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THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) took the chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

REPEAL WEEK 
Statement by Premier 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [2.01 pm]: Today marks the first day of this government’s second 
annual Repeal Week. Last year I explained that Repeal Week was aimed at progressing legislation that will 
streamline government processes and at removing obsolete legislation. 

Much work has been done since last year to modernise and streamline legislation, ease the compliance burden 
and improve the manner in which government administers regulation. This week the house will debate the 
Associations Incorporation Bill 2014 and the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014, which 
modernise and simplify legislation relating to the incorporation of associations and land tax exemptions, along 
with the Rail Safety National Law (WA) Bill 2014, which reduces compliance costs to business by removing 
inconsistent regulation across jurisdictions. 

Today, we released the draft local planning schemes regulations, part of the most extensive planning reforms in 
the last 50 years. As well as improving housing affordability by providing more infill options, the government 
has focused on fast-tracking building and planning approvals. From 1 July 2015, R-code compliant single-storey 
homes, granny flats, verandahs, patios, carports, fences and swimming pools will not require planning approval. 
This will cut up to two months off the time it currently takes to renovate or build. To coincide with changes to 
planning approvals, we are also taking steps to allow registered builders to instantly start work on single 
residential dwellings when they submit to a local government a certified permit application. 

As part of the government’s response to the Liquor Control Act review there will be increased flexibility and 
transparency for industry and applicants through a streamlined licensing application process. 

We have persisted with our efforts to reduce the number of boards and committees, down from more than 
1 200 in 2008, when we first came to office, to now only 319. Across government we have made significant 
reductions in red tape for Western Australian businesses and consumers. For example, by improving lodgement 
processes for land subdivisions; reducing compliance requirements around the sale of a property through 
enhancements to the revenue online system; deregulating the travel industry, saving over 360 travel agents more 
than $2 000 a year in compliance and licensing costs; reducing the number of port authorities from seven to four; 
consolidating the two most commonly issued permits for restricted access vehicles, saving that industry around 
$250 000 a year; amending clearing regulations to better reflect contemporary farming practice; implementing 
a new simplified licensing framework for the aquatic tour industry; creating the Mining Rehabilitation Fund, 
a world-first initiative that has reformed the management of environmental security in the mining industry; and 
amending the Criminal Investigation Act so that police officers are no longer required to observe arrested 
suspects in police stations, but can instead detain them in holding cells, which will free up the equivalent of 
24 full-time police officers a year. 

Further announcements will be made during the course of this week and my ministerial colleagues and I look 
forward to updating the house on this government’s continued achievements in cutting red tape. 

LIQUOR CONTROL ACT 1988 REVIEW — GOVERNMENT RESPONSE 
Statement by Minister for Racing and Gaming 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Racing and Gaming) [2.04 pm]: In 2012 I appointed an 
independent committee, chaired by John Atkins, to review the Liquor Control Act 1988. The committee 
undertook an extensive consultation process and in January 2014 presented its report to government, containing 
141 recommendations. I now table the government’s response to the report. 

[See paper 2385.] 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Alcohol polarises our community. It is without doubt that many social issues have their 
root cause in alcohol. Equally, it is enjoyed responsibly by the majority of people and is a significant economic 
contributor to the hospitality and tourism sectors. Through this response, the government’s aim is to produce 
a balanced framework that considers all these factors. 

The government will be introducing legislation in two stages. The first will focus on harm minimisation 
priorities, balanced with some simple changes to assist parts of the liquor industry to carry on business in a less 
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onerous environment. Leading the harm minimisation response will be secondary supply legislation, establishing 
an offence to supply liquor to a juvenile — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

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

Mr T.K. WALDRON: — without the consent of a parent or guardian on unlicensed premises. 
Mr M.P. Murray: You’re a fraud. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: Could you withdraw that, please. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I withdraw. 

The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the second time; thank you. 
Debate Resumed 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: In addition, when consent is provided, we will require the alcohol to be supplied 
responsibly, or penalties will apply. This legislation, which has broad community support, will empower parents 
to make choices about when and how their children access alcohol. In addition, we will introduce offences 
relating to presenting false identification. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

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

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Wine and beer producers will benefit from first-stage amendments, allowing them to 
operate free from unnecessary red tape. Confusing laws preventing patrons from carrying alcohol across 
footpaths to an alfresco area will also be clarified. 

In the second stage, the government will again introduce balanced measures to suit the needs of all 
Western Australians, including a more flexible and adaptable risk-based assessment framework; Sunday trading 
hours for hotels, taverns and small bars that meet modern consumer expectations; Sunday trading for liquor 
stores in major regional centres; parallel processing for liquor licensing and local government planning 
requirements; and reduced public interest assessment requirements for renewal of extended trading permits. 

The government will be focusing on a number of administrative improvements that will streamline the licensing 
process and make it easier to understand. These include developing appropriate materials to guide applicants 
through the public interest assessment process; establishing best-practice processing benchmarks; and clarifying 
requirements to maintain incident registers. These changes will be underpinned by the implementation of an 
online application and tracking system to be introduced next year. The government’s review response makes 
a commitment that will strengthen the balance between maintaining a robust licensing system that supports 
a vibrant hospitality sector; targeting individuals who misuse alcohol, bringing harm to themselves and others; 
and providing a safe environment for those who choose to enjoy alcohol responsibly. My thanks go to the many 
organisations and individuals that contributed to the review, and particularly to John Atkins, Nicole Roocke and 
Ian Stanley for their tireless efforts in creating the report. 

HOUSING INDUSTRY — INSTANT START — PLANNING AND BUILDING APPROVALS 
Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.08 pm]: I would like to update Parliament on 
the announcement this morning by the Minister for Commerce, Hon Michael Mischin, MLC, of Instant Start, 
which is a new initiative that targets time delays and uncertainty in the housing industry by allowing builders to 
begin construction upon lodging a certified application for a building permit with a local government permit 
authority. 

To start building a house, the owner or the builder must get two separate approvals under two different sets of 
laws: planning approval under the Planning and Development Act 2005, and building approval under the 
Building Act 2011. Both of these approvals are granted by the local government. Currently, a builder cannot start 
work until both approvals are granted, so process improvement in one area is not fully effective without 
equivalent improvements in the other system. The full benefits of the private certification of building approvals 
are not being realised without complementary planning reforms.  

Statutory approvals in particular for planning place a heavy burden on local government during the assessment 
time frame prescribed for granting a building permit under the Building Act. Local governments check planning 
compliance during the assessment of building permit applications. If planning approval is needed and has not 
already been obtained, local government must either refuse the application or work with the applicant to get 
planning approval within the time limit prescribed by the Building Act. Often this causes approvals to take 
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longer to process than the Building Act allows, causing uncertainty and frustration for the home building 
industry. The Department of Planning and the Building Commission are working on reform strategies to make 
R-codes the only planning requirement for single residential housing and to implement independent verification 
of R-codes and other local requirements to match existing private certification of building code compliance. 
With both the R-code and the building code independently verified, registered builders can commence work 
upon lodging a certified building permit application with a permit authority. 

Builders can be confident starting work because a competent, independent advice will have confirmed that the 
planning and building requirements have been met prior to lodging the application for a building permit. 
Changes to local planning scheme regulations will mean that planning approval exemptions for R-code 
compliant single residences will come into effect across all local governments from 1 July 2015. The 
Instant Start reforms will be introduced to coincide with these planning changes. The government anticipates that 
planning process improvements will alleviate many of the processing delays in local government for residential 
building approvals. In addition to helping shave time off the beginning of the construction, Instant Start will 
importantly give builders greater certainty about starting dates. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
KIMBERLEY INTERPRETING SERVICE 

919. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s decision to cease about $200 000 worth of funding a year for the Kimberley Interpreting 
Service and to criticisms about this decision by Chief Justice Wayne Martin, who said —  

Anything that prejudices the fairness of the system as far as Aboriginal defendants are concerned has 
got to be a bad thing. 

(1) How does the Premier’s decision compare with his claim last month, “I will personally take on, to work 
with ministers to try and reduce the number of Aboriginal people in our jail systems”? 

(2) Will the removal of the service’s funding not increase the prospect of Aboriginal defendants ending up 
in prison? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(2) Commonwealth funding for the Kimberley Interpreting Service has ceased; it was joint commonwealth 

and state funding. The service was advised two years ago that the funding would cease—two years ago.  

KIMBERLEY INTERPRETING SERVICE 

920. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
I ask a supplementary question. I refer to the Premier’s comments during a rally outside this building attended by 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians in relation to Aboriginal incarceration in which he said he would do 
everything possible to keep Aboriginal people out of prison. How does withdrawing state funding assist that 
aim?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
Commonwealth funding was withdrawn—and state funding also. The service was advised about two years ago. 
I do intend to do all that I can — 
Mr M. McGowan: That’s great stuff!  
The SPEAKER: Members!  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, it is just pointless again.  
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I intend to do all that I can as Premier to improve the situation with respect to the 
imprisonment of Aboriginal people.  
Mr M. McGowan: It’s hypocrisy. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: “Hypocrisy” and “racist” —  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, members! Leader of the Opposition, I call you to order for the first time. Member for 
Armadale!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I intend to do all that I can with ministers and agencies that work in this area. This 
government has formed a subcommittee of cabinet to look at a range of issues. If members look at the record of 
this government, we are on the verge of reaching —  
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I do not know what they do in the few days off; they clearly do not do any 
work. This government —  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is no point, Mr Speaker; they are not serious.  

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

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I remind members opposite that over the last two years it has been this government that 
has negotiated in good faith with the Noongar people for what will be the largest settlement of native title in 
Australian history—something that the other side did not do. We have committed $1.3 billion—land, economic 
independence—to the Noongar people. That gives hopefully a sense of pride, economic independence and 
aspiration to the Noongar people for their future. That is how we are helping Aboriginal people. That is what this 
government has done. I look back to the Labor Party’s term in government and I see no achievements. 

LOCAL PLANNING SCHEMES REGULATIONS — DRAFT RELEASE 

921. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Planning: 
Before I ask my question, I acknowledge the Subiaco Football Club 2014 premiers who are in the Speaker’s 
gallery today, and welcome them here on behalf of the members for Carine and Kingsley.  

I understand that this morning, the Minister for Planning released draft local planning schemes regulations as 
part of Repeal Week. Could the minister please advise the house of the purpose of these proposed changes?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 
I thank the member for the question. Since the government came into office in 2008, it has been very determined 
to ensure that it substantially changes the land-use planning and approval system to ensure that it is 
contemporary and that it responds to the growing needs of the state, and that decisions are made in a timely 
manner whilst balancing appropriately all the various competing interests. There has been a substantial program 
of reform in the government’s first term, and there is now a second phase of planning reform in its second term 
of government.  

