Fiona Stanley calls “growing children well”. In fact, it is what reforming and progressive governments 
have been doing in this country since Federation. It is the core responsibility of reforming and progressive 
governments, and it became so with good reason, because it benefits not only individual lives, but also society, 
the community and the economy. Of course, it is also how we actually will begin to stem the tide of social 
problems that are not responding to current policy, as reflected in what Assistant Commissioner of Police Gary 
Budge is quoted as having said.  

It is also, of course, how we can best address issues like obesity. We talk quite often in this Parliament about 
mental ill health, and we know that the early years have the most critical impact because that is when the most 
rapid brain growth occurs. It is not just about those 1 000 people that Assistant Commissioner of Police Gary 
Budge referred to; it is actually about the wider concerns for our children. We know that in those early years—
not only because of the science, but also the economics and the long-term studies—we can actually intervene 
and make a difference. Early intervention to promote the social, emotional and physical cognitive development 
that I have talked about before significantly improves outcomes in all areas—educational, mental and physical 
health—as well as significantly decreasing criminal behaviour, particularly violent behaviour, drug and alcohol 
misuse, teenage pregnancy, and obesity. The list goes on. These are the things that government spends its money 
on. But of course it spends its money at the end of the process. It spends its money on responding to the problem, 
not on preventing it. 

I have spoken previously about the crucial early years of development. We have known for decades about the 
lifetime physical and emotional legacy of an abusive and neglectful childhood, and a life of poor nutrition. 
Recently in this Parliament we have said sorry to a number of groups of children who were taken away from 
their parents in different settings. Therefore, we know about the lifelong legacy of a disrupted childhood. We 
know how attachment and self-regulation for all children develops in the early years. We also know how the 
early years can have a critical effect on people lives. Therefore, it is not only sensible, but essential, in the face of 
so much of the failed policy that we see around us, that this state gets on board and begins to do this work that 
progressive governments in other states, and around the world, particularly in England, are doing in the early 
childhood area. It is not as though it would be unexpected for us to begin to make that policy leap. As I have 
said, since Federation governments have been working to ensure that children get the best start in life that they 
can. That includes, just to mention a few things, providing universal health care and improved maternal health 
care, access to schooling, and immunisation. I do not know about other members in this room, but those 
members who are as old as me will recall that we used to be given little bottles of milk at school in the mornings.  

Hon Sue Ellery: That had been left out in the sun all day! 
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Hon Liz Behjat: Yes, and went off! 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: That is right! But it did ensure that children got some calcium and protein.  

Hon Michael Mischin: It put me off milk, actually! 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: But I expect it is better than Red Bull or Coca–Cola!  

It also includes the recent compulsory introduction of folate into bread-making flour, which was the result of the 
work of Professors Carol Bower and Fiona Stanley, and child protection, the social welfare net, school 
breakfasts, dental services and child health nurses. That is why, given that history, it is very confronting for us to 
know that there is a small, but growing, group of children in this state who are doing very poorly. As I said 
earlier, we know that from the figures on obesity, and on the worrying increase in the number of young people 
exhibiting mental ill health, which I think everyone in this chamber has heard discussed on many occasions, that 
there are also concerns about a wider group of children. 

Babies and young children have seemed to be a bit of a natural fit for politicians over the years. I will give 
members a recent example of where children have been discussed. This is from a lead article in The West 
Australian of 15 December last year. The article is headed “Children the Winners in State’s mining boom”. The 
first paragraph of the article states — 

The “social dividend” from the State’s mining boom will see schools turned into one-stop parenting 
shops to help WA’s most vulnerable children, Premier Colin Barnett revealed yesterday.  

Schools will get big increases in resources to add nurses and dental clinicians, daycare and kindergarten 
classes for children as young as three to their services. 

Further in the article, it states — 

Mr Barnett said the next Budget would include money for capital works to begin turning schools into 
parenting hubs. “This is a prosperous State and people say, where is the social dividend,” he said.  

Two months later, in the Premier’s Statement on 15 February, the Premier stated — 

Early intervention to ensure that children start school healthy and ready and able to learn is not just an 
option; it is a moral imperative. 

I will speak about hubs later and the moral imperative. I must say, I could not agree more with that statement. 
Just to reinforce to members how crucial those early years are—early intervention is designed to ensure that 
children start school healthy and ready to learn—I have a couple of things I want to show members relating to a 
project that grew out of the federal government’s implementation of the Australian Early Development Index’s 
Local Champions program. Early learning groups and action groups were able to apply to develop a local level 
project. One group that I am involved with—the Midland Early Years Action Group—is chaired by Jacinta Ellis, 
who is employed by the City of Swan as the community planning and policy officer. She came to my office to 
present me with what they call the Brain Box. I also acknowledge the other people who came and were involved 
in developing this project: Raeleen McAllister, who is the coordinator of the Midvale Early Childhood and 
Parenting Centre; and Dianne Mazzucato, who is the early years coordinator at the Foothills Information and 
Referral Centre. 

The group received funding; it was up to them to put forward a project, and they made these Brain Boxes. The 
Brain Box includes a lot of very useful information that can be used in any number of settings—including 
libraries and playgroups—to explain the importance of the early years. From age zero to three, as members will 
know, is by far the period of greatest brain development. It is estimated that during those three years the 
synapses in a baby’s brain increase from about 10 trillion to 20 trillion. It is the biggest single period of brain 
development, so it is a period of great opportunity for development, but also incredible vulnerability as well, 
because it is such an explosive period. I will show members models of the comparative brain sizes during this 
period, which are included in the Brain Box. The first one is exactly the size of the brain of a newborn baby. The 
second is much larger and is the size of the brain of a three-year-old. Members can see that there has been an 
enormous amount of growth between the ages of zero and three. The weight of the average brain is 400 grams at 
birth and 1 100 grams at age three; the weight of the brain only ever increases by another 200 grams, so that 
shows members why that period is so significant. That is why neuroscientists have been able to explain and 
undertake the research to show that this period, during which the child becomes aware of the environment it 
finds itself in and begins to relate to everything around it, actually affects how the brain develops, emotionally 
and cognitively. It is a fascinating area, and I congratulate the Midland Early Years Action Group for doing this. 
This project is used with young mothers and many others. Perhaps some members know more about this than I 
do, but it is really only in the last 10 years that I have become aware of the extent of the research that has become 
possible with the use of more sophisticated imaging like MRI, longitudinal studies and peer-reviewed literature. 
We all have more information now, and that should influence us in making policy.  
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While I am referring to this matter, I should congratulate the City of Swan. It is ahead in many ways, even ahead 
of our Parliament, in its understanding of early childhood development by appointing a dedicated staff member. 
One of the jobs that Jacinta does is bring together all the different groups working in the community. Those 
groups meet every month and I attend the meetings when I can. I brought this illustration into the house because 
it is a very good depiction of how rapidly the brain develops. As I said, it is what a newborn, an infant or a 
toddler experiences in those first three years that determines the brain architecture and whether it will be strong 
or weak architecture for all future behaviour and learning. 

What concerns me about the Premier’s words in this budget, although they were very compelling, is his failure to 
do one of the most obvious things—that is, show a commitment to the moral imperative of employing child 
health nurses. I will read something into the record from the Auditor General’s report last year on universal child 
health checks. On page 4, he said — 

Few things in our community are more important than the health of our children. Child health checks 
play a critical role in this area through the prevention and early detection of health and development 
issues. Early detection helps parents to get support, advice and intervention at the right times in a 
child’s early months and years. Prevention and timely intervention not only improve the health, 
education and life outcomes of individual children and their families, they also benefit overall 
population health, and help reduce long term health costs. 

Child health checks are not a new service, and child and school health nurses have been fulfilling 
important roles in communities for decades. Over that time little has changed in how services are 
delivered. But other things have changed. The importance and benefits of addressing issues early in a 
child’s development have become better understood, the level of demand for services has grown and 
how families want to access child health services has changed. 

In that report, the WA health department responded to the Auditor General’s report, which found that we are 
short by at least 100 child health nurses. The response from WA health, which is in the same report at page 9, 
states — 

The first year of life is critical to ensuring the healthy growth and development of children. WA 
Health’s child health nurses provide a wide range of services and support to ensure that health issues are 
identified and addressed. This includes issues such as ‘failure to thrive’, infections, hearing loss and 
congenital abnormalities, as well as supporting a strong emotional attachment between parents and 
babies. Child health nurses also play an important role in reducing infant mortality through addressing 
risk factors for sudden infant death syndrome. If these issues are not addressed a child is much more 
likely to experience poor health, emotional and educational outcomes throughout their life. 

WA Health’s aims to provide accessible services to all children and families, however it is evident that 
services have not kept pace with increased demand resulting from the unprecedented population growth 
in recent years. 

That is why the critical shortage of child health nurses who provide this essential monitoring and support for 
parents is so very alarming. It is why the government’s failure to provide any additional funds in this budget is so 
very worrying. It is why the Premier’s Statement on 15 February that early intervention to ensure children start 
school healthy and ready to learn is a moral imperative now sounds, frankly, very hollow. In fact, I would go 
further than that and say that it is really quite scandalous that a promise could be made in regard to infants and 
toddlers, yet there is nothing in this state budget to show that the Barnett government accepts that the first years 
of life form the bedrock of human development and the platform from which children enter the school system. 
There is no money at all for any child health nurses.  

When I asked a question on 23 February 2011, the Minister for Health, in his answer, agreed that many children 
are missing out on key health checks. I also asked in February how many full-time equivalent community child 
health nurses were employed in July 2010 and in January 2011. As at 1 July 2010, I was told the number was 
196. In January this year it was 197.9. That is barely two more. As members recall, I asked exactly the same 
question yesterday. I was told that the full-time equivalent was now 191.2. That number is less than the 
government said it had on 1 January this year. Until I get an explanation, I will give the government the benefit 
of the doubt and say that this time—that is, yesterday—it did not count in, as it had on 1 January, the 6.7 child 
health nurses provided by the federal government through the Closing the Gap program. I hope that is what it is. 
Even if it is, from 1 January not one additional child health nurse has been employed. The government told me 
during estimates hearings that there is no more money for child health nurses in this budget. There is an 
additional $363 million in this health budget, yet none of it could be found for child health nurses. Obviously, I 
am bitterly disappointed. I can assure members that people in the sector, and people more widely, are bitterly 
disappointed.  
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We regularly talk in this Parliament about mental health issues and antisocial behaviour. We know there are 
children commencing school with learning difficulties and social problems. We also know we have an obesity 
problem. Despite that overwhelming information, and the overwhelming evidence that these problems are not 
diminishing but in fact are actually growing, we continue along the same path. Einstein said that the definition of 
“insanity” is doing the same thing over and over again and still expecting different results. We continue to have 
an overwhelming bias to the existing policies of late intervention at a time when social problems are well 
entrenched, even though we know that by the time we address it, it will be expensive and success is very limited. 
We really need strong leadership to overcome this automatic response by politicians to look like heroes by 
dealing with the problem when it is well entrenched. Perhaps we need to overcome a sense as members of 
Parliament that to be taken seriously we need to be legislating and passing laws; yet we know that if it was as 
simple as passing legislation, given the amount of legislation that is made at the state and federal level, we 
presumably would have made a lot more progress than we have. It worries me that in 20 years from now, if we 
continue along this fruitless path, nothing will have changed.  