A very important aspect of the second phase of planning reform has been a complete rewrite of the local 
planning schemes regulations, which have now been put out for public comment. The draft regulations will 
replace the existing town planning regulations of 1967. They include an amended scheme text that will guide the 
preparation of local planning schemes. The model scheme text will include both model and deemed provisions. 
The model provisions provide guidance for local governments, but also allow for some local variation, whereas 
the deemed provisions will introduce standardised processes that will apply automatically across all local 
government areas. The deemed provisions will ensure that there are consistent planning processes in those areas 
right across the state.  

Some of the most significant changes include standardising and expanding the circumstances in which 
development does not require planning approval, which includes the exemption from requiring planning 
approval for a local scheme and R-code compliance single house or home improvements, as well as for the 
change in land use of a property from one permitted land use to another. That significant change was referred to 
in the Premier’s brief ministerial statement earlier. There is also the introduction of new risk-based local 
planning scheme amendment processes to ensure a quicker process for simple amendments than is the case for 
more complex scheme amendments. There will be a focus on local government resources, and this will allow 
local governments to better focus their resources on strategic planning and complex proposals that need more 
attention. There is also a streamlining and standardising of the structure plan approval process to reduce red tape 
to ensure that there is, wherever possible, only one decision-maker—either the WA Planning Commission, 
which, if I recall correctly, is generally the case, or in some cases local governments. There is also the 
introduction of standard land-use definitions and plan legends into all local planning schemes to ensure that the 
terminology and symbols mean the same across the state, and there is a review of the model scheme text to 
ensure that the language used is as clear and simple as possible.  

Right across Western Australia the significant review of the local planning scheme regulations will ensure 
greater consistency, clarity and ability for people to understand what they mean. They have been put out for 
public comment for a 10-week period, which closes on 30 January 2015, and I encourage anybody who has an 
interest to make a submission. I commend all those involved in reviewing and rewriting the regulations. It has 
been a substantial project, and part of the planning reform process. I particularly commend those in the 
Department of Planning and my office for their diligent and professional work to get to this point. 
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HOSPITALS — AMBULANCE RAMPING 
922. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the historic highs in ambulance ramping at Perth hospitals, with over 1 300 hours of ramping in August 
and October, and over 1 500 hours of ramping in September this year, and the assertion by the Australian 
Medical Association that the opening of the Fiona Stanley Hospital emergency department will do nothing to 
improve the situation. 
(1) How is it that the government’s policies on emergency department capacity have so comprehensively 

failed? 
(2) What does the government plan to put in place to fix this problem now that it has been shown that 

Fiona Stanley Hospital will not solve the problem due to the closure of the Fremantle Hospital 
emergency department and the reduction in beds at Royal Perth Hospital? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
(1)–(2) That question contains so many anomalies, it is hard to know where to start. Firstly, to accept the 

premise of the AMA that it is not going to make a difference—what a load of nonsense. If the member 
opposite had done any reasonable analysis of that proposal, he would immediately accept that that is 
wrong. If he has not done that, then he does not know how the system will work. 

Mr R.H. Cook: The AMA did it. So the AMA is wrong? 
The SPEAKER: Member, through the Chair. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, but the member is the one who is so happily smiling and quoting it. The last component 
of the member’s question was — 
Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana. I want the answer through the Chair, please. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, Mr Speaker. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: The member is not allowed to talk from there. 
This is an important issue. It is true that ramping has been higher than it has ever been. It is true that in 
opposition I was extremely critical of the former government for its ambulance ramping, but behind that was this 
huge wait of people sitting in emergency departments with nowhere to go. Twenty per cent, 30 per cent or even 
40 per cent of people desperately waiting for beds in emergency departments were waiting eight hours. Going 
back through the graphs and looking at the flow of numbers, it becomes quite clear that in about 2012 we 
virtually hit a brick wall. From that time—even though prior to that the former government had had the highest 
ramping it had ever had—we got the numbers down for a little bit, but then in 2012 we hit the wall and during 
the busy winter and spring period we have not been able to keep up with that ramping. In particular, our  
four-hour rule has stabilised and then dropped during that period. Why is that the case? The reason is quite clear. 
It goes back to something that the AMA said that was correct—that is, that there were not enough beds in the 
system. Our hospitals were at 95 per cent to 105 per cent occupancy and patients were cramped in there. We 
needed extra beds in the system. We needed Fiona Stanley Hospital. Under the Labor Party, Fiona Stanley 
Hospital was to be built and ready in 2010. That was perfect timing and perfect anticipation, except that 
six months later it was to be ready in 2011, another six months later it was 2012, and then 2013 and then 2014. 
In the space of about two years, the Labor government put out that hospital by four years, when we needed it to 
be up and running in 2012. Frankly, if it had not been for the four-hour rule and the great effort that our hospitals 
have made to keep to the four-hour rule, they would not have coped with the steady growth in numbers that we 
have had in the hospitals. There are a fixed number of beds, and in those early days hospitals such as Royal Perth 
were seeing 60-odd thousand people presenting each year, and now they are seeing 80-odd thousand people. The 
growth and ageing of the population means that every hospital has had a steadily increasing number of patients. 
We have coped with that by the great work the hospitals have done on the four-hour rule, but we need 
Fiona Stanley Hospital open. We need the expansions at Joondalup Health Campus and Rockingham General 
Hospital, and Midland Hospital will make a difference when it opens. The increase in bed numbers and the 
capacity of the emergency department at Fiona Stanley Hospital will make a difference and take pressure off our 
hospitals and allow us to get ramping times down. 

HOSPITALS — AMBULANCE RAMPING 
923. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. In 2005, the minister described 180 hours of ramping over a 10-month period 
as a system in crisis. There have been more than 10 300 hours in this year of ambulance ramping. If that is not 
a crisis, what is? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
It is not a crisis because our eight-hour rule is still far less than it was under the former Labor government. 
Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! 
Dr K.D. HAMES: We started about two years ago doing a different graph, which was a 20-minute off-stretcher 
graph, as well. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, we have done it as well. The length of time for which patients sit when they get off the 
ambulance and into the waiting area is important. 
Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, they do not sit out in the ambulance, as the member for Kwinana was trying to say. He 
was proven wrong on that. He was not telling the truth once again. The 20-minute off-stretcher time on the graph 
has been steady. Although ambulance ramping is getting worse, the off-stretcher in 20 minutes rule has been 
stable for the past two years. The reason is that although patients have been sitting waiting for that period of 
time, they are still flowing through into the emergency department. 

STRATA TITLE REFORM 

924. Mr C.D. HATTON to the Minister for Lands: 
I first acknowledge the staff and students of Tuart Hill Primary School in the gallery today. It is an excellent 
independent public school in the electorate of Balcatta. 

In the spirit of Repeal Week, can the minister please outline how the government’s strata title reform package 
will improve efficiency, cut red tape and provide more flexible housing options for Western Australians? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 
I thank the member for Balcatta for his question. Of course in this area he has a strong and ongoing interest in 
ensuring that we provide affordable housing opportunities for people in Western Australia. It seems that 
opposition members do not want governments doing government business, which is the way they behaved in 
their time in government. Of course we are getting on with the job. 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is predicted that by 2030, Western Australia will be home to 3.5 million people, and it is 
really important that we as a government provide affordable housing options—a choice of housing, urban infill 
developments and community living options—to ensure that the market supplies the housing needs of 
Western Australia. For that reason we have embarked upon strata title reform. I have even had questions from 
the opposition about the importance of strata title reform and changes to the current legislation, which quite 
frankly has not been seriously looked at since the Court–Cowan government back in the late 1990s. These 
reforms are now out for public comment. There is strong support from the development and property industries, 
which are keen to see us progress down this path. There are five main areas of reform. The first is tenure reform 
in which community titles will enable multiple levels of management for large-scale and/or mixed-use 
developments. Currently, there are constraints around tenure arrangements in strata title lots. The second is 
reform to vendor disclosure and to the documents that vendors of strata properties are required to give buyers 
before they sign the contract. That will ensure full disclosure to buyers around the issues that relate to strata 
titles. The third is reform to dispute resolution and making the State Administrative Tribunal the one-stop shop 
for strata title disputes. The fourth is reform to the management of strata titles to allow the use of technology. Is 
it not great to see the Premier on Twitter now and coming into the world of Twitter, Mr Speaker! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I make the point that even in our legislation we are ensuring that people are able to apply 
technology. That, of course, is coming through in the arrangements for people involved with strata titles to 
enable them to have meetings, to vote and to be given information on record keeping. There is also reform of the 
termination of schemes. Currently, there is a requirement for 100 per cent agreement by all unit holders in 
a strata complex to change or terminate the strata scheme. We are proposing a model that will be built around 
a majority vote with some safeguards for objecting owners. Of course, we are putting that proposed reform out to 
the market to get feedback on it. We believe that there are significant benefits in the reforms for planners, 
developers, strata owners and occupiers, and that these benefits will provide more flexibility in the marketplace. 
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Additional to that, we believe that the benefits will attract investment interest and enable developers to support 
significant investment in Western Australia. We have also seen some changes to strata title reform in other 
states. We want to ensure that Western Australia is right up to the market—something that the opposition did not 
do and something that we on this side of the house are doing.  

WATER CORPORATION — “STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN” 

925. Mr D.J. KELLY to the Minister for Water: 
I refer to comments by the Water Corporation chief executive officer, Sue Murphy, that the 
“Strategic Development Plan 2014–15–2018–19” has now been approved by both the minister and the Treasurer. 
(1) Will the minister confirm that the Water Corporation’s “Strategic Development Plan” has total 

payments to government climbing from $753 million in 2014–15 to over $1.1 billion in 2018–19? 
(2) Is it not true that this massive increase in payments to the government is achieved because the minister 

and the Treasurer have approved six per cent increases in water charges for each of the next five years? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 

(1)–(2) The “Strategic Development Plan” that the member refers to, as we have discussed in this house 
previously, is in fact a planning document. It is a discussion between me and the Water Corporation. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: It is a legal requirement that you must comply with. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Yes, it is; the member is correct, but it is a planning document. The statement of corporate 
intent is the document that outlines what will happen in the coming year. The SDP is what we are discussing will 
take place over the next five years. The member made a statement on Sunday about the six per cent increases as 
though it were some revelation. In the budget papers we indicated, for planning purposes, that there would be 
increases of six per cent across the next forward estimates. 

WATER CORPORATION — “STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN” 

926. Mr D.J. KELLY to the Minister for Water: 
I have a supplementary question. Will the minister rule out a six per cent increase in water charges next year? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES replied: 
The information that the member is referring to is in the budget papers. It is referred to as a statement that for 
planning purposes we are looking at a six per cent increase across the forward estimates. Water prices are set 
every year, as part of the budget process, and they always have been. I remind the member that, under the 
previous Labor government, Eric Ripper, as the Treasurer indicated to the public of Western Australia that we 
were on a price path that is not dissimilar to the one that this government is taking. I have it in writing. There is 
no huge revelation here. For planning purposes, we have indicated that there is a six per cent increase in water 
charges in the state budget. I think Paul Murray referred to it as a Sunday special, and it indicated that the 
member really had not done his homework, and thought he had discovered something that the rest of the state 
was already aware of. 

ROAD TRANSPORT INDUSTRY — GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES 

927. MR N.W. MORTON to the Minister for Transport: 
A number of my constituents are either transport operators or they run trucking companies. Can the minister 
advise of any state government initiatives to assist this vital industry to stay competitive and continue to service 
our state? 

Mr D.C. NALDER replied: 
In addition to the work we are doing with the Gateway WA project and the Roe Highway–Berkshire Road 
interchange, we also acknowledge that the road transport industry is very competitive and the last thing it needs 
is government red tape eating into its margins. The state government has implemented a number of initiatives to 
assist the transport industry to do what it does best—that is, to keep Western Australia moving. One initiative 
involves a process that used to have three separate application forms—one to the police for getting vehicle 
escorts, another to Main Roads to obtain a restricted access vehicle permit, and a third to power agencies when 
power lines needed to be lifted for the trucks. Now the Liberal–National government has established a one-stop 
shop to let the heavy vehicle industry get on with its business. Overhead power lines have been placed 
underground at several key locations on the Melville to Mandurah corridor, namely around Stock Road and 
Rockingham Road, and also at Bindoon on Great Northern Highway. The consolidation of the two most 
commonly issued permits for restricted access vehicles has removed the $50 permit fee, as well as the 
application renewal and issuing processes, saving the industry an estimated $250 000 every year. We have also 
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introduced an online permit system, which has significantly cut costs and reduced time-consuming 
administration. 

All in all, I think it is a great outcome. These are just a couple of the measures that the Liberal–National state 
government has introduced to ensure our state is served by an efficient and effective road transport industry. We 
are reducing the red tape burden of over-administration for the benefit of all members of our community, and we 
will continue to do so. 

BIKE WEEK 2015 — CYCLING SAFETY WORKSHOP 

928. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Premier’s dismissal of my idea for a cycling summit, when he said, “Given all of the existing points 
of contact and communication, we do not see the need for a summit.” I refer also to the minister’s recent 
announcement on Saturday of a workshop inviting international experts on cycling safety, announced for next 
year’s Bike Week. 
(1) Why has the minister announced this event, considering the Premier has said it is not necessary? 
(2) What has caused this change in thinking in such a short period of time since the Premier rejected the 

plan last month? 
Mr D.C. NALDER replied: 
(1)–(2) We are really serious about cycling. As an avid cyclist myself, I like to get out on my bike on a regular 

basis. A lot of challenges and issues are being raised through the press currently regarding cyclists on 
our roads and the interaction between cyclists and drivers — 

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells! 

Mr D.C. NALDER: — and also the interaction between cyclists and pedestrians on principal shared paths. 

One of the things that I have always stated from the outset is that I do not necessarily have all the answers, but 
I am committed to ensuring that we continue to develop superior cycling infrastructure and smarter ways of 
doing things within the cycling world. I think this is a great initiative that is being undertaken and I look forward 
to that workshop proceeding. 

BIKE WEEK 2015 — CYCLING SAFETY WORKSHOP 

929. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Minister for Transport: 
I ask a supplementary question. Minister, what is the difference between a workshop with stakeholders and 
a summit with stakeholders; and will the minister be bipartisan and ensure the opposition is invited to this event? 

Mr D.C. NALDER replied: 
The government is getting on with business. I would say that this workshop is involving international input to 
ensure that we deliver world’s best practice in our cycling solutions. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I am happy to receive input from the opposition when they wish to provide me with some. 

WATER SERVICES INDUSTRY REGULATION — WATER SERVICES ACT 2012 

930. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Minister for Water: 
Last year, the Liberal–National government introduced the Water Services Act 2012, reducing red tape for the 
water services industry. What other steps is this government taking to reduce unnecessary regulation across the 
water industry? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES replied: 
I thank the member for the question. He is entirely right—the Water Services Act 2012 and its supporting 
regulations did come into effect late last year. The old legislation for water services was spread across 
10 separate acts, and many of the provisions were quite difficult to interpret. That made it a very hard and 
expensive process for anyone who was trying to understand the law and how it applied in a particular case. We 
have seen since this new legislation was passed that Busselton Water has expanded its operating licence in the 
south west to take advantage of the new level playing field that has been created by this act. In a state the size of 
Western Australia, with a vast range of different water resources and communities, it is important that we have 
legislation and regulations that are flexible to meet the needs of local communities. An example in the member’s 
electorate is the Shire of Murchison. The Shire of Murchison has applied under this new legislation for an 
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exemption from the requirement to hold a licence to provide a water supply service to the Murchison settlement. 
Only about 20 people live in the Murchison settlement, and the water is sourced from two different bores. Given 
the remote location and the small scale of the service, the previous regulatory burden was quite high, and the 
imposition from the licensing under the previous legislation was quite considerable. This new legislation will 
allow it to apply for an exemption, and we will still make sure that it is operating within a certain licence, but it 
will certainly reduce the burden for that small community. Saving time in licence processing and management 
also allows the government to increase its efforts in other areas of water management. We have had fewer 
licence applications to process and a faster turnaround of applications awaiting assessment, and that is a win for 
the whole community. 

We are currently working on further reform in this space—the second stage of water reform—and the range of 
proposed reforms have been presented to the public in a consultation process. This is, again, streamlining very 
old and outdated legislation into a single contemporary act. This proposed legislation will be more capable of 
accommodating the fact that we live in a drying climate, have water resources that are reaching their allocation 
limits, and there is a more complicated environment than perhaps when the original legislation was envisaged 
and created. Ultimately, we will simplify that process. We are continuing to work under the current legislative 
framework, but I know that in the coming months we will endeavour to try to progress that even further, and, 
hopefully, in the new year we will see further legislation to streamline that process.  

HEALTH — REMOTE INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 

931. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the health impacts of the closure of remote communities and the report the minister signed off on as 
deputy chair in 2007 titled “Where from? Where to?” 

(1) Can the minister confirm that the report found evidence that recentralising Aboriginal communities can 
lead to worse health outcomes? 

(2) Can the minister confirm that the first finding of that report found that there is little evidence to 
demonstrate the benefits of moving Aboriginal people from small to large remote communities? 

(3) How does the Premier’s stated intention of closing approximately half the remote Indigenous 
communities improve Aboriginal health outcomes? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
(1)–(3) It is a very good question; I am very pleased to have the opportunity to make some comments about that 

because, as the opposition will be aware, I was significantly involved. The 2007 report that the member 
referred to was just one in which I was involved; in fact, I did one when the member for Victoria Park’s 
father was chief executive of the Department of Aboriginal Affairs, causing the normalisation of remote 
Indigenous communities. In that—it was particularly supported strongly by the late Cedric Wyatt—we 
looked at those communities of 50 or greater and made sure that we were normalising services within 
those communities. At that stage there was a combined commonwealth–state agreement for a so-called 
list of 48 — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Are you going to answer the question or talk about things?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: Give me a go; this is really important. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Are you going to answer the question or not? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: This is a really important answer. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, so why don’t you answer it? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Stop talking then!  

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the first time. Minister, through the Chair. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

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

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Speaker, it is a very complex issue and it needs a complex answer to do it justice. 

A list of 48 was agreed between state and commonwealth, and the state government would have responsibility 
for managing those services. When I was minister, we formed a new agreement with the federal Labor minister 
at the time to expand that list. The agreement with the commonwealth was that it would upgrade the services—
particularly power, water and sewerage—and that we, the state, would take over management. But it was 
strongly emphasised at every stage along the way that those communities created by the homeland policy, which 
in some cases was called a “Toyota” policy, allowed people to go back to their own communities away from 
those larger ones. In a lot of cases it was very successful. I particularly recall one just out of Fitzroy: people who 
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were trying to get away from the humbug in Fitzroy set up as a family group a community of about 20 to 
25 people, and that was a great community. We now manage a lot those communities as a state—certainly that 
one we do. But there is a list of others where people have gone back to very small areas on the coast. 
Middle Lagoon would be a great example; it is largely a tourist facility, but the Howard family wanted to get 
away from Beagle Bay. No-one is going to force those people to leave those communities they are in. The 
government is not going to come and say, “Okay, you’ve got to move back to the bigger communities.”  

Mr R.H. Cook: That’s what the Premier is proposing. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is; it is what he is saying. The member for Kwinana is misinterpreting what he said. He is 
saying that the state government is not going to take over the funding of the commonwealth for those remote 
communities. So, those people will have a choice.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Speaker, this is important. This is very important. 

Ms S.F. McGurk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Fremantle! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Those people will have a choice; they can, like the station owners who the opposition kept 
going on about, look after their own services. No-one is going to make them go. They will be responsible for 
their own provision of services, or they will move back to — 

Several members interjected.  

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

Dr K.D. HAMES: — or they will move back to larger communities or to towns, and the state government will 
have responsibility. We have a responsibility, given that the commonwealth has withdrawn its money—
something I want to get on the record that I totally disagree with—but we do not have the capacity to continue to 
support very small groups in isolated communities away from the bulk. I very well remember my Aboriginal 
policy officer, when he was on a reserve out of town and they were forcibly moved into town, saying, “Thank 
God we did because we had job opportunities. We had education; we had a chance to better ourselves. If I hadn’t 
done that, I wouldn’t have been a police officer. I wouldn’t have been working for government and I wouldn’t 
have been working for you as the minister. Thank God we were made to do those things.” We do have to think 
about people in very remote and isolated areas with no job opportunities and no education opportunities, and to 
make sure that if they choose to move to a larger centre, we support them. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I do not want to hear you interjecting any more. 