On 4 April this year, Claire Krol, from the ABC’s online service, reported that the Minister for Health said he 
planned to go cap in hand to the Treasurer to seek funds for additional child health nurses. I will take the health 
minister at his word, because I believe he understands that child health nurses are important. For decades, this 
service has been the preventive first line and point of contact for mothers and babies. Obviously, the Minister for 
Health, the Deputy Premier, going cap in hand to the Treasurer to seek money for child health nurses was a 
failure. It is astounding to me. It sends me a signal of leadership failure at the highest level that we have the 
Premier talking about the “moral imperative” for children to start school healthy and ready to learn and we have 
the Minister for Health, the Deputy Premier, saying he will go cap in hand to seek funds, and they have not been 
able to get any funds! I asked questions in the estimates committee hearings to find out about the submission that 
was made and why it was turned down. The failure of the health minister to get any funds to address a known 
serious critical problem really shows that children are not the priority that they should be. Other states and 
countries have really begun to move on this. Other states have accepted the science, they have looked at the 
economics and, with the assistance of the lead taken by the commonwealth, which I will come to shortly, in the 
past two or three years they have begun the planning and implementation of a long process of change to make 
policies more rational. This change will require an enormous amount of long-term vision. It will challenge 
politicians who people say have a very short-term view of things. It will require cooperation between ministers 
and departments and, of course, it will require cooperation and compromise on the ground. My problem is that 
rather than Western Australia even beginning to be where other states of Australia or other countries are, it is 
going backwards. We do not even have the basic service of child health nurses in place. 

Hon Michael Mischin: So we’re going backwards from the last Labor governments we’ve had, are we?  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Hon Michael Mischin will have an opportunity to speak later. The government has 
been in office for three years. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You’re saying we’re going backwards—from what?  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: We are going backwards because there have been no funds for child health nurses. I 
have asked the questions. 

Hon Michael Mischin: How much did the last Labor government put in? 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I know that no new money has been put in since I became a member of Parliament.  

Hon Michael Mischin: That was only a year ago. What was happening before that? 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: That is right. I will be sure to tell the newborn babies and the toddlers that Hon Michael 
Mischin said that we have a problem because of the previous Labor government. I am sure the newborn babies, 
infants and toddlers will be very impressed with that answer. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You don’t understand what I’m talking about.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Mr Deputy President — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! Perhaps if the honourable member directs 
her comments through the Chair, she will avoid interjections.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Ensuring that child health nurses are in place is as basic a service as parents ensuring 
that children are safe, fed and loved. I know that the Minister for Health has tried to get money and has been 
unable to do so. I know that we have the report from the Auditor General. In fact, many reports have come to this 
Parliament in the past couple of years. We do not have a clearly articulated vision for early childhood. That is the 
only explanation that I can find for why the Minister for Health would go cap in hand and not be able to get any 
funding at all. I look forward to Hon Michael Mischin taking up this issue on behalf of the infants and toddlers 
of this state. 
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Quite frankly, when we look at the health and education budgets, the pressures on them and the ballooning 
amounts, which is obviously to do with the impact of an ageing population, amongst other things, we see that we 
need to find ways to be economically rational. I would like to talk about the evidence that we have on investing 
in the early years, which is the way we will save money in the long term. We are fortunate now because 
investments have been made and longitudinal studies have been done. It is commonsense really. Anyone who 
has a child understands from parenting that if we feed our child an adequate diet and provide our child with love 
and boundaries, the chances are that child will have a better, healthier life and be more able to cope with life than 
a child who is neglected and abused. On that scale, I think it is fairly easy for people to understand. There are, of 
course, studies such as the one in Michigan that involved 40-year tracking of the cost benefits of preschool and 
family intervention programs of a group of inner-city children. This study, which has been referred to before, 
calculated that for every dollar spent $17 was saved in health, justice and social welfare payments. There is also 
the work I referred to before by Professor Heckman, the Nobel prize winner in economics, who calculated a 
seven-to-one return on public investment in programs for young children, compared with the one-for-one 
payback from adult education. I am not saying by that we should not intervene later, but we know that when we 
intervene later, the problems have become entrenched and the success rate is much reduced. In some 
circumstances, the damage is done and cannot be undone. I am sure Hon Robyn McSweeney will concur with 
me because she has a long history in child protection. Although I do not, I have some experience in that area. 
Anyone who has done any work around child protection will know that when children are removed after a 
certain period of neglect and abuse, the damage is very, very difficult to undo. However, I am not talking about 
just that group of children; I am talking about children more generally because we know that they are 
experiencing increasing rates of mental illness. We know they are obese, and we know there is a particular 
group, as Assistant Commissioner of Police Gary Budge said, who are well known to the criminal courts, 
certainly the juvenile courts, and who are the regulars through that system.  

I would like to talk a bit about Ellenbrook, for example, because I am on the Ellenbrook Early Years Working 
Group, and I or someone in my office goes to those meetings. Ellenbrook is of particular interest because it has a 
very high birthrate. As people know, it is marketed to an older age retirement group, but it is also very much 
marketed to young families. Members will not be surprised to learn that in February, 64 babies were born in the 
Ellenbrook region. It is also home to some of the lowest socioeconomic families in the state. It is a very rapidly 
growing area. I am in regular contact with the child health nurses there. The article I referred to at the beginning 
of my remarks was about burglaries, which specifically named Ellenbrook as one of the worst three areas. In 
Ellenbrook, where I said 64 babies were born in February, and which takes in The Vines, Henley Brook, Aveley 
and Woodlake, there are two full-time health nurses. One other health nurse was recently appointed, who works 
two days a week. I know that they cannot provide the services they want; I know there are long waiting lists; I 
know they do not have the time to chase up the families they have concerns about; and I know there is an urgent 
need for another clinic at Ellenbrook. With approximately 600 births a year in the Ellenbrook area, it is not 
surprising that they are not able to provide the services with only two full-time child health nurses and one for 
two days a week. I will use this as an opportunity to talk about it because with approximately 600 births a year, a 
fair number of young mothers are identified as possibly having postnatal depression. They are often referred to 
the Midland Women’s Health Care Place. Members know that I have spoken before about the extremely limited 
direct bus service from Ellenbrook to Midland, which I will continue to speak about. The staff of the Ellenbrook 
Child Health Centre and also the Midland Women’s Health Care Place have told me that one of the difficulties 
for the young women who are referred there is the limited number of buses. Only two buses run direct to 
Midland from Ellenbrook. One leaves at around 7.50 am and the other at 8.15 am. Two more bus services at 
around 3.00 pm cater for the schoolchildren. Women who have an appointment outside those hours have to take 
a trip that involves quite a few transfers. Members can imagine how difficult that is for a woman who has a baby 
in a pram and has been referred for postnatal depression. Obviously, I am not alone in my views. In fact, what I 
am saying is exactly what the member for Swan Hills has said about Ellenbrook. On 1 December last year, Mr 
Frank Alban was reported in the Bullsbrook—Ellenbrook Advocate to have said — 

“With a daily birth rate of two babies, there is an urgent need for a parenting service, early intervention 
and mother and father support in Ellenbrook and surrounds above and beyond the child health service 
currently provided by the Department of Health,” … 

On 16 February this year he said in Parliament — 

There is a new family centre on the horizon to cater for the increased needs of families, including two 
new babies a day that I believe are born in Ellenbrook and Aveley alone. We have very few health 
nurses catering for them. 

I know that is correct, because Minister Kim Hames has said that the increase for child and community health in 
this budget includes seven per cent for general costs and demand growth and five per cent for previously 
announced increases in priority funding for child development services, and the remainder was for the 
anaphylaxis program and the mandatory reporting of child sexual abuse. The issue of child health nurses will not 
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go away. I have heard that some clinics no longer offer appointments after 12 months. I was in Australind 
recently and spoke to a child health nurse who said that the situation there was equally dire. It is a problem on so 
many levels because the government has no plan, as was revealed in answer to a question I asked on 23 February 
about addressing this issue. We have an ageing population of child health nurses. The last figures that I have 
show that in 2006 the average age of a child nurse was 54 years. It takes considerable time to train a child health 
nurse. If I have time, I will talk about that later. 

In addition to child health nurses, another issue on the horizon is the concern about the facilities. The Western 
Australian Local Government Association recently wrote to the Minister for Health to discuss the lack of 
funding for its ageing facilities and the lack of any long-term planning. However, there is nothing for those 
things in the budget. Under the significant issues affecting the health budget, there is no additional funding. 
There is no recognition of the services or the facilities. 

I will take time now to talk about hubs. That is a word which has been used rather a lot but which has fallen out 
of favour recently. I am sure that members know about the wonderful work done at the Challis Early Childhood 
Education Centre and also the Challis Parenting and Early Learning Centre. I am sure that members are aware of 
Challis because it is often referred to as a model facility. I do not know how many members have seen the 0–3 
building. If they have seen it, they will know that it is cramped and small and cannot keep up with the growing 
demand for its services. It is, of course, to the great credit of Ms Musumeci that she has been able to get the 
community so involved. I understand that the government’s current contribution is funding for half an FTE. I 
asked during the estimates hearing whether there was any funding to upgrade or replace that facility, and I was 
told that there was none. I referred earlier to an article in The West Australian of 15 December in which the 
Premier is reported to have said that this budget would include money for capital works to begin turning schools 
into parenting hubs. There is no money, and I will come later to what is coming from the commonwealth, but, as 
I was told during estimates, there is no money in the state budget. 

I attended the Western Australian 2011 Early Childhood Education and Care Conference at the Perth Convention 
and Exhibition Centre last weekend, and there were more than 500 delegates from all sectors. At the opening of 
the conference, Dawson Ruhl, the CEO of Child Inclusive Learning and Development Australia and the 
organiser of the conference, said that we have a once-in-a-generation opportunity. He made that comment while 
referring to the national partnerships—that is, the Council of Australian Governments agreements that have been 
in place since 2009. Flowing from those agreements to the state is millions and millions of dollars as part of the 
national early childhood development strategy and the early years framework. I was really impressed by the 
many delegates I spoke to at the conference, who are teaching people like me all the time. They know about the 
critical importance of the early years. They have the commitment and energy to take on the long-term planning, 
the change and compromise that will be involved, and the hard work to integrate and put the care and education 
programs on the same continuum and to professionalise those sectors. It is a real challenge.  

It is the commonwealth that is leading the way by providing this state with its funding for the five children and 
family centres through the Closing the Gap: National Partnership Agreement on Indigenous Early Childhood 
Development. A centre is currently under construction in Halls Creek, and there will be others at Fitzroy 
Crossing, Kununurra and Roebourne and in the Swan district. The universal access to early childhood education 
program will involve four early learning and care centres. The Tambrey centre has already been opened in 
Karratha, and there will be centres at Ashdale, Mirrabooka and Port Hedland. 