HEALTH — REMOTE INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 

932. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. Are the Bishop of Broome and the Kimberley Land Council correct when they 
say that moving people out of their homes back into the townships will actually make health outcomes worse? 
Does the minister agree with that position? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
It is a good point, but when we look at somewhere like Oombulgurri, which was closed — 
Mr R.H. Cook: Do you agree? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do agree. I will answer the question straight-up: I do agree with their comments that there is 
a significantly increased risk of those things happening, but look at Oombulgurri; there was a huge problem with 
sexual abuse by elders within that community. We closed it down and moved them into Wyndham. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I call you to order for the first time. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There are many circumstances when those people living out there are better off being where 
they were, but they will have to. In those very small communities, they will have to look after their own services. 
If they choose to move back, we need to give them every support to make sure we reduce the risks that will be 
created, without doubt, when they move into larger centres or larger communities. 

FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — PHASE 2A 

933. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Health: 
I was pleased to learn that the second phase of the opening of Fiona Stanley Hospital occurred yesterday. Can 
the minister update the house on what additional services are now being provided? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
Given my last answer was long, I will give a very quick answer this time. 

The second phase has gone very well. Phase 2A has started, which is medical–surgical services. Four patients 
from Kaleeya Hospital moved into the hospital between 9.00 am and 11.15 am—so it was very quick and very 
smooth. The first surgical procedures of patients booked for waitlist surgery took place today. In December, 
maternity and neonatal services will move out of Kaleeya to Fiona Stanley Hospital. I am very pleased to say 
that everything is going very smoothly. All our pathways are currently on track and there have been no major 
hurdles. There is no reason that we should not be able to proceed with the rest of our opening phases with the 
same success we have had so far. 

FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — SERCO CONTRACT — FINANCIAL VIABILITY 

934. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to media reports that shares in Serco, the private operator of Fiona Stanley Hospital, have fallen by over 
30 per cent and the company’s value was written down by $2.7 billion following the collapse of Serco’s profit 
forecasts for 2014–15, including the further provision of $1.6 billion in writedowns. 

(1) Is the minister concerned that Serco will be unable to fulfil its obligations to run Fiona Stanley Hospital 
given its now parlous financial position? 

(2) Has the minister sought reassurances from Serco that it is financially viable enough to run our premier 
tertiary hospital facility; and, if not, why not?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(2) Yes, there has been considerable communication from Serco Australia about its state of affairs, and the 
advice is that it has a new chief executive who is having a major look at the services that are provided. 
It is quite clear from the report and from what has happened with its share price that its expansion into 
a number of areas, particularly within the private sector, has caused it financial difficulties. It has now 
cut its cloth. It will reduce the number of alternative services that it provides and focus on the services 
that it provides in corrective services and health. We have a very solid contract. Our work with Serco on 
the opening has been very good. Its performance on the opening has been very good. We have been 
reassured that it has the financial capacity. What the member has said about its parlous financial state is 
not true. Its shares have gone down significantly, but its finances are still strong. We believe that it will 
ride through these difficulties and continue to provide the services for which it has been contracted. 

FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — SERCO CONTRACT — FINANCIAL VIABILITY 

935. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. I refer also to media reports that indicate that Australian contracts are the sole 
underwriting of any profits Serco will have into the future. What capacity does Serco have to sell the contract 
with Fiona Stanley Hospital, and what is the minister’s role in the event that it becomes insolvent? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
I was reading through the nature of questions the other day and I am fairly confident that that does not come 
under the list of supplementary questions; it needs to clarify a small component of something I said. I do not 
believe that the question does that. Nevertheless, as you are shaking your head at me, Mr Speaker, the answer is 
that I will repeat what I said before. We are confident that it will be able to continue its contract. It has reassured 
us that that is its intention. I have no intention at this stage of looking for alternatives. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

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

ATHLETES TRAVEL SUBSIDY SCHEME 

936. Ms W.M. DUNCAN to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
Can the minister advise the house how the Liberal–National government is assisting talented athletes in 
Western Australia to attend regional, state, national or international sporting events? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
I thank the member for Kalgoorlie for the question. It is good that it has come from the member for Kalgoorlie 
because that area has produced many talented sports men and women over a long period and these grants will 
enable that area to produce even more into the future. As many people will know and understand, getting 
selected to represent a team to travel to competitions can be a highlight for a young person in pursuit of their 
sporting dream. However, travelling to these events can be very costly, mostly at the cost of the participant. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 18 November 2014] 8235 

 

Athletes, families, clubs and communities get behind with fundraising, and that is one of the great things about 
sport. We do not want to lose that, because it brings people and communities together. Obviously, we saw a need 
to help and we have been helping through the athletes travel subsidy scheme. In the latest round of that scheme, 
392 athletes received grants totalling $224 863, with 201 metropolitan athletes and 191 from regional WA. The 
athletes came from the Kimberley, Kalgoorlie, Collie–Preston and everywhere in between and beyond.  
Twenty-three recipients were from the Kalgoorlie electorate—I am sure the member who asked the question is 
happy to hear that—19 were from Geraldton, nine were from Collie–Preston and 12 were from Albany, to name 
a few. There were even a couple from the Wagin electorate, which I am glad to see. 

Members may recall that grants of up to $1 500 are available for athletes aged 13 to 21 years who have been 
selected for regional, state or national representation to assist with travelling costs. It is part of the state 
government’s $2.75 million commitment over four years through the government’s royalties for regions program 
and includes $1 million for metropolitan athletes and $1.75 million for athletes in regional WA. This is really 
important. On Friday night, I was at the South West Academy of Sport and we saw some great athletes. It is not 
only their achievements in athletics, but also the way they present and the things that they do in their 
communities. Many of those athletes are being assisted by this program.  

Just quickly, some of the sports that are really benefiting are netball, yachting, touch football, gymnastics, 
football, polocrosse, squash, golf, roller sports, orienteering, surf lifesaving—right across the board. Members 
may want to make their constituents aware that the next round of funding opens on 16 December 2014 and 
closes on 21 January 2015. I look forward to updating the house on these grants. 

RAINE SQUARE — BUS TUNNEL ENTRANCE 
Petition 

MS E. EVANGEL (Perth) [2.54 pm]: I have a petition containing 88 signatures that has been certified by the 
Clerk as conforming to standing orders. It reads as follows — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, say 

We have become aware of the development application to construct a bus tunnel entrance immediately 
in front of the only vehicular entrance to Raine Square. The closure of the vehicular entrance into 
Raine Square will have a direct impact on business operators including the Parkwise public car park. 

Proponents should not be permitted to cause such significant damage to the viability and commercial 
operations in the Raine Square precinct. Detailed designs were developed without any consultation 
with those impacted by the proposal. It appears that those impacts were not meaningfully assessed and 
alternative options were also not properly considered. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly 
That the proposed development application be rejected until such time as all business operators have 
been properly consulted. Furthermore, that the Legislative Assembly reconsider the need for a tunnel 
entrance off Wellington Street and consider all other options. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration and your 
petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See petition 192.] 
SENIORS — COST-OF-LIVING REBATE 

Petition 
MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [2.55 pm]: I have a petition containing 385 signatures from the wonderful people 
of Albany. I certify that this petition conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly. It reads as 
follows — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, having full regard for the ever increasing cost of living in Western Australia, 
believe that our Seniors deserve an adequate and ongoing level of assistance. 

We now ask the Legislative Assembly to call on the Government of Western Australia to immediately 
restore the annual Seniors Cost of Living Rebate to previous levels and to adjust future payments in line 
with the Western Australian Consumer Price Index and also to maintain the level and scope of all 
concessions applicable to WA Seniors Card holders. 
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Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration and your 
petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See petition 193.] 

MOTORCYCLING WESTERN AUSTRALIA — HOME FOR MOTORCYCLING 
Petition 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington) [2.56 pm]: I have a further conforming petition with 165 signatures 
to establish a home for motorcycling in Western Australia. It reads as follows — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We the undersigned say that: More than 68 thousand motorcycle enthusiasts in Western Australia 
are finding it increasingly difficult to find suitable land for the safe and responsible riding of 
Motorcycles. As a result more than 20 people each year are been tragically killed or injured in off 
road crashes. The State Governments own report in 2008 has identified many of these issues and 
yet little has been done to address this growing problem. Motorcycling in Western Australia 
contributes in excess of $150 million dollars per year into the economy and yet receives little or no 
investment back into the sport. Both the Queensland and Victorian State government have 
invested in similar projects with great success. 
Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly to support our campaign for the Government to invest in 
Motorcycling Western Australia’s (MWA) unique plan to purchase land and establish a multi-
function ride facility near Pinjarra as a home for motorcycling in Western Australia. 
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration and your 
petitioners, as is duty bound, will ever pray. 

I note that there was another tragic loss on the weekend. 
[See petition 194.] 

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

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES — ANNUAL REPORT 2013–14 
Corrections — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): I received advice today from the Minister for Fisheries indicating 
two errors in the Department of Fisheries annual report 2013–14, which was tabled on 23 October 2014. The 
errors relate to the audit key performance indicators on pages 142 and 145 of the annual report. Supporting 
documentation, including an erratum summary, replacement pages 142 and 145 for insertion, and copies of the 
original pages 140 and 145 for comparison are attached to the letter. I advise the Assembly that I have dealt with 
this advice as a request under standing order 156 and have accordingly authorised that the necessary corrections 
be attached to the tabled paper. 

[See paper 2386.]  

OSPREY KEY WORKER VILLAGE 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed 
time of a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.00 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for yet another poorly planned property deal that has 
the government underwriting the private partner in the Osprey Village project and losing taxpayers’ 
money. 

Once again, we are coming into the Parliament with an example of this government engaging in a poorly 
constructed, poorly planned financial arrangement with a private sector partner in which the government carries 
all the risk and taxpayers are burnt. A few weeks ago we came into this place and spoke about the arrangements 
surrounding the Pelago East affair, in which this government got into property speculation and taxpayers were 
burnt. Taxpayers lost millions of dollars because of the government’s failure in relation to 30 apartments in 
a private sector apartment complex. 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the first time. Member for North West 
Central, I call you for the first time. I suggest that you people go outside and have a meeting.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The National and Liberal Parties are experts at losing taxpayers’ money. Is it any wonder 
we lost the AAA credit rating under this Liberal–National government when we expose these sorts of dodgy 
deals, as was the case in the Pelago East affair, and this disastrous financial arrangement in the case of 
Osprey Village? They are both very similar. The government, led by the National Party in this particular case, 
invested tens of millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money and the taxpayers got a very poor return out of it. 

I will take the house through this tawdry and sad tale in relation to Osprey Village in South Hedland. In 2012, 
when we all knew the construction phase in the mining industry was tapering off, when all the predictions were 
out there — 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It has, my friend. 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I call you to order for the first time. Member for North West Central, 
I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: When the construction phase was tapering off in the mining industry—it has tapered off 
even further now—and the iron ore price declined, what did this government do? It entered into an arrangement 
with Fleetwood Corporation for a contract to build a 293-dwelling service workers’ village in South Hedland. 
This village opened earlier this year at a cost of $95 million. How was it funded? Taxpayers contributed 
$53 million and Fleetwood Corporation contributed $42 million. As I said, the village opened earlier this year 
and tenants started moving into the properties in May this year. 

What do we now find in Hansard in October this year? We find that 161 of those units are unoccupied and 
132 of those units are occupied. We also discover, from questions asked in the other place, that Fleetwood, the 
partner in this arrangement, is receiving no less than $610 000 a month or, in other words, $7.32 million a year, 
irrespective of the occupancy. It will receive payment if there is no-one in this village. It received $7.32 million 
this year, which equates to $2 081 a month for each and every one of those 293 units regardless of occupancy. 
What does the state get? The state receives the rental income from the properties. There are 293 properties and, 
as of last month, 132 were occupied. That means that the government has not received a single cent as of last 
month from 161 of those empty properties that the state paid $53 million for. We get the rent. 
Fleetwood Corporation, the government’s partner in this business speculative venture, gets $7.32 million, 
regardless, from the taxpayers. In other words, all of the risk of this development went to the government, the 
taxpayers, and none of the risk went to Fleetwood Corporation. In other words, the private sector partners got 
a gilt-edged, golden deal at the expense of the taxpayers. I do not blame them. That is what the private sector 
does. When they see government members coming along, they see a bunch of suckers who sign up taxpayers to 
these disastrous financial deals in which taxpayers pay and there is private profit at the end of it. It is absolutely 
hopeless financial management. It is poor business practice. These are shocking commercial arrangements. It is 
something that people are counselled against entering into on the first day of a university master of business 
administration course, yet government members enter into it time and again, as we saw with the Pelago East 
development.  
I want to read to the house what the managing director of Fleetwood Corporation said in the annual report of 
2014. He stated — 

In April 2014 construction of the Osprey village in Port Hedland was completed. The village comprises 
approximately 300 transportable homes used to accommodate key workers in the region and generates 
a Government underwritten earnings stream which is not dependent on village occupancy. 

I want to read that out again. I want to read out what the Liberal Party and the National Party have done to 
Western Australia. It states — 

… generates a Government underwritten earnings stream which is not dependent on village occupancy.  
In other words, irrespective of who is living there—there could be no-one there—each and every year, that 
$7.32 million will escalate. The managing director indicated that that amount will escalate for the next 15 years, 
in today’s terms. That is $110 million before escalation. That is the deal that the government has done. This is, 
for want of a better word, Barnett Inc. The deals that were done by this government failed taxpayers. I would 
have thought that we would have learnt our lessons about these sorts of arrangements over the past 40 years, but 
unfortunately the government did not. Government members all sit there looking down; the Treasurer is looking 
down. I know what is going through his mind. He is thinking: this is the sort of stuff about which I have written 
articles and made comments for the past 30 years and now I am part of a government that does it. He is trying to 
block it all out, but that is what the government has done. As of last month, around 40 per cent or fewer of those 
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units were occupied, and that was all the rental income that the government was getting. According to the 
Real Estate Institute of WA, today 268 properties are available for rent in Hedland and another 235 are available 
for sale. That is the market that the government has — 

Mr B.J. Grylls: What is the median rent? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Pilbara can justify it all he likes. He throws taxpayers’ money around 
with abandon and he never, ever takes responsibility for failures. The member for Pilbara never takes 
responsibility for his government’s failures. He will stand in this place and come up with all the excuses, but he 
should take responsibility. This failure will cost the taxpayers of Western Australia tens of millions of dollars 
and, over the next 15 years, $110 million in today’s terms. The government has also invested $53 million of 
taxpayers’ money on top of that. What is more, we now have reports that all the tourism operators in Hedland are 
concerned that the government might lease these apartments to grey nomads and tourists heading north and 
thereby take visitors away from their establishments. They are the reports that we are getting and that is what the 
government has done. 

Is it any wonder, as I said before, that the government has lost the AAA credit rating? The government entered 
into an arrangement with Serco for $120 million for it to operate a hospital with no patients for six or 
eight months. The government lost $400 million in the solar rebate scheme. The government lost $330 million in 
its failed investment in the Muja power station. The government gave $8 million to Allia Venue Management 
not to operate a soccer stadium. The government gave $7.5 million to a Chinese restaurant not to operate. 
The government gave $30 million in benefits to Crown Perth without explaining why or releasing the valuations. 
The government gave away $15 million to Karara Mining, amongst royalties, without any justification. 
The government lost $100 million in the Karratha underground power scheme, and it gave $30 million worth of 
land to Ritz–Carlton without even conducting a tender process. Barnett Inc raises its head with these unexplained 
deals, one after another, that have hurt the taxpayers. This is another classic example of the government using 
taxpayers’ money and throwing it around with abandon, and losing it in the course of that process. 
MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [3.13 pm]: Another parliamentary week, another financial scandal for the 
Liberal–National government. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! I can see that a few people here today want an early rest. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Leader of the Opposition touched on the Pelago apartments and the scandal surrounding 
the construction of the east tower. Let me remind members that this government paid $24 million up-front into 
a trust account for 50 units in an apartment block in Karratha. Many people, including real estate agents and 
a former Hanssen employee, said that project would not have gone ahead had it not been for the state 
government risking taxpayers’ dollars in that investment. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is denied by the Minister for Regional Development, but others said that. 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Housing has been wandering around trying to sell these apartments for 
nearly a year now, but there have been no buyers whatsoever. Members may remember his comment to this 
house that we have not made a loss. He said that the government will make a loss only when we come to sell the 
units. That was his explanation of $30 million in total investment into empty apartments in Karratha. Now the 
government is trying to fill the apartments with public servants. I thought that the Minister for 
Regional Development explained to the house that that was the reason they were built in the first place; a deal 
was done with the WA Country Health Service to underwrite the building of that apartment block in Karratha. 
However, it apparently did not turn out to be the truth. The government tried to sell the units, but now it has 
taken them off the market and it will try to put public servants into those apartments in Karratha. Speculation—
that is all it was. It was speculation with taxpayers’ dollars, and the investment up-front de-risked the project for 
Finbar Group Limited when it decided to go ahead and build the tower. That is exactly what happened. 

Here we are; another week and another project that is very similar—Osprey Village. An amount of $53 million 
of taxpayers’ money has been paid up-front for access to 293 units. That is 56 per cent of the total capital cost, 
paid for by the taxpayers. We have learned that Fleetwood Corporation gets paid $7.3 million a year—that is, 
$610 000 a month—to manage the Osprey workers’ village. That money is paid regardless of how many people 
are in those units. The explanation from the Department of Housing and Fleetwood is that the $7.3 million is 
paid for both a management fee and the return on capital. Where is the guaranteed return on capital investment 
for the taxpayer? The member for Pilbara has his chance to stand and explain this, because his fingerprints are all 
over it. 
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Mr B.J. Grylls: Absolutely—guilty! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Pilbara should explain to the taxpayer — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, you will have a turn; I do not want to hear from you. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Pilbara should explain to taxpayers why the private sector gets a guaranteed 
return on its investment but taxpayers do not. He should explain it to this house. Effectively, the government has 
entered into a take-or-pay contract for Osprey Village. Fleetwood Corporation will be paid regardless of how 
many people are in the village. If the 15-year contract goes ahead, which is what Fleetwood expects, that will be 
$110 million of taxpayers’ money regardless of how many people are in those units. What could that money do 
to house people in the north west of Western Australia who are on the waiting list for public housing, some of 
whom have been waiting for a home since 2005? To what extent could that $110 million have resolved those 
problems? Again, this is another speculative deal in which the state government has de-risked a project for the 
private sector. Just as with Pelago, the Minister for Housing, the Minister for Regional Development and the 
member for Pilbara have completely overestimated the market, particularly the demand for accommodation in 
both Karratha and South Hedland. Their timing for the investment of public money in these developments is 
absolutely wrong; both the timing and the assessment of the market were absolutely wrong. As the Leader of the 
Opposition said, blind Freddy could have seen how those construction projects were developing in the 
north west, but particularly in the Pilbara. By 2012, the peak workforce had come and gone, and the market was 
starting to wind down. One could see that the peak of the market had passed at the time the government made 
those investments. It got it completely wrong. As we heard from the Leader of the Opposition, the overall 
demand for housing, particularly rental accommodation, is dropping in the Pilbara. 

In respect of the situation with Osprey Village, if the demand for rental accommodation in the region is 
dropping—we have heard about the number of houses on the market for sale and the number of houses on the 
market for rent—the demand for accommodation in Osprey Village will drop along with it. Who is the only 
investor in Osprey Village who will lose out on that? It is the state government and the taxpayer. They are the 
only investors who will lose. Fleetwood’s investment return is guaranteed. As the market continues to go south 
in Hedland, so the taxpayers’ investment will go south with it. 

To try to bolster their investment in Osprey Village, the state government and the Department of Housing are 
now offering rental bond loans to people to encourage them to move into Osprey Village. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: That’s a good idea. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Housing says that is a good idea. People can claim for a rental bond loan of 
up to $3 500, and people are eligible for that assistance on incomes of up to $150 000 a year. I will let 
backbenchers have a listen to this, given what they earn. People can ask for a bond assistance loan on an income 
of up to $150 000 for a one-bedroom unit, and on an income of up to $180 000 for a three-bedroom unit. People 
earning $180 000 are eligible for assistance from the state government! How many backbenchers are there here 
on less than $180 000 who can put their hand up to the Minister for Housing for assistance? Not many, I think, 
but if they were in South Hedland they could, because that would get them a key in the door of Osprey Village. 
The government has to do something to get people in there, and that is the incentive: “Here, have some rental 
bond assistance; we’ll use more taxpayers’ money to try to fill up the half-empty village we’ve put our money 
into.” That is what is happening in South Hedland. 

I put it to individual members in this chamber that if they want to become developers and play the risk game in 
housing developments, they should leave this chamber and do it with their own money. If they want to be 
developers and have all the fun and games of opening new apartment blocks, they should leave this chamber and 
do it with their own money; they should not do it with taxpayers’ money.  