This is what the federal government is rolling out. This is what the state government has an opportunity to be a 
part of, but it needs to play its part. If it cannot even provide funding for more child health nurses, I do not feel 
very optimistic about it getting on board. What I suppose I am looking for is someone within the government to 
take a lead on this issue. I am of the view that we definitely need a lead agency and a minister to ensure that 
someone advocates for children, and that the Minister for Health does not have to go cap in hand and be denied 
money. We are talking about the early years. We are talking about each year slipping by. We need a minister 
within the government to run with this issue. This approach is the only way that we will create any change, so 
that in 20 or 30 years from now we are still not just talking about more and more money being provided to deal 
with the problem. More and more money has been welcomed by non-government organisations, but that is to 
cope with the growing social problems. As the Western Australian Council of Social Service says, the need is 
growing. The breakdown of informal and family support means that increasingly people have to rely on NGOs. I 
received a news release put out by St Vincent de Paul on 5 May. The news release stated that the demand for 
emergency assistance in the form of food, clothing, bedding, help with utility bills, furniture and advocacy has 
risen by 55 per cent since 2009. That has happened since this government came to office. It is all very well to 
blame the previous government, but this government has been in power for nearly three years and it is its 
responsibility to take this on; it is the only one that can take it on.  

I also refer to another document that came to me recently from the Salvation Army’s Red Shield Appeal that 
notes what happens to children in this country. This is part of a growing problem, which is why I say we need to 
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realign policy; we need to put money into the early years of childhood. The document shows how children are 
hurt: one in eight suffers some form of neglect; 11 per cent suffer emotional abuse or maltreatment; and 12 to 
23 per cent witness family violence. It is sad that this day coincides with a report in The West Australian about 
the situation with the incarceration of Indigenous people, which people will have no doubt read the news reports 
about. The article in yesterday’s The West was about the “Doing Time – Time for Doing: Indigenous youth in 
the criminal justice system” report, which found that Aboriginal youth is more over-represented in the criminal 
justice system than when the report on Aboriginal deaths in custody was released 20 years ago. The article 
quoted a comment made by Chief Justice Wayne Martin — 

One thing we can say with confidence, I think, is that whatever we’ve been doing in the past hasn’t 
been working. What we need is innovative, different, creative approaches … we’ve got to do these 
things, not just talk about them. 

With this in mind I have recently written to a number of ministers asking them, if they can, to inform me exactly 
what percentage of their budgets, by dollar allocation, is spent on the zero-to-three age group, who make up 
approximately 5.5 per cent of the population. I understand that I am probably not the first to ask, but I will be 
pursuing this and I assume that the government has economists—I gather there would be a few in these 
government departments—who could work this out for me. I do not really see how we can go forward unless 
we know how much we are spending.  I expect, unfortunately, that the results will be like those in other 
countries.  

The reality is that we cannot create equality for children; we would flatter ourselves if we thought that we could. 
We cannot make things equal, but we can definitely make circumstances such that children have as fair a chance 
as possible to become the responsible and contributing adults that we expect and, in fact, need them to be. We 
know that much of the work done by government, and our spending to address social issues, just comes too late, 
yet we know that early intervention will make the difference.  

I would like to suggest that members interested in this area read a report written by Graham Allen, a Labour 
member of Parliament in Nottingham in the United Kingdom, who has done a lot of work on this in the last five 
years. Nottingham, which considers itself a modern, cosmopolitan European city, has some real areas of poverty, 
a bit like, as some members know, parts of London, where one-third of all children live under the poverty line. In 
Nottingham, in 2004, 62 per cent of the city’s children under 18 years of age lived in households in which no 
adult worked or the total household income was less than £16 500 a year. That is 62 per cent of children 18 years 
and under in Nottingham. They are pretty stunning figures. When Graham Allen did the early intervention work 
in Nottingham through family nurse partnerships and a whole range of other innovative things that were put in 
place, the work had so much effect that the current Prime Minister of Britain, David Cameron, asked him to do a 
blueprint for the whole country. Graham Allen did that report and provided it to Prime Minister David Cameron 
in January this year. Therefore, we are in the fortunate position that much of the hard work has been done. All 
we have to do is find someone in the government who will take on the leadership role to implement this policy; 
otherwise, we will find that we are simply talking about the same thing 10 years from now—not me I hope, but 
maybe others in this place.  

We have really taken our eyes off the basics because child health nurses are the basics. At the commonwealth 
level that is well understood. Failure to provide those basics is really a failure to put in place the foundations that 
will give children a fair chance. As I said, it will also be to the economic cost of all of us. I find it very hard to 
imagine what could possibly be the role of government, if not to ensure that all children get off to a healthy start 
in life. It is, as the Premier has called it, a moral imperative. Unfortunately, the government has knowingly failed 
to make funding available in this budget and to make good on that moral imperative. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ken Baston. 

COMMONWEALTH HEADS OF GOVERNMENT MEETING (SPECIAL POWERS) BILL 2011 

Report 

Report of committee adopted. 

Remaining Stage — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [8.28 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as to enable the Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011 to proceed to the third reading during this day’s sitting. 

By way of brief explanation, the reason for this is to ensure that the Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting (Special Powers) Bill, which has been amended, can be transmitted today to the other place for its 
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consideration of the amendments in a timely fashion. Therefore, the government seeks the house’s cooperation to 
do this. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Members, for this motion to be agreed to, we must have an 
absolute majority in the house. As there is not an absolute majority at the moment, I will call for the ringing of 
the bells.  

Bells rung. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, we do have an absolute majority in the house, and I will put the 
question again, the question being that the motion be agreed to.  

Question put. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There being a dissentient voice on this motion, I have to call for a division. 

Division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Col Holt Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Jon Ford Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Ed Dermer Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

Noes (4) 

Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson Hon Alison Xamon Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 
 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Third Reading 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [8.35 pm]: I thank the house for 
approving this suspension of standing orders. I now move — 

That the bill be read a third time. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.36 pm]: I do not 
normally make a contribution to the third reading debate on a bill. However, we have had an interesting exercise 
in dealing with the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011. The little 
exercise we have just gone through reminds us of the shambolic drafting that we have had to deal with on this 
piece of legislation.  

This is an important piece of legislation. It is legislation for an important event that will take place in Western 
Australia at the end of the year. We acknowledge that, and we will be supporting the bill. However, we support 
the bill with some caution, because of our concern that this Liberal–National government may be using this bill 
to introduce by stealth the stop-and-search laws that it tried to put through this place last year. That is our 
concern. We want to make sure that this bill will not do that, and that this bill will be restricted in its timing.  

This bill was first read in this place in April, and it commenced its debate in mid-May. We have endeavoured to 
try to move through this bill as swiftly as we can, because we understand that time is marching on and we are 
getting closer every day to that period in October when CHOGM will be held. However, we found when we 
went into Committee of the Whole that we were halted in our tracks, because we had so much difficulty in trying 
to understand what the government is seeking to achieve with the drafting of this legislation. After this bill had 
made tortuous progress through the other place in March or April of this year, and as a result of the endeavours 
of the opposition in the other place, the government acknowledged, before this bill came into this place, that 
there were problems with the drafting of this legislation. The government moved 15 amendments to its own 
legislation. That is very unusual. Hon Giz Watson also put a number of amendments on the notice paper. The 
government acknowledged, by moving its amendments, that it had taken on board the criticism that had been 
levelled at this legislation by the opposition in the other place. I acknowledge that the government had the 
decency to try to tidy up the legislation, but once we got to the committee stage, we discovered that even those 
amendments were flawed. It is a real shame that the parliamentary secretary is not able to be with us tonight, 
because I know that she has worked quite diligently to try to resolve some of these matters. 

It became quite a difficult process in this place; normally these bills are managed by Hon Peter Collier, 
representing the Minister for Police, and he is normally quite accommodating and tries to be reasonable. I know 
that it is difficult for the parliamentary secretary because she is just following the instructions of the minister in 
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the other place, and we all know that he can be quite intractable on these matters. When we discovered on the 
first day of the Committee of the Whole—around 24 May—that we were hitting some really deep potholes in 
this legislation, I actually said to the Leader of the House, “Why don’t we go onto another piece of legislation? 
We’re obviously not going to get too far. Why don’t we step outside this place and try to resolve the issues 
we’ve got?” It had become quite plain to me and Hon Giz Watson and others who have an interest in this 
legislation that perhaps this was an example of legislation that should have been referred to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation—a very good committee—so it could have a proper look at the structure, drafting and 
associated issues. But, no, the Leader of the House said to me, “No, just take 10 or 15 minutes and we’ll resolve 
everything; we’ll come back and give it another go.” I think it took a couple of attempts like that. We made very 
slow progress, and the government ultimately agreed to amend its own amendments. 

I give the parliamentary secretary credit for acknowledging that she needed to make some changes on foot, if 
you like. Finally, by the Thursday of that sitting week, we actually had to get the government to agree to step 
outside the chamber with the advisers and the parliamentary secretary, and we spent about an hour and a half 
with the advisers working through the issues that we had with the drafting of the bill and the government’s 
amendments. It was only after that out-of-chamber session that we were able to come back in here, work through 
the relevant matters and make significant progress on this bill. 

The experience of the past couple of weeks has been a very interesting example of dealing with bills that come 
out of the office of the Minister for Police. We have consistently had to deal with legislation that is drafted in 
haste, and legislation that is quite often not well thought out. It then takes us an extended period to work through 
it. I see Hon Peter Collier thinking about that, because he is the person who has had to manage some of these 
cumbersome and lengthy bills in the past. 

We on this side of the chamber have not sought to extend the debate on this bill. I hope that when the bill goes 
back to the other place, the Minister for Police will not make that claim; he is often wont to say that when bills 
come here, the opposition seeks to filibuster. We have not done that, and we can quite clearly demonstrate that 
we have not. Only about three speakers on this side of the chamber contributed to the second reading debate, and 
only two or three members on this side have participated in the committee stage of the bill over the past couple 
of weeks. The fact that the government has acknowledged its mistakes by rectifying the flaws in its own 
amendments shows that this has been a very difficult document to work through. 

Although we acknowledge the significance of what will occur at the end of the year, it has been a very 
complicated exercise to try to understand how it will all fit together. The clauses in the bill that Labor does not 
support, because we still have not been provided with enough justification, deal specifically with the engagement 
of the Corruption and Crime Commission during the period of the Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting. We have not been provided fully with justification for why the CCC even needs to be involved in this 
arrangement. 

I want to put on the record that this bill is not standard legislation. It has come to us as flawed legislation. The 
government’s effort to remedy that, even in acknowledging that it is flawed, has been a difficult process as we in 
this chamber had to tighten the government’s own amendments. I am sure we could deal in future with such 
legislation in a better way than through this tortuous process. The Leader of the House is very keen to get on and 
deal with other legislation, as we come to the busy midyear period. Perhaps it would have been more beneficial 
to the progression of this legislation in this place if in the first instance it had been referred to a committee. It 
would then have probably come back at an appropriate time for us to resolve all the concerns and to deal with the 
drafting issues without having to work through them in this chamber in such a difficult manner. The opposition 
needs to look at that issue in future, rather than agreeing with the government when it says that a bill should not 
be referred to a committee but instead be dealt with in this place. This bill is a very good example of legislation 
that should have been dealt with by a parliamentary committee, rather than dealt with by the Committee of the 
Whole in this chamber as the first port of call. 