Mr D.T. Redman: Do you support leveraging private sector investment? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Regional Development is not leveraging private sector investment; he is 
guaranteeing private sector investment, and doing so at the cost of the taxpayer. That is just dumb; absolutely 
dumb, and if he supports that, he should resign as minister. It is absolutely dumb. 

This Liberal–National government has shown appalling disregard for the use of public moneys and total 
incompetence when it comes to the scale and timing of property developments in the north west. As the 
Leader of the Opposition has already pointed out to the house, these scandals, continuing as they are, should 
have a name—Barnett Inc. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Housing) [3.24 pm]: I would like to speak against this 
motion. In the history of Western Australia, probably no government has been more committed to regional 
development and affordable housing than this Liberal–National government, unlike the opposition, which left the 
state with an affordability crisis and a chronic land shortage. I will make the exception of Broome — 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Maylands, you are 
lucky you were drowned out. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am proud to be part of a government that has actually supported Port Hedland in terms 
of liveability and trying to reduce the price of housing to make it more affordable, at which we have succeeded. 
We have succeeded not only in getting the price of affordable housing down, but also in reducing the waiting 
time for people who need social housing—that has dropped by one third since 2010. That is a win–win, and 
history will show us to have been right. I refer to one of Australia’s most respected demographers and futurists, 
Bernard Salt, who recently backed the Pilbara Cities vision. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is very easy in hindsight to talk about predicting the market, but I quote a question 
asked by the Leader of the Opposition of the then Minister for Regional Development, the now member for 
Pilbara, on Wednesday, 22 February 2012, in which he criticised the government for doing nothing about high 
rents. He stated — 

I refer to the “Regional Price Index 2011” report, which was released by the minister’s department and 
shows that the cost of living in parts of regional Western Australia is 37 per cent higher than the cost of 
living in the metropolitan area.  

(1) Given that rents in Port Hedland were approximately $1 200 a week in 2008 and have jumped 
to more than $2 000 a week in three and a half years, as revealed in the Pilbara Development 
Commission report “Pilbara Housing & Land Snapshot Residential & Commercial: Quarter 
Ending December 2011”, can the minister confirm that he has failed to alleviate cost-of-living 
pressures in the regions?  

(2) Does the minister take any responsibility for the massive increase in rents that families in the 
Pilbara continue to face?  

(3) Why has the minister allowed rentals and housing costs to explode on his watch? 

I cannot believe it! Unbelievable! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Warnbro! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will get to Osprey Village in a minute, but I will refer to another quote while I am on 
my quoting run. This is a quote from Hon Stephen Dawson, MLC, on Wednesday, 25 June 2014, in relation to 
Osprey Village. He stated — 

In the case of Hedland there is Osprey Key Worker Village, which I think has about 290 or so houses in 
the community. These houses are set aside for service workers. There is no doubt that at one stage this 
was needed in our community. In fact, industry, and indeed small business, non-government 
organisations in those communities were asking for this accommodation. But this service work 
accommodation was supposed to allow people who are not highly paid to access accommodation in 
town at lower rents to ensure they could do service worker–type jobs so that the community could 
continue to function and the NGOs in those communities could function. It was a good initiative … 

That was the quote. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Labor supports it. That is great. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Now, on to the issue — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not after getting any members; I am just giving members the facts. 

The background to this strategy is that between 2001 and 2012, house prices rose 600 per cent, or 55 per cent 
per annum, topping out at $2 500 a week. That is massive. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: When did they top out? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is from 2001 to 2012. 
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Rather than sitting on our hands and doing nothing, which was the approach of the opposition in government, we 
have invested in a number of housing supply initiatives, of which Osprey Village is one. The average advertised 
rental price in Port Hedland dropped for the eighth consecutive quarter from an all-time high of $2 544 a week 
during the September 2012 quarter to a six-year low of $1 236 a week in the last quarter. That is a pretty good 
outcome. Those rents are still a lot higher than prices in Perth. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: It needs to go further and prices need to come down more. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct. Increased supply, coupled with falling demand, has meant that housing prices 
and rents — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members for Bassendean and Pilbara, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Falling demand and increased supply, which we have generated, have meant that the 
housing crisis and rents are returning to more affordable levels—around 45 per cent in the last two years. Our 
strategy is working. In Port Hedland, housing is more affordable, available and appropriate. What else have we 
done to make this happen? Osprey Village is just one initiative. This government has made a massive investment 
to ensure that different standards of houses are available in the Pilbara. I am particularly proud of project 125. It 
was a $90 million investment delivered prior to Christmas 2013, probably at the peak of the housing crisis. 
I would like to mention particular individuals. I met an electrician, a small business man, who was working in 
the mining industry and charging about $140 an hour for his services because of the high price he was forced to 
pay for accommodation. Through project 125, he qualified for one of our affordable homes and was able to 
reduce his price to $80 an hour, which allowed him to sustain his business by providing a cheaper service to 
industry, which is better for the Port Hedland economy. I have another example of a council staff worker who 
was not highly paid and was living in a room in a share house in Port Hedland. Through project 125, which was 
a precursor to Osprey, this council worker managed to get a rental in Port Hedland. Courtesy of the  
Liberal–National government’s initiative to invest in the Port Hedland area, she and her husband moved from 
one bedroom in a shared house to a nice three-bedroom house. 

The government has also invested in Osprey lots and 23 land lots at Catamore. With an investment of 
$25 million, it has delivered 44 units at the Cottier Somerset Apartments, and, of course, the government has 
done the New Living program throughout Port Hedland, rejuvenating some of the old social housing and 
revitalising South Hedland. The government is doing a lot. 

I will get on to Osprey. What was the rationale for developing the Osprey Village? The Osprey Village site was 
fast-tracked for development to address low availability and high housing costs for key workers living in the 
north west of the state. According to the Pilbara Development Commission, in 2009, the average weekly cost for 
a rental property in South Hedland was $1 000 a week, and by the third quarter of 2012, it peaked at nearly 
$2 000 a week. That was the basis for the decision to support Osprey Village. The contract allowed us to lever 
off a royalties for regions investment of $20.5 million and the private sector could risk its capital. Osprey Village 
is important because it is a different type of development. It is more affordable and is more of a caravan  
park–type arrangement; it is not a brick and tile or concrete house. The particular built form is more affordable. 
It is a 293-unit lifestyle village on 12 hectares that offers a rare living experience for householders. I was at the 
opening with the Minister for Regional Development earlier this year and we met with a number of people who 
had moved into the village, and it was just amazing how much they enjoy the place. The developers have done 
fantastic landscaping; there are trees and grassed areas. It is a nice village in which to live in Port Hedland and 
an outstanding development. 

As at 31 October, there were 108 one-bedroom units occupied, 20 two-bedroom units occupied,  
eight three-bedroom units occupied, and a caretaker’s residence. Of the 295 units, 138 are occupied, including 
the two caretaker residences, which is 46 per cent. It is early days. The project started in March 2012, when the 
request for proposal was announced by the Ministers for Housing and Regional Development. In June 2012, 
cabinet approved the release of $20.5 million from the housing for workers fund for seed capital for 
Osprey Village. In July 2012, out of six bids, Fleetwood was selected as the preferred proponent from the request 
for proposals process. Three months later in October 2012, the Housing Authority and Fleetwood entered into an 
interim agreement to proceed. This enabled the Housing Authority to secure the participation of private sector 
capital from the outset and the construction of Osprey Village to proceed. The village reached practical 
completion in February 2014, and occupancy commenced in March 2014. Already, 138 of the 295 units are 
occupied. Obviously, the property market has declined, which is one of the objectives of the program. It is sort of 
a win–win situation going into a property development such as this. If the property prices had not gone down, 
obviously the financial return would have been high. If property prices go down, affordability goes down. Let us 
look at the net present value of the bigger economic picture in terms of the costs to the Department of Housing—
it is not just Osprey Village. It cost the department $400 million. Talking about the return on investment, if the 
department invests $400 million a year, it loses $400 million a year on its investment in social housing. With the 
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Department of Housing investing in land and building development and with Keystart, we can cross-subsidise 
the $400 million loss in the social housing process, so it ends up being only a net loss to supply affordable social 
housing at about $230 million a year. Without private investment — 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Health, are you finished? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Without leveraging private capital, there would be greater capital expenditure by the 
state government. The state government, through my department, goes into joint ventures. In fact, most, if not 
all, of the land development is by 50–50 joint ventures, and there have been 50–50 joint ventures in many 
previous governments. That is exactly what members opposite entered into when they were in government. 
Department of Housing land development is no different under the Liberal–National government than it was 
under the previous Labor government. We have been a bit more innovative, though, than members opposite by 
investing in built form. One of our concerns — 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will be getting to the member for Cockburn in a moment. 

We have invested in not only land, but also built form and making sure that affordable houses are on the market. 
Osprey Village is a classic example of smaller type houses built at a cheaper rate that are affordable in the 
market. 

I will conclude with this point. One of the more successful joint venture developments in the built form area is in 
the City of Cockburn. Cockburn Central won many awards. It had a great deal of investment from my 
department with the private sector. 

Mr F.M. Logan: There’s no swimming pool or cocktails on the roof! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They are luxurious apartments—the member for Cockburn is not wrong—of a similar 
nature to Pelago apartments sitting in the member for Cockburn’s electorate. It is a great development by the 
Department of Housing. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This issue is about the flim-flam man who on one hand likes to have a bet — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The flim-flam man on one hand grizzles about affordability of housing in Port Hedland 
and now he is grizzling about the state government investing in housing. We have actually solved the problem 
for which he was criticising us in 2012. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [3.41 pm]: I very briefly want to respond to 
a comment that the Leader of the Opposition made about the Elizabeth Quay development. He said words either 
very much to this effect or exactly these words—that land was given away to the Ritz–Carlton Hotel Co without 
a tender. That is just not true. The Leader of the Opposition has been completely reckless with the truth. There 
was a thorough expressions-of-interest process for the sale of the land where the hotel and the related apartments 
will go. There was a short-listing process. Financial aspects were very much a part of the consideration by the 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority based on proper professional advice. It was a very competitive process. 
I believe there were initially 12 expressions of interest. The decision has been cabinet-endorsed and it is in 
accordance with the government’s cabinet-endorsed policy of attracting new hotel developments to the 
Perth CBD. The developer is the Far East Consortium International and the hotel operator will be the  
Ritz–Carlton Hotel Co. It is a very big win for Perth and Western Australia. It will also include apartment 
developments. The Far East Consortium International is paying a minimum of $25 million for the land, which 
includes the apartment development, with an additional amount payable as well. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [3.42 pm]: I want to make 
a short contribution before the member for Pilbara gets up to speak. I make the point that it is really interesting to 
note the way in which opposition members tackle this issue. They bang on in this place about the challenge of 
meeting housing affordability crisis issues—as they describe them—in the Pilbara, the Kimberley and a number 
of areas in regional Western Australia. They run the argument, they take it up in question time, they take it up in 
parliamentary debate and they go up to those areas and talk about it to their constituency. On the rare occasions 
that they visit those areas, they take up that debate at a local level and come back here to this place and we do not 
hear them talk about it. They start shifting their debate and instead of supporting the challenges in those areas of 
regional Western Australia, they then try to prosecute another argument that this government’s objective in 
meeting the challenge of housing affordability in regional Western Australia is the wrong challenge to be 
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meeting. There seems to be a difference between the rhetoric that they run up there and the argument that they 
try to prosecute down here. 

When this government came into play, it made a number of decisions around meeting housing affordability in 
regional Western Australia. The challenge is certainly to normalise the housing market. It was interesting to note 
that when we had a debate about the Pelago apartments, the Leader of the Opposition seemed to shift his position 
from supporting the workers and the people who want cheap housing to being more concerned about the 
investors who were investing in those areas—a position I would not have thought was a strong policy position 
for the Labor Party to take. 

Since 2008, this government has invested more than $590 million to provide a range of affordable housing 
options in regional Western Australia. That is a substantial investment and one that was dearly needed to support 
the challenge of housing in regional Western Australia. An amount of $200 million from royalties for regions 
has delivered 400 new houses in regional WA for government employees, 105 of which are in the Pilbara. 
A total of $355.5 million from royalties for regions is helping to provide affordable housing to key workers in 
the regions and, as with this development being debated, the funding is programmed through to the  
2017–18 financial year. To date, $197 million has been approved for delivering a range of outcomes. The 
Minister for Housing talked about project 125 in South Hedland. Members who visit South Hedland—I hope 
opposition members have; I will come to comments the member for Cockburn made in a second—will see that 
this government has fundamentally transformed that community. It is not just about housing; it is about built 
form and about having a community that has the assets and services needed to support the whole community—
not only the housing options, but also the recreational options to support the community. Thirty-two houses in 
the Pilbara have been built for use by non-government organisations to support government in delivering 
services—nine in Karratha, 14 in South Hedland, one in Newman and eight in Roebourne. There are, of course, 
50 accommodation units in the Finbar Pelago development, which was made available for a period for Keystart 
housing purchases. Keystart housing was again supported by the government’s affordable housing strategy and 
now, as we highlighted in the parliamentary debate, it is being picked up by the WA Country Health Service, as 
the investment that this government has made in health facilities reaches maturity. There are also 10 dwellings in 
Newman to help ease the shortage of service worker accommodation, and 12 accommodation units in Onslow 
for affordable rent by small to medium business enterprises and also for service workers. Of course, there is also 
the decision on 293 units in the Osprey Village that has been described by the Minister for Housing. 

I find it interesting to note that both the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Cockburn prosecuted an 
argument that everyone could see that the market in the resources sector and all the other economic parameters 
were starting to ease. As the Minister for Housing highlighted, the decision to go ahead with the 
Osprey development in South Hedland was made in June 2012. I want to quote from the Leader of the 
Opposition as reported in The Leader’s Report of Wednesday, 13 June 2012. It has a nice picture of the 
Leader of the Opposition, presumably in South Hedland, and in fact a nice picture of him in the background, and 
the report refers to the housing crisis. When the decision was made by this government to make the investment 
in the Osprey Village, the Leader of the Opposition was talking about the housing crisis, and stated — 

This is not good enough at a time Port and South Hedland are experiencing a housing deficit of about 
2,500 units and rents are in excess of $2,000 a week. 

The Barnett Government has been aware of the effect the lack of affordable housing has had on Pilbara 
residents and should have acted much sooner to fast-track the release of land. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Leader of the Opposition goes on — 

Pilbara families are doing it tough. Housing should be accessible for everyone in the Pilbara, not just 
those who are on mining industry salaries. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

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

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Of course, it does not stop there. The member for Cockburn said that everyone could have 
predicted this. A media release from the Labor Party on 23 January 2013 headed “WA Labor outlines 
commitment to the Pilbara”, obviously going up to the election campaign, states — 

Affordable housing is one of the biggest problems in the Pilbara, with the Barnett–Grylls Government 
failing to deliver the new housing lots required or adequately plan for the Pilbara’s future housing 
needs. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I go on to quote — 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, I do not want to hear you, or else you will be having a rest!  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I go on to quote — 

“WA Labor will use Royalties for Regions funding to tackle housing shortages, especially where 
affordability is a major problem.” 

That was in January last year. It goes on. In March 2014—this year—we have, from the person who said that we 
could have predicted all of this, another article. The article is headed “Housing issues long way from being 
solved: McGowan”, and it states in part — 

Shadow minister for housing Fran Logan joined Mr McGowan in South Hedland on Monday in a bid to 
emphasise figures released this month for the Department of Housing that painted a bleak portrait of life 
on the public housing waiting list. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: At the bottom of that article, Mr McGowan is quoted as saying — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: At the bottom of that article, Mr McGowan is quoted as saying — 

“There needs to be greater provision of housing stock. What we’ve identified today is that there are a lot 
of people in the Pilbara and in Hedland who don’t have a lot of money, who aren’t on big dollars, and 
who need help,”… 

We are delivering to the housing challenge in the Pilbara. Our service worker accommodation strategy is 
delivering to the exact issues that the Leader of the Opposition has raised and called for in opposition. We are 
making a difference. The Labor opposition has no credibility in regional Western Australia. This government is 
delivering. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Pilbara) [3.50 pm]: When the opposition was in government, it called it a crisis and said 
that it could not be fixed. Now that the government has fixed it, the opposition has to come up with a new story. 
I put to the Parliament today that the average rent in South Hedland is still $1 159. That is still too high. The 
government needs to keep on investing. We need to keep on looking for partnerships with Finbar and with 
Fleetwood—companies that have shown an ability to invest in that region to solve the problem. In September 
2012, the average rent in South Hedland was $1 920 a week. That was completely unaffordable. I recall that 
before we went to cabinet to make the decision to invest in housing, I spent a day in the community of 
South Hedland, meeting with small business owners and members of the community, and, at every meeting, 
people cried. People were so emotionally wrenched from the unaffordable rents that they were in tears, at 
meeting after meeting. I came back to cabinet, and I am damn proud of the fact that we said that we were going 
to do something about it. It is very clear from the debate today that the Labor Party is not prepared to invest 
taxpayers’ money in a declining market. Labor Party members have said that again and again. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That means that the Labor Party would never have invested in housing in the Pilbara. 
However, that is not what the Labor Party said in the lead-up to the election. That is not what Labor Party 
members called for. But, after the fact, with the benefit of hindsight, they absolutely should have done it. 

We still have more to do to normalise this market. More investment is required to get the average rent down to 
under $1 000 a week. That is why Osprey Village is so important. It is no coincidence that the government has 
put 293 units into the market and rents are now the lowest that they have ever been. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

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

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I think we will see rents hopefully continue to decline. 

Opposition members actually do not understand this project, because they do not go to the Pilbara anymore. 
They have conceded that territory. The Labor Party had held the seat of Pilbara forever, but now it has just 
stopped turning up. Now it is just using the Pilbara to try to throw mud at the government, to win seats in Perth. 
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It has absolutely abrogated any responsibility to the Pilbara. It has conceded the Pilbara. I can tell members 
opposite that they will not win government if they do not win the Pilbara. They might want to think about that 
a bit. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I call you to order now for the second time. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Members opposite will stick in opposition until 2021 if they do not win the Pilbara. 
There are two projects in South Hedland. Project 125 was around 60 existing stock houses from the 
Department of Housing and 60 new houses. That was an emergency response to subsidise rents to be lower than 
$1 000 a week. The plan from the Department of Housing—when I was the minister, this was the plan; I assume 
the plan is still the same—was that having addressed that crisis and built Osprey Village, the people in those 
125 houses would transition into Osprey Village. Today, with more than 125 units unoccupied, that is good, 
because the people in those 125 emergency houses, put there with $90 million of government funding, need to 
move into those units. I know the people who are moving into those units at Osprey. That is not going to happen 
over three months; that is going to take time. Their rental term will run out, and they will transition. So, 
Osprey Village will be full, the government investment will be justified, and the rental market will be 
normalised. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I want to make a really interesting point, and if the member for Cockburn had any interest in 
public housing in the Pilbara, he would think about this. The opposition has talked about how there is a major 
problem with the availability of public housing. If the government can create 125 empty houses in 
South Hedland by transitioning all the people in those houses into Osprey Village, that is a great opportunity to 
address the member’s concern and my concern about the need to put more people into public housing. The only 
way we can house someone on the waiting list, and the only way we can affect the rental market, is by building 
a house. The Labor Party has put forward the notion that even though rents in South Hedland are $2 000 a week, 
the private sector would be pretty benevolent and would build a bunch of houses and rent them out for  
$1 000 a week. Have members opposite ever met a private sector investor who would not charge rent at the 
market rate? The market rate was $2 000 a week. It took the government to invest and set the rent, not at the 
market rate, but at below $1 000 a week. In Osprey, it costs $407 a week for a one-bedder, $740 for  
a two-bedder and $950 for a three-bedder. That is because the government has set the rent. The very debate 
around Pelago leads me to believe that the Labor Party has no solution and no idea, and that is why the 
Labor Party did not win the seat. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.56 pm]: Once again, we have had a demonstration of why this state lost its 
AAA credit rating. This government cannot stand up and defend the deals that it has signed. Why is 
Fleetwood Corporation Ltd getting $7 million a year with no risk? Why? No-one can explain that to us. The 
government’s methodology is basically to create houses by doing dodgy deals and handing over government 
money to the private sector. That is all the government seems to do. To create housing in the community, the 
government has to enter into a dodgy deal with the private sector, take on all the risk, and give the private sector 
a guaranteed rate of return. The government takes all the risk away from the private sector — 

Several members interjected. 