The opposition does support the bill, but with some caution. We do not support the CCC provisions in the bill, 
and I have explained why; we still do not have confidence in those clauses. I am still concerned about how this 
legislation will play out when it comes to fruition in October. The government and the relevant agencies 
obviously have a lot of work ahead of them. They will have to resolve the concerns of the various players 
involved in organising CHOGM. They will have to not only determine the secure areas, but also make sure that 
people living and working in the CBD, and those living in surrounding areas who need access to the CBD during 
the four-day period and the extended period before and after, have appropriate access and egress from the CBD. 
We do not want to get to that time and discover that things are not as they were put to us. I will be very 
concerned if we get to that time and find that large tracts of the city are shut down and people are excluded from 
areas. That is something we will be watching. 

I should probably say to Hon Peter Collier, as he is the minister representing the Minister for Police in this place, 
that I hope somebody in cabinet sits this minister down and says to him, “Listen, you know we understand the 
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importance of these types of bills. You know that if you are going to put through bills like these, you must make 
sure you’ve thought out all the issues and all the implications and must get the drafting right, otherwise it will 
take an extended period of time.” We in the upper house are doing our job. We are raising the issues of 
relevance. We are trying to get the best legislation that we possibly can out of this place and we will continue to 
do that. It would make everybody’s life so much easier, particularly those on the government side, if the police 
minister did his job and brought well-drafted legislation into both houses. That is something we can all look 
forward to. I hope he does not disappoint us.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.50 pm]: I will say a few words at the third reading stage of the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011. The Greens (WA) will not support 
the bill. Having gone through the lengthy process of scrutinising this piece of legislation, our concerns have not 
been addressed. That leaves us with no option other than to oppose the bill. The reasons we will oppose the bill 
include that the powers in this bill are disproportionate to the anticipated circumstances outlined through this 
process in the Legislative Council. As much as we can understand about what is anticipated and the argument 
put for why special powers are needed, the legislation has not been amended to address the Greens’ concerns. 
For example, there is no assurance that security areas will be clearly delineated so that members of the public 
will know when they are in a security area, despite the fact that being in a security area can lead to a penalty of 
12 months’ imprisonment. The amendments we presented to insert a requirement that security areas be clearly 
identified were rejected by this house. That is very unfortunate.  

This bill introduces significant new penalties that will apply to the Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting. As Hon Kate Doust said, this is an unusual bill; it is about special powers. This bill could have equally 
had the words “extraordinary powers” or “exceptional powers” in its title. They are more than special; they are 
powers that would not normally be provided to police and other officers. It is worth commenting that in the more 
public debate about this legislation, including the need for it and the provisions that it brings in, both the Labor 
Party, the formal opposition, and the National Party have taken the position that they do not really like the 
provisions and have some concerns about them but that it is okay because it is for only a week! I find that a 
rather extraordinary position to take. They are either extraordinary powers, and we ought to be very mindful and 
cautious about introducing them, and very rigorous in deciding whether we need them, or they are not. They 
might apply for only three days, but they still might affect a considerable number of people within those three 
days, or a week, or however long this CHOGM period is, because we still do not know how long the CHOGM 
period is. That will be decided by regulation. That leaves very little opportunity for Parliament to debate that. We 
can simply accept or reject it.  

I remain concerned that the coercive powers available under the Corruption and Crime Commission Act will be 
available in a new set of circumstances not contemplated by the original CCC legislation. It is a novel way to use 
CCC powers. I think it is exceedingly worrying. It indicates a “mission creep”—I think is the language used in 
these sorts of circumstances. Obviously I will not remind members again exactly how powerful those coercive 
powers are and how they trammel a range of principles of law, including procedural fairness and presumption of 
innocence; but apparently it is okay if we use them only for a week or in particular circumstances!  

When enacted, this bill will enable people to be publicly named and shamed as excluded persons. That can 
happen without a person’s knowledge and without any right of appeal on whether they want to be named and 
shamed. I assume most people do not want to be named and shamed as an excluded person for the purposes of a 
CHOGM special power. Even the names of juveniles can be published. Additional public officers will be sworn 
in and authorised to carry out a range of powers at the discretion of the Commissioner of Police. This range of 
powers is to be finalised by regulation, or the Parliament will have limited powers to scrutinise what those 
powers will be. Even though we have had some reassurance on the record from the parliamentary secretary that 
these powers are to be very limited, that is fine and I appreciate the assurance that the parliamentary secretary 
has given but it does not detract from the fact that the bill says the Commissioner of Police can determine those 
powers by regulation.  

The review of the operation and effectiveness of this act will be conducted by the same body that uses the 
additional powers, the exceptional powers and the special powers; that is, the police. There will be no 
independent review. It is on the record, by way of a response from the parliamentary secretary, that the Minister 
for Police, who will receive this review, can simply report to the Parliament by way of one sentence, saying, “I 
am happy with the review, and this is my report.” The capacity of the Parliament to scrutinise the operation of 
this act is absolutely minimal. For all these reasons, we cannot support the bill that will give special powers to 
the police.  

By the government’s own admission, this bill is an exceptional bill designed to deal with an exceptional event—
an event agreed to by the government. I am not even sure whether the government agreed to host the event. I am 
not quite sure who said, “Yes, thanks very much, we’d like to host CHOGM.” The community was certainly not 
engaged in a conversation as to whether it would like to host CHOGM. I am sure most people did not even 
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contemplate the fact that if we hosted CHOGM, we would have new laws to enable that to happen. All this has 
happened somewhere else; it has landed in Parliament and this is the bill that we are debating. As far as I 
followed the debate, it was just announced that Perth was going to host CHOGM and we were informed that 
special and very expensive policing would be required to host that event.  

This is a very complex bill. It came to this place with 15 government amendments. That is quite an 
acknowledgement from the government that it needed to take significant changes on board. It has taken a 
significant amount of time to scrutinise this bill in this place. That is a consequence of bringing in a complex bill 
with a series of amendments and having the house deal with those amendments without the benefit of a report 
from the legislation committee. Such a bill used to be referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation. I had 
an exchange with Hon Norman Moore, the Leader of the House, about why I did not refer the bill to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. I can answer that question. I did not refer it to the committee because I knew that 
there was no chance that it would go there. In light of Hon Norman Moore’s comments, I will think again about 
referring bills to the Standing Committee on Legislation. I was on the Standing Committee on Legislation for 12 
years; I was the deputy chairman for half that time. It does not matter who is in government as that standing 
committee does very good work in dealing with complex matters and providing advice to the house as to how we 
might debate a bill. It is obviously still up to the house what we accept and reject. Some of the complexities in 
bills relating to criminal matters in particular should be scrutinised by a standing committee of the Parliament. 
We have such a standing committee; it is called the Standing Committee on Legislation, and it is currently 
languishing without bills being referred to it. The Standing Committee on Legislation has the capacity to ensure 
that the debate in this place is not so protracted and complex that it requires us to adjourn and go away to sort out 
some words and come back, which is a very inefficient use of the time of the house and no doubt it not only 
frustrates the government in trying to get its program through, but also deprives the Parliament of the opinions, 
evidence and advice that can be given to a parliamentary committee by stakeholders and key parties. Members in 
this place will be aware of the Law Society’s view on this bill because they might have either contacted that 
organisation directly or read its views in the media. We do not hear from any expert witnesses or get any 
community input if we do not use the standing committees of this place. Not referring certain legislation to a 
committee not only lengthens the debate but also reduces the evidence base on which we can make our decisions 
in this place. The function of the Legislative Council is to do a different job than is done in the other place. It is 
important that we are mindful that it is our responsibility, in my view, to be sure we have that sort of stakeholder 
and community input and access to expert evidence. The only way we can do that in any effective way is through 
tabling a report in this place of a standing committee of Parliament. In this case the appropriate standing 
committee would have been the Standing Committee on Legislation.  

Debate in this place is much poorer for the lack of that and it takes much longer. It is ultimately the choice of the 
two political parties that have the numbers in this place to decide whether legislation is properly scrutinised by 
the appropriate committee of the house, as it has done for a significant period. That function has been well 
provided to ensure that debate is informed, succinct and manageable.  

The advice I am offering before I finally sit down and say we still do not support the bill is that the government 
might want to check exactly how many hours were spent passing this bill and think again whether it might move 
or even indicate that it supports a referral of this sort of legislation to a standing committee for proper scrutiny. 
With those words, we oppose the bill.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (26) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Sue Ellery Hon Col Holt Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Jon Ford Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Ed Dermer Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien  

Noes (4) 

Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson Hon Alison Xamon Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 
 

Question thus passed.  

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 

BUILDING BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 June. 
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HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [9.06 pm] — in reply: I once 
again thank members for their participation in the second reading debate and to all members on both sides who 
have indicated their support for the second reading. Hon Linda Savage and Hon Lynn MacLaren made 
thoughtful contributions about this detailed bill. The Building Bill provides for a whole new set of machinery to 
administer the areas that it deals with. Both of those speakers observed that this was a substantial, evolutionary 
change that builds upon the experience of the past, and they acknowledged that some overdue reforms were 
needed to be made to bring us into the twenty-first century, or whatever their expression was. Although I am 
aware of the time and stage we are at in this autumn session, in my reply, although I will speak reasonably 
quickly, I want to do justice to their contributions. 

We have had the benefit of time since we sat last night. I acknowledge the work that officers from the 
Department of Commerce’s Building Commission division have done to research some of the matters that were 
raised. I will now impart that information to the house by way of closing the second reading debate. I refer, in 
the first instance, to the contribution of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, who raised some pertinent questions that need to 
be responded to, so that those responses are on the record, to coin a phrase. The first matter that my friend raised 
was the question about the penalties associated with transgressions, or the failure to adhere to certain 
requirements contained in this all-encompassing scheme. She asked whether I could provide the chamber with a 
schedule containing the clause number, the clause title and penalty provided in the bill. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I found it. It was in the back of the explanatory memo. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I have a schedule of penalties here. I will not table this document, but I will pass it 
around to the member to make sure that she has all the information that is required. The honourable member also 
asked about the construction work on mining projects, noting that this was not covered by the legislation, and 
wanted to know why that is the case. I will discuss briefly how we deal with buildings in construction and 
mining projects. The existing legislation is very unclear on what is a building and which mining and 
infrastructure works require building approval. The policy intent of the previous government when it started the 
reform in this area was to provide a clear distinction between things that should be regulated under the Building 
Bill and what should be left to be regulated under different processes. This government has continued that 
policy. Permits are required for residential or recreational buildings, or buildings generally that have public 
access to them, and that will come under this regime. That will continue. Buildings that are incidental to mining 
operations or to exploiting petroleum and other resources are exempted from the need to get a building or an 
occupancy permit. That covers structures such as machinery sheds, storage sheds, control rooms and the like. All 
those structures will be required to meet the building standards and other provisions of the bill, such as work 
affecting other land, but permits will not be needed for them because they are already regulated through other 
processes, such as the Mines Safety and Inspection Act, and we do not want to add an extra layer of red tape. 

Questions were also asked about the degree, amount and nature of all forms of consultation about this bill. I will 
give members a bit of a summary. The development of complex and all-embracing schemes such as this one 
takes a while. I gave an address earlier today about commercial tenancy, and I noted that that review had been 
done in 2003. Sometimes it takes a while for these things to come to fruition, and that is the case with this bill. I 
reassure members that there has been extensive consultation with all stakeholders. Some of that consultation may 
have occurred in a time frame in which they have forgotten some of that consultation. There has been, and there 
continues to be, substantial consultation with stakeholders, including the Western Australian Local Government 
Association, individual local governments and local government officers. In 2004, letters were sent to all local 
governments seeking views on previous proposals for building acts, so it obviously goes back before then. In 
2006, there was a discussion paper that received 109 formal written submissions, 59 of which were from local 
governments, which will, of course, be fundamentally affected by this legislation. A stakeholder reference group, 
with WALGA and regional and metropolitan local government members, has met 14 times since 2006. There are 
six local government representatives on a working group that has met 10 times to prepare the drafting 
instructions. There is currently a process and forms working group with six local government representatives. It 
has been meeting fortnightly since October 2010. In 2007, and again in 2010, information seminars were held in 
Perth and in major regional centres that attracted strong local government attendance. In addition, specific 
briefings and workshops have been held with WALGA, some local governments, and building surveyor groups. 
In 2010, the Building Commission division even set up a stall at Local Government Week to consult directly 
with councillors. Last year, letters were sent to each local government with details of the bill and seeking 
feedback on costs and other matters. This year alone the Building Commission has held sessions in Melville with 
Local Government Managers Australia. It has also had regional workshops with other like groups in Albany, 
Broome, Bunbury, Capel and Dalwallinu. Other stakeholders have had similar levels of consultation. 

The direct costs associated with the bill, such as permit fees and levies, will remain and, in some cases, will be 
broadly the same. We considered the issue of rates and levies and so on in some detail in debate on the other 
package of building services bills. Therefore, this bill before us does not fix the fee that local governments or 
private building surveyors can charge for certification either. They can choose to keep the current fees or to 
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charge higher fees, and hopefully deliver better services. But the key to anyone engaged in these processes in the 
future and to getting better service is to do the certification that this regime allows for in parallel and in concert 
with the design and documentation phases, so that owners know that what is being drawn will be approved and, 
therefore, time will be saved. That offers big opportunities for savings in costs on projects big and small.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren raised a similar question and reported the experience in the eastern states, where the cost to 
certify a house has doubled. We have protection against this, and this was at the request of local governments, 
because they want to serve their ratepayers. We have retained the right to use the current uncertified process at 
the current fees for domestic buildings. Therefore, if new home builders do not want to change to this new 
system, they do not have to. Homeowners who want to use the certified process for houses can choose to pay for 
private certification if they see a benefit; otherwise they can retain the uncertified processes, although that allows 
for a longer time frame, as is the case now for local governments to consider those matters. 

I was asked to provide some information on whether a local government will be liable for non-compliant 
buildings. A local government will be liable only for damages caused by its negligence, not someone else’s. 
Under our current system of proportionate liability, the local government will not be liable for errors caused by 
others. I understand that the main concern of local governments is that they might be held liable for an error in a 
certificate from a private registered building surveyor. Clause 144 specifically provides that the Building Bill 
does not create a duty of a permit authority to check the accuracy of a fact or the soundness of an opinion 
asserted in a certificate. That is the responsibility of the certifier. In addition, of course, clauses 37 and 38 further 
protect local governments by making it clear that the builder or demolition contractor is responsible for the 
building meeting the applicable building standards.  

In relation to the question of the ability of a local government to employ qualified building surveyors, given that 
there is likely to be a much reduced income stream, I will briefly describe the consideration that has been given 
to this issue by successive governments. Unlike the current legislation, the Building Bill does not require a local 
government to employ a building surveyor, although we suspect that a lot—possibly most—will decide that they 
want to do that, because that is best for their service model. Therefore, they do not need to get caught in a 
bidding war for scarce resources unless they wish to engage in that particular line of business. Local 
governments are only required to provide building surveyor services for uncertified applications for domestic 
buildings, as I discussed earlier, but they can contract this work out or share it with other local governments 
through a special permit authority. I know already—Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has probably spoken with them as 
well—that some local governments are looking at changing their business model, having shared certain 
responsibilities and functions, to offer services, using some retained personnel, to other local governments. 
Therefore, there are a number of ways in which they are branching out in their own business, and that will 
augment their own revenue base as well. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: They will have less than their revenue, though, because of their function.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: They will, because of the changed function. There is no doubt that some transition will 
be required, and I will come to that point in a moment, because I know that that is something that the member is 
concerned about, as am I. I accept that local governments cannot be too sure how many of their qualified 
building surveyors will remain with them and how many will head for private firms or to other local 
governments. This is the nature of the sort of change that has developed over the years and that is now reflected 
in this bill. However, that will evolve over time as people get used to the new framework. Importantly, we have 
given local governments a lot of flexibility to manage costs and match capabilities by deciding what services 
they want to offer and what they charge for them. Just as an aside, going back to the question of charges and 
penalties, the honourable member asked early in her contribution about the need for penalties because they will 
end up as a revenue stream for the Building Commission. I am advised that the Building Commission funding 
model does not include any funds from penalties for offences against the proposed act; in fact, under the 
legislation, offences are policed by the permit authority and local governments, which will instigate proceedings 
to extract penalties rather than the Building Commission in most cases. There are some limited cases in which 
the Building Commission will pursue that. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Does that mean that all the penalties that are raised under this bill will be shared by 
local governments and/or their subsidiaries or whatever? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: No. The power to prosecute, issue infringements or use whatever mechanism applies 
in a particular case will be applied by the permit authority, which will in many cases be the local government. 
The member knows there are some exceptions to that. Even in a case in which the Building Commission takes 
some action, the revenue extracted as penalties does not go to the Building Commission; it goes into general 
government funds.  

The honourable member also asked me about mandating the six-star rating for all new homes under this 
legislation. The simple answer that I can fairly give is, no, that is not in this bill. What we already have in place 
deals with that and it will continue to deal with that after this legislation is up and running. Therefore, strictly 
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speaking, I do not think we need to place too much attention on this. However, for the general benefit of 
members and for the record, part 3 of this bill lets us prescribe building standards, which is a capacity that we 
already have under existing legislation so we will keep that going. The standard prescribed now, which will 
continue in the future, will be the National Construction Code. All commercial and residential buildings are 
required to meet the energy-efficiency standards set out in the National Construction Code. Commercial 
buildings will need to comply with section J of the code, which does not give star ratings. Residential buildings 
are assessed by one of three rating tools to get a star rating or they can be approved by other equivalent and 
acceptable construction methods that I will not go into now. However, the National Construction Code energy-
efficiency standard for residential buildings is the so-called six-star standard. It will be mandatory for new 
buildings in Western Australia from May 2012. The energy-efficiency standards that currently apply are the five-
star standards introduced in 2005, which were augmented with some additional requirements for water heating 
and water-use requirements in 2007. They are called the five star–plus standards and they currently apply as the 
bottom level requirement. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren raised some general concerns from the Western Australian Local Government Association, 
the Master Builders Association and the Housing Industry Association. I had lots of meetings with them as well, 
as I am sure a number of members have. I will deal with some of those inquiries by simply saying that all 
three organisations are in the stakeholder reference group and they have all been actively involved so far and 
they will continue to be actively involved in the drafting of regulations for this legislation. I will add a bit more 
to that because I know that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was concerned about this. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich read in some 
of the concerns of the City of Armadale, which it holds in common with other local governments in the large 
outer suburban growth councils in particular.  

In March this year there was agreement to separate the implementation of the Building Bill 2010 from the other 
building services bills. We need to get this bill up to complete the suite of bills, because there are some 
interchangeable definitions and whatnot that are required. This bill needs to go through so that those other bills 
that we have dealt with can be introduced. I appreciate the assistance of the house at this time in expediting that 
to some extent. What we agreed to in March this year is, basically, that we will bring in all the complaints and 
disputes and registration matters from 1 July—that is our intention—which is not far away, but delay the 
Building Bill system until 1 October, as requested by stakeholders including local governments, to allow a bit 
more comfort time to work up some of the issues. That gives me the capacity to have some further meetings. I 
already have the Building Commission division working hard on an ongoing rolling pattern of consultations and on 
setting up meetings for me and my staff to be involved in to ensure that we make the processes for that transition 
as easy as we can. It is a big transition and there are issues, there is no doubt about it, but we will do that.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What about Armadale specifically? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Yes, there has been contact with the City of Armadale. I reassure the member that I 
will make a point of making sure that Armadale is included in those discourses. Good work is being done now to 
make sure that the transitional matters are understood and that we work through the issues that were being 
highlighted. I will give that undertaking. Similarly, I have also had some discussions with the City of Mandurah; 
it is not forgotten in this. One or two others have specifically come to notice, but everyone will have the 
opportunity to liaise closely with the Building Commission and with government to make sure that their 
concerns are taken on board.  

I would like to draw my remarks to a close, but I felt it was necessary to spend, even at this hour, a bit of time to 
respond to the sort of things that have been raised. I would like to provide assurance to the members who 
participated that the homework has been done to address the concerns that have been discussed. Again, I would 
like to thank members for the way they have contributed, but also for the way that I know they have been 
interacting with the Building Commission people and with local governments behind the scenes to participate 
constructively in this debate.  

I will conclude with the matter that Hon Lynn MacLaren raised about a cost–benefit analysis. The bill was 
submitted to the regulatory gatekeeping unit of Treasury in 2010 before being introduced to Parliament. That is a 
requirement we have—it is a hurdle we have to jump. Treasury’s response was that a full regulatory impact 
assessment—it does a preliminary one, of course—was not required because the proposal is unlikely to have 
significant negative impacts on business, consumers or the economy. I think members from all sides would say 
amen to that because we are trying to create an environment that enables all involved—builders or buyers—to 
get about doing the things they need to do as efficiently and safely and cost-effectively as they can, thereby 
making a significant contribution to the future. I hope that this legislation, when enacted, will stand the test of 
time over the next 50 or 60 years in providing those benefits to the people of Western Australia. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Has any work been done to ensure that there is a suitable supply of, for example, 
building surveyors? I ask that question because the whole model is predicated on surveyors playing a critical 
role, and in the event that there is an insufficient number of building surveyors, the whole process may become a 
logjam.  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am not able to answer that question in detail now. But this is a matter that has been 
exercising a lot of minds, and it is one of the drivers of this legislation, because we have had shortages in various 
related occupations previously. One of the aspects of the development of this system is that it will provide 
flexibility to ensure that those skilled occupations are available. I am touching now on the capacity for local 
governments to extend their operations through the device of making their building surveyors, if they retain 
them, available to other local governments. I commend the second reading to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Michael Mischin) in the chair, Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for 
Commerce) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The minister has just finished talking about the availability of qualified surveyors. 
The information I have is that there are only 200 building surveyors in Western Australia. There is a concern 
about the shortage of building surveyors. Has the minister done any workforce planning, or has he started talking 
with the local colleges of technical and further education about how building surveyors can achieve the 
necessary qualification? My information is that building surveyors will need to either go over east or study via 
distance education, What workforce planning has been done for that?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I thank the member for her interest in this matter, and other members as well. Insofar 
as this directly touches upon this bill, yes, I assure the member that the Building Commission division of the 
Department of Commerce is mindful of this matter. But, more than that, some time ago, money was allocated to 
TAFE, I think in the amount of $50 000, to assist in, as the member put it—I am using a generalised term here—
workforce planning. I understand that about 250 surveyors have been registered, both existing and former, and 
there are more in the pipeline. The reason I mention that—because we did not create them, but we are 
encouraging this career path—is that now that we have a better handle on what the workforce capacity is, one of 
the side benefits of this process will be to assist in that planning process. I do not intend to spend any more time 
on that. I hope that meets the member’s needs at this time.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: My second question regards the cost–benefit analysis that Treasury undertook. The 
other concern we have is about the impact on local governments’ revenue, because this is a fee that is normally 
charged by local governments and therefore could be in their budget cycle for this coming year. The minister 
mentioned that the cost–benefit analysis that Treasury undertook looked at businesses, but I did not hear him say 
that it looked at the impact on local government. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: My apologies for that oversight. The Building Bill proposals that the member has 
before her have been subject to an ongoing scrutiny of cost and benefit, not least by the local government lobby. 
I think I have indicated through all the various forums—many of them are still up and running and will 
continue—that there is an ongoing scrutiny of cost, amongst other things, because this is a fundamental change 
to the way in which things will work and connect together. The government believes that it will be better, and we 
have worked with all the stakeholders. I think the member knows from her own experience, as I do from mine as 
a private member, that local governments are particularly sensitive to this. However, local government is 
actively involved with this legislation and working with the forums to say, “Okay, this is the way we’ve got to 
go; let’s make it work”. 

I can tell the member that ACIL Tasman prepared a report on local government costs in 2006, further cost 
information was obtained from local governments in 2010, and comparisons were made of fees against potential 
savings from reduced delays. Importantly, however, different local governments will be doing different things 
depending on their structures. Big local governments—the Stirlings, Armadales and others—will have a different 
business or operational model, if you like, from those of the Town of East Fremantle and other places. That is 
part of the whole point of this legislation—that we have that flexibility built in—and we think it will create a 
better dynamic in the future. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 19 put and passed. 

Clause 20: Grant of building permit — 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I move — 

Page 15, line 15 — To delete “permit;” and insert — 

permit, unless the building work is of a kind specified by the regulations; 
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Members will recall that in a very useful committee stage during cognate debate on the building services bills, a 
need was identified; I think Hon Giz Watson and others were active participants. This is a vehicle to make sure 
that we can split the introduction of various parts of the new system. We were particularly concerned to have the 
facility to delay requirements for registration in country areas. This is the device that I undertook to implement, 
and that is why I now move an amendment along these lines. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 21 to 203 put and passed. 

Title put and passed.  

Bill reported, with an amendment. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 

Report of committee adopted. 

Remaining Stage — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [9.41 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as will enable the third reading of the bill to be taken at 
this day’s sitting. 

This is an unusual motion and members will know from my previous management of bills that I much prefer that 
we allow successive days to elapse, but members are also aware that we are approaching the end of the session. 
It was the will of this house some months ago in debate that an amendment be moved and, of course, if we are to 
have an amendment considered by another place before Parliament rises, we will have to deal with this bill now. 
That is why I seek the suspension of standing orders. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

The PRESIDENT: Just for the information of members, an absolute majority was required for that vote. Having 
counted the house, an absolute majority is present so that the bill can be read a third time. 

Third Reading 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [9.42 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

In so moving, I thank the house for its accommodation. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with an amendment. 

INDONESIAN ABATTOIRS — LIVE CATTLE TRADE SUSPENSION 

Statement 

HON BRIAN ELLIS (Agricultural) [9.43 pm]: Last night Hon Ken Baston expressed his concerns about the 
federal government ban on live animal exports. As this is such a serious issue, I wish to express some of my 
concerns because it is an issue affecting the livelihood of the constituents I represent. Last Saturday I attended a 
rally by stakeholders involved in the live animal export trade. I congratulate them for being prepared to stand up 
to show their support for the industry. They came from far and wide—from Fitzroy Crossing down to Esperance. 
Not one person at that rally would condone cruelty to animals.  

When the federal government made its knee-jerk decision to ban the export of live animals, I wonder if it 
considered the cruelty that that would inflict upon the businesses and families that rely on this trade. In fact I 
have real concerns about the federal coalition of misfits who do not seem to have any understanding of the 
agriculture industry or how their decisions affect those involved in the industry. The repercussions have a far 
wider effect than many would imagine. There are many supported businesses that rely on this trade. WA could 
lose up to $170 million and 800 jobs as a direct result of the current suspension. What about the cattle currently 
trapped in limbo? There are 150 000, according to figures provided by the Western Australian Farmers 
Federation. Who pays for this? No-one is getting paid—neither the producers nor the exporters. Someone has to 
feed these cattle. The federal government makes the decision to ban the trade but has not been prepared to 
compensate those affected for its disgraceful and lazy decision. This ban has had a very serious adverse effect on 
Australia’s relationship with Indonesia. Is it little wonder, with 22 million people telling 250 million people how 
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to behave. I can understand why it has had such a serious effect upon the relationship between Indonesia and 
Australia. I am concerned that this may have repercussions for other agricultural commodities such as wheat and 
lupin. I mention lupin because we are just starting to make trade inroads into Indonesia. I am also concerned by 
the Western Australian Minister for Agriculture and Food’s statement on his return from Indonesia that when he 
first went to Indonesia he was confident that the trade may resume within a few weeks. Now, he is not so 
confident. This gives an indication of the seriousness of the repercussions of this ban on relationships with 
Indonesia.  

Contrary to what those who oppose the live animal trade say, there are currently no viable alternatives to live 
export. The cost of chilled meat is roughly three times higher than live animals and therefore many markets 
cannot afford it. In Third World markets such as Indonesia, most people do not have access to refrigeration; they 
require freshly slaughtered meat. There are just not the facilities or the demand to export chilled meat. We need 
to send our cattle to Indonesia so that we can educate those doing the slaughter about better methods, such as 
stun-guns and cradles. There needs to be some commonsense and compromise to keep the cattle trade 
functioning.  

My overwhelming preference is that Australian cattle be shipped to sites where stun-guns are being used. 
However, I recognise that this is not likely to occur in small abattoirs where only a few cattle are processed each 
day. I support the suggestion of the president of the Beef Breeders Association that tipping cradles could be 
installed to humanely immobilise the cattle. These cradles are sturdy, easy to transport, need little maintenance 
and are simple to operate. 

The facts need to be explained to the Australian people; we do not just need to see some suspect footage filmed 
by Animals Australia. Why did it take so long for Animals Australia to release that footage? It did not 
communicate with the industry, the government or federal and state agriculture ministers. Why did it not get the 
information out as soon as possible if it was concerned that the cattle were being ill-treated? Was there an 
ulterior motive in doing this? I suspect there was, as Animals Australia wants to ban the export of all live 
animals. It picked the most opportune moment to release the footage—during muster time—and caused a ban 
that will not last for six months but will have the real effect of 12 months on cattle farmers’ incomes.  

In summary, I believe in fixing problems. When we have a problem in an industry, it should be fixed; we should 
not just ban the whole industry, which is the lazy way out. As one banner read on Saturday, “We should ban 
cruelty, not the trade”.  

DALAI LAMA — VISIT TO WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

Statement 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.51 pm]: On a different note, I wanted to acknowledge the visit 
to Western Australia of the Dalai Lama last weekend. Over 14 000 Western Australians made the effort to hear 
him speak at the Burswood Dome. I was very happy to be one of the thousands of people who attended that 
event, as well as an event in the City of Fremantle, which was hosted by the Mayor of Fremantle, Brad Pettitt; 
Senator Scott Ludlam from the Australian Greens; and Melissa Parke, the federal member for Fremantle. That 
was the first time that the Dalai Lama had been to Fremantle. It was a particularly special event and an 
opportunity for a relatively small number of people to hear him speak. We had a lovely afternoon in Fremantle. 
The Fremantle Town Hall was packed. People lined up in the freezing cold rain to be part of that audience. 
Almost the same number of people were outside the town hall listening to a live broadcast of the event because 
the town hall holds only about 450 people and they could not fit in. That is an extraordinary tribute to this man 
who is and continues to be the spiritual leader of the Tibetan people.  

As we know, a significant number of Tibetan people live as refugees, as exiles from their own country, in 
Dharamshala in India. We also have a small community of about 30 Tibetan refugees here in Western Australia. 
They are a most amazing group of people who continue to be passionate about raising the issue of the liberation 
of Tibet from the oppressive rule of the Chinese.  

The Dalai Lama attracted 65 000 people to his talks during his visit to Australia. It is the seventh time he has 
visited. It is also worth noting that Western Australia had the highest number of people at an event. It was really 
nice to see a significant number of members of Parliament at both events. I attended three events; I think I was 
visiting the Dalai Lama all last weekend as far as I could tell. Another function was held at the Burswood for 
members of the Tibetan community, the Mongolian community and the Bhutanese community. Interestingly, all 
those groups had a similar tradition of Tibetan Buddhism in their cultural heritage. I was particularly moved to 
be invited to that smaller audience with that group of people as part of the Tibetan Action Group of Western 
Australia, of which I am a member. We were very honoured to be part of a more intimate conversation with the 
Dalai Lama about the heritage of Tibetan Buddhism. I learnt quite a lot about how far back it goes—at least 
7 000 years—and where it is now practised internationally. One of those extraordinary things is that the terrible 
tragedy and injustices of Tibet, which I am sure we all know about in light of the displacement of the Tibetan 
people and the loss of life in Tibet since the Chinese occupation in 1959, has resulted in the Tibetan Buddhism 



 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 22 June 2011] 4611 

 

tradition being much more available to a huge audience internationally. It is fascinating to see that, over the 
years, the number of people who have been attracted to simple yet quite profound messages that are the tradition 
of Tibetan Buddhism is extraordinary. It was an amazing experience to line up with another 14 000 people at 
half past eight on Sunday morning to hear this extraordinary man speak. It is right to remember and acknowledge 
that the Dalai Lama was the 1989 recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize, particularly in recognition of his 
commitment to a non-violent struggle in relation to the Tibetan people. He continues to hold true to that principle 
of non-violence. Interestingly, he has just recently stepped down as the political leader of the Tibetan community 
and is now solely the spiritual leader of the Tibetan community. He talked about that and about the evolution of 
the Tibetan community in exile to a representative democracy rather than an organisation that has, for thousands 
of years, had a combination of a spiritual and political leader. He talked very animatedly about the importance of 
democratic representation.  

He also has extraordinary drawing power for his messages of peace and non-violence and about the fundamental 
power of compassion, kindness and wisdom. He talked a lot about those qualities being a source of inner 
strength, particularly for Tibetan people and for anyone who is engaged in the community. He talked a lot about 
how we are now a global community and how we should consider refugees and the importance of inclusiveness. 
It was a wonderful talk at Burswood. The other two talks had different elements.  

I shared with a lot of people the wisdom he imparted and I hope it will not be the last time he visits Australia. 
However, of course, he is 75 years old now, so he is probably becoming less and less likely to do so much travel. 
He is an extraordinary man who inspires people. I was delighted to see other members from this place attending 
the talk. I noticed Hon Michael Mischin. whom I spoke to at Burswood, and my colleagues, including Hon Lynn 
MacLaren and Hon Alison Xamon. A couple of members from the Assembly were also at the talk at Burswood. 
It was delightful see them there. I have to say that I was again disappointed that some of the significant political 
leaders such as the Prime Minister, Hon Julia Gillard, did not see fit to meet someone of such eminence and 
international standing and, indeed, a Nobel Peace Laureate. I was also disappointed that our own Premier did not 
make time to meet the Dalai Lama. The Dalai Lama is an inspiration. He has an extraordinary insight into the 
human condition and the way we are within our community. We can benefit enormously from the messages that 
he is offering. There is nothing like actually being there and hearing that message firsthand. 

We are at an interesting part of history in which we have a close relationship with China because it is a major 
trading partner and is important to the Western Australian economy. However, it is equally important to 
acknowledge that we should not restrict what we do, who we talk to or who we listen to on the basis of concerns 
about upsetting our trading partners. It is important to hear the messages about Tibet and the injustices that 
continue to be carried out, which is basically cultural genocide. I will continue to speak on behalf of the Tibetan 
people, particularly as I have been there and gave Tibetans my personal commitment to do that when I returned 
to Australia. I encourage other members also to be cognisant of the very well-considered and genuine 
requirement for human rights for the Tibetan people, who have continuously shown generosity and non-violence 
in the face of extraordinary difficulties. I salute them and the Tibet Action Group of Western Australia for its 
ongoing work to raise these issues in Western Australia. 

Hon Liz Behjat: You did not mention that the event was sponsored by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I was not aware of that. 

VINTAGE SPORTS CAR CLUB — SIR JACK BRABHAM 

Statement 

HON ALYSSA HAYDEN (East Metropolitan) [10.01 pm]: I wish to share with the house a very special day 
that occurred in Caversham a few weeks ago. Roughly about six months ago, I met with the Vintage Sports Car 
Club of WA at the opening of the Hepburn Avenue extension through to Beechboro. I spoke to a few of the 
ladies and gents who arrived with their fantastic vintage cars to officially open the Hepburn extension and be the 
first to officially drive on it. I was brought up to speed—excuse the pun—on the issues close to their hearts, 
which included a new subdivision that had been opened opposite Whiteman Park on Lord Street.  

The community was consulted with and called upon to name the new locality. The Vintage Sports Car Club put 
forward its submission but unfortunately its application was unsuccessful. I went to the clubhouse, which is 
currently located within the Whiteman Edge development, to understand their concerns and to learn what, if 
anything, I could do to assist them. Within the new locality is the old Caversham race circuit, which dates back 
to 1946 when motor racing first commenced with the running of the Victory Grand Prix. This site has significant 
historical racing connections for many Western Australians. As a state, we are often too hasty to erase our 
history. To preserve the history of motor racing in Western Australia, I spoke with the Premier and the Minister 
for Lands, Hon Brendon Grylls, to seek their help. With the Premier’s keen interest in history and Brendon’s 
enthusiastic attention to vintage cars, it was not a difficult task to ask them to revisit the naming of the new 
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locality. On Sunday, 1 May, the old Caversham D-circuit racetrack was alive with the rumblings of vintage cars 
and the clicking of cameras as Sir Jack and Lady Brabham honoured us with their presence for the naming of the 
new locality, which will be called Brabham. What better way is there to retain our history and preserve the 
heritage of this site for future generations than to establish a suburb named Brabham? Sir Jack Brabham is not 
only an Australian Formula 1 legend and Aussie hero, but also a world-famous champion. He was named 
Australian of the Year in 1966, was made an Officer of the Order of the British Empire in 1967 and knighted for 
his services to motorsport in 1979.  

This certainly was a memorable day. The exciting achievement was passionately championed by the Vintage 
Sports Car Club of WA. I fully supported the Vintage Sports Car Club’s quest, as all I had to do was ride its 
wave of enthusiasm created by these dedicated people and to play my role as a member of this government to 
ensure that their voices were heard and their request supported. Congratulations must go to the Vintage Sports 
Car Club for its tireless efforts in securing the recognition of this area, and a thankyou goes to Hon Brendon 
Grylls and members of the Geographic Names Committee, who have honourably recognised and acknowledged 
the history of this site. 

I believe it is vitally important for our future generations to understand, recognise and appreciate what came 
before them. My dad, Arthur Wallis, raced at this track from 1964 to 1965 in his very first 1955 Austin Healey, 
and many young aspiring drivers use this track as a launching pad for their careers. My dad celebrated his 
seventieth birthday a few weeks ago, and although his racing days are long gone, he and his friends—the old 
has-beens, as I call them—still drive their cars around Perth and across Australia every year on their annual 
Healey convention. Motor racing is certainly as popular today as it was back in Sir Jack’s grand prix–winning 
days. I cannot express enough how pleased I am with the successful outcome of naming this locality Brabham, 
as the history of the old Caversham race circuit will be retained, while also ensuring that Sir Jack Brabham will 
always be remembered. Now that we have secured the name Brabham as the Whiteman Edge development gets 
underway, I have taken the liberty to speak with the developers to see whether we can continue the racing theme 
throughout the development, with names of parks and roads dedicated to other famous drivers and vehicles. I am 
sure that a number of ideas will be put forward by the many car enthusiasts in our community. 

I will conclude by making special note of two very hardworking members of the Vintage Sports Car Club, Rob 
Ozanne and Ross Oxwell. I thank them for sharing their passion with me, and I assure them that I will continue 
to represent them on their next wish—that is, to obtain a lease of tenure over the racetrack circuit. 

MORLEY–WINDMILLS SOCCER CLUB 

Statement 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [10.07 pm]: This evening I rise to speak about the 
Morley–Windmills Soccer Club. The club has been in Morley for some 61 years and has a very successful 
sporting history. It is a major amenity for the Morley and Bayswater areas. The history of this club goes back to 
the time of some of the very early Dutch migrants. I had not realised that there was such a strong Dutch 
community in and around the Morley area. They have been there for quite some time. In fact, many of them 
came to Australia during the post-war period. Some of them were very early migrants after the First World War 
and, of course, there was ongoing migration between the wars. After the Second World War, many of them came 
to Australia following the signing of the Netherlands Australia Migration Agreement, which offered passage 
assistance to many Dutch families. It assisted migrants to enter into an agreement with the commonwealth 
government to remain in employment for which they were selected for a period of two years or to repay their 
fare. From all my experiences with members of the Dutch community, they are valued members of the Western 
Australian community. They have made a wonderful contribution to the economic, cultural and social life of the 
communities in which they live, and to this state generally. 

The Morley–Windmills Soccer Club, like many soccer clubs, and like many other community facilities, emerged 
out of the migrant experience, in which there needed to be such facilities to bring migrants together, and this was 
often done by many of European migrants by forming soccer clubs. Therefore, soccer clubs became very 
important, not only as sporting venues, but as a means by which migrants could mix with migrants of other 
nationalities who also had sporting clubs—in this case soccer clubs. They also provided the opportunity to use 
these venues for a broader range of activities. Although the Morley–Windmills Soccer Club was predominantly a 
soccer club, it also participated in softball, cricket, netball and indoor activities, and I am sure that the Dutch 
culture is very strong and there would have been a place in which the cultural traditions could have been 
maintained, especially from generation to generation. If these facilities do not exist within the communities, it is 
very easy for migrants to lose their culture. I think we would be all the poorer for that if it had been the case. 
Tonight I was at Government House where we celebrated the twentieth anniversary of the independence of the 
Republic of Croatia. It was great because we had traditional singing and it was really nice to be a part of 
something that is so good and so different. There is no doubt that migrants from all over the world feel the same 
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about their cultural contributions and their experiences of the benefits that they get from their own culture and 
the benefits of Australia generally.  

The reason I bring the issue of the Morley–Windmills Soccer Club to this place is that like many of these 
organisations, it is becoming harder for the club to maintain its operations. The older generation pretty much 
keep things together; the younger generation has basically assimilated. I do not suggest that some of the older 
members of the Dutch community have not assimilated, but it is getting much harder to get some of the younger 
members to be involved in the club. Consequently, the club struggles financially, and, as a result, may be at risk 
in the future of not being able to operate. I have to say that when I was invited to have a look at the club facilities 
a few weeks ago by Mr Harry Dols, who is a life member, I was very impressed by what I saw. Not only does 
this club operate as a venue where people of Dutch background and heritage can gather, but it also operates for 
the whole community and the facilities are maintained for the whole community. Therefore, I believe that there 
is a whole-community responsibility to ensure that this very important community asset is maintained and that it 
is viable for the benefit of club members and the broader community. An issue the club currently has is that it 
has a clubroom that it needs to raise funds for in order to ensure that its coolroom and its compressor are 
operational and of a standard that enables the club to operate its venue. I am told that this will only require some 
$20 000. I know that the City of Bayswater has been a strong supporter of the club. However, the City of 
Bayswater has shelled out on previous occasions and, as I understand, it has been a good supporter of the club. I 
put on the public record that I think the state government has a responsibility to play its part. There was very 
little in the budget for the state seat of Morley. It is becoming quite apparent that more needs to be done in 
Morley. This is one way in which the government can in fact do something. 

Hon Liz Behjat: There’s a fabulous local member. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Who me?  

Hon Liz Behjat: No, in the other place. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Anyway, we really need a commitment from the government to try to secure the 
$20 000 that would maintain the ongoing viability of the Morley–Windmills Soccer Club and also protect and 
preserve a very important community amenity. I intend to pursue this matter with the Minister for Local 
Government. I know that Lotterywest does not give money to sporting clubs. I do not know whether any grants 
are available through the Office of Multicultural Interests. One thing that has become apparent is that it is getting 
harder and harder to secure the sorts of small amounts of money that this club is looking for. That small amount 
of money will make a significant difference to the ongoing viability of this community amenity, but it is 
increasingly difficult to find sources of money. I do not know who to direct this matter to, but I think that really 
somebody in government needs to step up to the plate and recognise the important role played by these clubs and 
the importance of ensuring they are funded so that they continue. 

House adjourned at 10.18 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 
 

KALGOORLIE CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINES (KCGM) —  
MINE SITES’ PROXIMITY TO RAILWAY LINE 

3825. Hon Robin Chapple to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Regional Development 

I refer the proposed Lucknow, Phar lap, Milanese Open cuts, the Westralia Lode gold mineralization, the gold 
resources known as Sons of Gwalia, Charlotte Fault and Golden Dream located close to the Trans Australian 
Railway line in the vicinity of the Mt Charlotte/Cassidy mining operations owned by Barrick Gold and Newmont 
Mining managed by KCGM, and the Goldfields–Esperance Region 2010–2020 Strategic Plan produced by the 
Goldfields–Esperance Development Commission (GEDC), and I ask — 

(1) Will the Minister and the GEDC advocate to the Minister for Transport the critical importance of 
removing the railway line from its current location which will then facilitate the proposed mining of the 
proposed Lucknow, Phar lap, Milanese Open cuts and the Westralia Lode gold mineralization in the 
near vicinity of the Trans Australian Railway, providing for approximately another 10–20 years of open 
cut mining giving enormous confidence to the Kalgoorlie–Boulder community? 

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

(3) If yes to (1) —  

(a) how; and 

(b) when will this be undertaken? 

(4) With reference to the Goldfields–Esperance Region 2010–2020 Strategic Plan does the Minister 
recognize the land which encompasses the railway land covering the northern railway line from around 
Piccadilly Street through to at least Killarney Street, Kalgoorlie and possibly further, could be sold off 
as private land lots to offset some of the cost for the $60 million dollar relocation of the railway bypass 
around Kalgoorlie–Boulder? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) I have already held discussions with the Minister for Transport regarding the Portlink project, which is a 
new initiative in the 2011–12 State Budget allocated $5 million in Royalties for Regions to investigate 
and undertake detailed planning to link the ports of Oakajee, Port Hedland, Kwinana/Perth and 
Esperance with the Eastern States through road and rail corridors with strategic intermodal freight 
logistics hub constructed in Kalgoorlie.  

This project includes a potential new rail alignment around Kalgoorlie, which may align with the needs 
and expansion of the open cut mining operations in Kalgoorlie.  The investigation and planning for the 
project will be delivered through the Department of Transport and the Minister for Transport over the 
next two years 2011–12 to 2012–13. 

GEDC met with KCGM General Manager to discuss Portlink and rail realignment around Kalgoorlie 
and likely impacts/possibilities for expansion. 

(4) The details regarding the use of land which encompasses the railway land covering the northern railway 
line from around Piccadilly Street through to at least Killarney Street, Kalgoorlie and possibly further, 
will be investigated as part of the rail realignment of the Portlink project. Once the planning is 
completed and all information is provided to Government in relation to the costs of implementing the 
Port Link project, a proposal will be submitted to State Cabinet for consideration and approval to 
proceed. This may include an option to for the land to be sold off as private land lots to offset some of 
the cost for the relocation of the railway bypass around Kalgoorlie–Boulder. 

KALGOORLIE CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINES (KCGM) —  
MINE SITES’ PROXIMITY TO RAILWAY LINE 

3826. Hon Robin Chapple to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Regional Development 

I refer the proposed Lucknow, Phar lap, Milanese Open cuts, the Westralia Lode gold mineralization, the gold 
resources known as Sons of Gwalia, Charlotte Fault and Golden Dream located close to theTrans Australian 
Railway line in the vicinity of the Mt Charlotte/Cassidy mining operations owned by Barrick Gold and Newmont 
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Mining managed by KCGM and the Goldfields Esperance Region 2010–2020 Strategic Plan produced by the 
Goldfields Esperance Development Commission (GEDC), and I ask — 

(1) With reference to the above referred to Goldfields–Esperance Region 2010–2020 Strategic Plan does 
the Minister support all the projects known as the ‘Portlink Project’? 

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

(3) If yes to (1), why? 

(4) With reference to the above referred to Goldfields–Esperance Region 2010–2020 Strategic Plan, can the 
Minister explain how the project cost of $60 million dollars was calculated for the ‘railway bypass 
around Kalgoorlie–Boulder’? 

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

(6) Can the Minister indicate when will the Government allocate approximately 60 million dollars to fund 
the relocation of the railway bypass around Kalgoorlie–Boulder? 

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

(8) Does the GEDC and the Minister recognize the critical importance of removing the railway line from its 
current location which will then facilitate the proposed mining of the proposed Lucknow, Phar lap, 
Milanese Open cuts and the Westralia Lode gold mineralization in the near vicinity of the Trans 
Australian Railway, providing for approximately another 10–20 years of open cut mining, giving 
enormous confidence to the Kalgoorlie–Boulder community? 

(9) If yes to (8), what has the GEDC done to progress this matter? 

(10) If no to (8), why not? 

(11) Has the GEDC approached Newmont Mining with a view to progressing the railway bypass around 
Kalgoorlie–Boulder seeking its views and development plans for all of the above referred to proposed 
open cuts and gold resources? 

(12) If no to (11), why not? 

(13) If yes to (11) —  

(a) when; and 

(b) on what dates was this undertaken? 

(14) Has the GEDC approached Barrick Gold with a view to progressing the ‘railway bypass around 
Kalgoorlie–Boulder’ seeking its views and development plans for all of the above referred to proposed 
open cuts and gold resources? 

(15) If no to (11), why not? 

(16) If yes to (12) —  

(a) when; and 

(b) on what dates was this undertaken? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) I have supported the Portlink project as a new initiative in the 2011–12 State Budget allocating $5 
million in Royalties for Regions to investigate and undertake detailed planning to link the ports of 
Oakajee, Port Hedland, Kwinana/Perth and Esperance with the Eastern States through road and rail 
corridors with strategic intermodal freight logistics hub constructed in Kalgoorlie. This project includes 
a potential new rail alignment around Kalgoorlie, which may align with the needs and expansion of the 
open cut mining operations in Kalgoorlie. The investigation and planning for the project will be 
delivered through the Department of Transport and the Minister for Transport over the next two 
years 2011–12 to 2012–13. 

(4) The figure is based on a study undertaken by the Department of Planning and Infrastructure in 
September 2002 compiled by Sinclair Knight Merz, which produced the Kalgoorlie Rail Realignment 
Final Report.  $60 million is indicative and subject to which realignment option is decided on and 
current 2011 costing being obtained through the new planning work to be undertaken in 2011–12.  

(5) Not applicable. 
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(6) Once the planning is completed and all information is provided to Government in relation to the costs of 
implementing the Port Link project, a proposal will be developed and submitted to State Cabinet for 
consideration and approval to proceed. This is expected to be in 2012–13. 

(7) Not applicable. 

(8) Yes.  

(9) The GEDC has initiated discussions with KCGM and its owners regarding the Portlink project and its 
linkages with a rail realignment around Kalgoorlie. KCGM (Superpit operator) is a 50/50 joint venture 
between Barrick & Newmont. The GEDC has held or is planning the following meetings with KCGM 
partners: 

• 07 April 2011: GEDC met informally with Barrick in Kalgoorlie. 

• 20 May 2011: GEDC met with KCGM General Manager to discuss Portlink and rail realignment 
around Kalgoorlie and likely impacts/possibilities for expansion. 

• 24 June 2011: Barrick senior management to be invited to address the GEDC Board. 

The GEDC believes that Portlink provides the opportunity to advance the proposed intermodal freight 
facility and that will require the rail realignment (bypass) to be constructed. The rail realignment could 
also open up opportunities for the KCGM expansion. 

(10) Not applicable. 

(11) No.  

(12) The GEDC has yet to meet with Newmont however has plans to do so given that they are a partner in 
KCGM. Given that Barrick is the largest gold miner in the region it makes sense that the GEDC engage 
with them in the first instance, followed by Newmont. 

(13) Not applicable. 

(14) Yes. 

(15) Not applicable. 

(16) Refer to answer at question 9. 

KALGOORLIE–BOULDER — SUTHERLAND ROAD EAST 

3828. Hon Robin Chapple to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Lands 

I refer to Sutherland Road East  in Kalgoorlie Boulder, and newspaper articles entitled ‘Govt may rule on road’, 
dated 27 November 2010, another article entitled ‘time to stop talking’, dated 2 December 2010, which both 
appeared in the Kalgoorlie Miner newspaper, and question on notice No. 3249 asked on 2 December 2010, and 
ask — 

(1) Given that the Minister has acknowledged that the above referred to road has been a safety concern for 
many years, will the Minister direct and ensure that the ungazetted and undedicated section of 
Sutherland Road east is closed immediately to facilitate further drilling and open pit mining of the area 
which contains significant gold mineralization/resources referred to above in the newspaper article 
dated 2 December 2010? 

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

(3) If yes to (1), when will this occur? 

(4) In the event that the Minister decides that the above referred to road is to remain open, will the Minister 
direct or ensure that legally binding conditions are imposed which clearly eliminate any dust problems 
and safety concerns by ensuring that it is bitumised? 

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

(6) If yes to (4), when will this occur? 

(7) Does the Minister support immediately closing Sutherland Road East given that it has been a safety 
concern along with dust issues for residents and users of the road for many years? 

(8) If no to (7) why not? 

(9) Will the Minister quote the advice received from the Department of Mines and Petroleum referred to in 
the answer for part (1) of question on notice No. 3249, of 2 December 2010? 

(10) If no to (9), why not? 
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Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

(1)  No. 

(2) The Land Administration Act 1997 (LAA) empowers the Minister for Lands to close a road only where 
the local government requests the Minister to close the road, in accordance with section 58 of the LAA. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) No. 

(5) Whether the road is to remain open is not a matter for decision by the Minister for Lands, unless and 
until the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder requests closure of the road in accordance with section 58 of the 
LAA.  As an "otherwise unvested facility" within the meaning of that term under the Local Government 
Act 1995, the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder is responsible for controlling and managing the road, 
including imposing any conditions.  

(6) Not applicable. 

(7) As the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder is responsible for controlling and managing the road, this is not a 
matter for decision by the Minister for Lands, unless and until the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder requests 
closure of the road in accordance with section 58 of the LAA. 

(8) Answered by (7). 

(9) The Department of Mines and Petroleum does not support the proposal for the dedication of Sutherland 
Road East. 

(10) Not applicable. 

RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES WITHIN PUBLIC DRINKING WATER SOURCE — REPORT 

3841. Hon Max Trenorden to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Water 

I refer to the Minister’s advice to the Clerk Assistant (Committees), tabled on 22 February 2011, indicating the 
Government is unable to respond, within the four month period required by Standing Order 337, to the 
recommendations contained in the Standing Committee on Public Administration’s Report No. 11 — Recreation 
Activities within Public Drinking Water Source Areas, and ask — 

Is the Minister in a position to advise the House when a response to Report No. 11 can be expected? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

The Minister for Water provides the following response:  

The Government will be advising on its response to this report in the near future. 

__________ 

 

 