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

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: All the risk goes to the government and away from the private sector. The government has 
created two worlds out there—the world of its big business mates, who are getting guaranteed rates of return, 
and the world for the rest of the community. Currently, the member for Kimberley and the member for 
Victoria Park are out in the Kimberley, talking to people in remote communities who are going to be forced out 
of their lands, and meanwhile the government is talking about Pelago apartments. What hypocrisy! 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, I call you to order now for the third time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, what hypocrisy! There are two worlds out there—the world of the government’s 
big business mates, who are getting guaranteed returns in the millions of dollars, and the world of the rest of the 
community. The people on the public housing list are not getting the houses that they need, because the 
government is obsessed with building shiny new apartments and is not focusing on the people who need to be 
housed. The government is telling people in the Kimberley, and in remote communities throughout 
Western Australia, with no consultation, that they have to leave their land, and at the same time it is talking 
about shiny new apartments! What absolute double standards! The Deputy Premier stood up today and said we 
cannot afford to provide essential services to Indigenous people in Western Australia, yet the government can 
provide $7 million to Fleetwood to run a village, regardless of how many people are in there. That is an absolute 
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disgrace. The only way this government knows how to get housing in the community is for taxpayers to take all 
the risk and for the private sector to build the houses. That is not government! That is an absolutely dodgy and 
disgraceful way for the government to conduct itself in this place. 

I will refer to an article. There are double standards when there are people without services throughout 
Western Australia — 

Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 

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

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There are double standards when the government is closing communities without any 
consultation. Let us look at that special day when Osprey was opened. The article states — 

With hundreds of gold balloons dotting all parts of the village, families got involved in art 
activities … slippery dip and settling back to enjoy the outdoor screening of the movie 
Monsters University. 

Otherwise known as Monsters Inc. We have Barnett Inc funding the screening of Monsters Inc up there in 
Osprey Village. Talk about double standards! I am sure there would have been green and yellow royalties for 
regions signs. The government comes in here and tries to pretend it cares about people in regional WA, but 
everyone knows what is happening. The Leader of the National Party stood here and said that the government 
will do more deals with Finbar. Honestly, if the Leader of the National Party does not know how corrupt that 
sounds, he has lost the plot. If he does not know how corrupt that sounds, sitting here saying he will do more 
deals with Finbar after what has happened with Pelago, he does not know what government is about! 

This is a government that gives millions of dollars to its mates. We went through the Allia Venue Management 
deal. Let us now go through Pelago again. The government underwrote the Pelago apartments. Twenty-eight 
apartments sat empty while, next door in Pelago West, taxpayers fork out over $800 000 a year to the 
Liberal and National Parties’ mates. The landlords—the government’s donors—with 11 apartments, each receive 
$1 600 a week from taxpayers, while 28 apartments sit empty next door. What did we hear today? The state 
government also has to pay for the underground power to the Pelago apartments. Over $1 000 is paid for every 
Pelago apartment in the Pelago East tower. That is another demonstration that under this administration 
taxpayers take all the risk. The government thinks that is clever. The Minister for Housing says it is building 
houses. If millions of dollars are thrown at any private sector company, they will build some houses. The key 
outcomes are: What is it doing to the community? Is it reducing the public housing waitlist? Are taxpayers 
getting value for money? The government thinks it is enough to pour millions of dollars into its mates’ pockets 
to get some housing and that is the end of it. That is what it thinks. It has completely lost the plot. The 
government has created two worlds. One is full of its mates, the Barnett Inc world, where again and again the 
private sector is winning at the expense of taxpayers. The rest of the community gets angrier day after day at this 
Premier and this government because it has completely lost its way. 

This Premier wants to sit around until 2017. We are all very happy about that. Let him stay until 2017! We 
welcome it. Every week, more and more people understand the true nature of this Premier. Every week, people 
tell us how much they hate this Premier. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (18) 

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

Noes (33) 

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

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mrs L.M. Harvey 
 Mr B.S. Wyatt Mr G.M. Castrilli 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr C.J. Barnett 
Question thus negatived. 

ALL STAGES OF BILLS, AND COUNCIL MESSAGES 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [4.08 pm]: I move — 

That for the remainder of 2014 so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to 
enable — 

(a) bills to proceed without delay between the stages; and 

(b) messages from the Legislative Council to be taken into consideration on the day on which they 
are received. 

This is a very modest amendment to the standing orders for the remainder of this year—this week and next 
week. It is self-explanatory. At this stage, the government does not envisage there will need to be any other 
modification to the standing orders. However, we will see how we go this week because we want to get through 
an adequate amount of legislation next week, but at this stage it is only a fairly minor change.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [4.09 pm]: I appreciate that the leader of government business feels the need 
to move this motion. I do not personally see it as necessary. I expect that we will get through the required bills. 
The government has not had a very intense legislative agenda. There are plenty of bills it could have brought on 
at a much earlier stage and they could have been dealt with in a more timely way. There is no particular struggle 
to get through the remaining bills on the notice paper; indeed, I notice that there are not all that many bills on the 
notice paper. I assume that the government wants to debate something other than the Premier’s Statement when 
Parliament resumes next year, so the Leader of the House will probably need to leave a couple of bills on the 
notice paper so there is something to do in week 2 when Parliament resumes next year. I expect that the 
government will get good cooperation from us, that we will get through several bills this week and next week, 
and that there will not be an issue. I note that the motion will allow bills to go through all stages, so presumably 
if things are amended at the consideration in detail stage, the bills will be able to proceed to the third reading 
forthwith rather than having to wait until the next business day. I am not sure that will actually be necessary in 
the next couple of weeks, but in any event we do not have any objection. I am very pleased that the signal at this 
stage is that there will be no other amendments to standing orders for this week or next week and that, hopefully, 
in this period of cooperation, grievances, private members’ time and members’ statements will continue as usual 
each week. If that is the case, it will be a good outcome and I look forward to working productively in 
Parliament over the next two weeks. 

Question put and passed. 

SCHOOL EDUCATION AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 November. 
MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [4.12 pm]: Before I get to specific issues in the School Education 
Amendment Bill 2014, there are a range of matters, some good and some bad, that I want to address in the 
context of schools in my electorate. 

The first of these is to congratulate Jet-Rik Bernal for recently being chosen to go on the 2015 Premier’s 
Anzac tour. Jet-Rik currently attends Girrawheen Senior High School where he is enrolled in year 10. He is 
a member of the school’s student council and is proud of his efforts in contributing ideas to benefit both his 
school and the local community. Jet-Rik shows particular interest in media production, humanities and social 
sciences, English and human biology and has received a number of academic awards. Outside of school he 
enjoys involvement in a number of community service activities and is an active reader and collector of records. 
Jet-Rik has always been keen on and interested in studying Australian military history. He is keen to view for 
himself the Gallipoli landscape and I know that the tour will be a life-changing experience for him, especially 
being at Gallipoli on the 100th anniversary of the ANZAC landings. 
Likewise, activities that engender discipline, teamwork, working towards goals and, of course, a healthy lifestyle 
and fitness are important and even more commendable when done outside of school hours. The 
Girrawheen Senior High School UNITY dance team recently competed at the Stars n Stripes Cheer and 
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Dance Championships held at Challenge Stadium. This cheer and dance championship is the biggest in 
Western Australia and involves hundreds of athletes and, I understand, about 130 teams. The team competed in 
a range of categories, winning first place for cheer, hip hop and contemporary and it also placed in other events. 
Year 9 student John Adwo also won the individual freestyle competition. Staff and parents, including 
coordinator Heather Cargill, who supported these students throughout the year in attending performances and 
assisting on the competition days, are to be commended. 

While on the good news, I want to congratulate and send my best wishes to a number of finalists from my 
electorate in the WA Education Awards announced in early December. They are: in the category of secondary 
school leader of the year, Carol Strauss, the principal of Ashdale Secondary College; in the category of WA 
beginning teacher of the year, Mia Lennox and Crystal Nullmeyers from Ashdale Secondary College; and in the 
category of WA secondary school of the year, Warwick Senior High School. I particularly want to congratulate 
principal Lesley Wintle and her team. All these nominations are heartily deserved and in light of recent 
privations, upheavals and pressure within the education system, it is a testament to the finalists’ professionalism 
and commitment to high educational standards. 

On a more sober note, I want to highlight an issue facing many teachers attempting to obtain teaching positions 
at independent public schools. I know of one young teacher who graduated with a Bachelor of Education in 
2007 and then achieved a Graduate Diploma of Education in 2008. She has been trying to get a permanent 
teaching position since then. She spent a number of years making herself available for relief teaching and 
eventually, because of her hard work and perseverance, obtained a 12-month contract position at a local 
independent primary school. She was nominated by the parents of her students for a teacher of the year award in 
that first year and received glowing reports of her teaching competence. At the end of the year the contract 
expired and she was left waiting until a few days before the start of the new school year to see whether the 
school would be able to offer her a further contract, again for only one year. Again, this young teacher was 
nominated for the teacher of the year award. Her contract is again drawing to a close and because she is one of 
the three teachers at that school who do not have permanency, she is unlikely to be offered a further contract for 
the next year as the school is facing staffing cuts. This young teacher has applied to every advertised pool for 
teachers in the metropolitan area. She has managed to be accepted to only one pool and of course that does not 
equate to a teaching job; it simply means that she will be one out of the dozen or so who might be considered. 
She followed up her rejections and was told that in most cases it was because she did not have enough 
experience. This is of great concern to me. How is a young graduate supposed to get enough experience if they 
are not being hired in the first place? The irony here is also that this young teacher has mentored four student 
teachers doing their practicum at her school, all of whom wrote to their supervisors of her being an absolutely 
fantastic mentor teacher. Not surprisingly, this teacher is concerned about her future. She has a higher education 
contribution scheme debt of around $24 000 and like most other graduates will need to buy a car, find 
somewhere to live and in the future think about homeownership. How can these graduates contemplate doing 
that when they are employed only from one year to the next? She was told by a senior permanent teacher that she 
should not worry and to do something else for a while. This is simply absurd. It is like telling a doctor who has 
trained for eight years to be a medical receptionist until a permanent job becomes available at a hospital. We 
should not be suggesting to these young teachers that they do something else. They will be lost to teaching. We 
should be doing everything we can so that they are offered employment, mentored and given every 
encouragement to be the best teachers they can be. What of the new graduates this year? What chance do they 
have of picking up employment any time soon? Our children are our future. Our focus should be on how to 
provide them with the best resources and teachers to give them the best possible start in life. Cutting education 
funding is simply not allowing that to happen. Allied to this is the fact that there is no requirement for IP schools 
to take on redeployees. Even in this climate, with capable, competent contract teachers, such as the teacher in the 
example I have just referred to who would be an asset to any school, being let go solely because of budget cuts, 
we have the ludicrous situation that IP schools can advertise outside to recruit. Although I understand that this is 
consistent with the IPS concept of having autonomy in terms of independence of their staff, it seems to me that 
the pool is so large that in this case, if they were to effectively employ redeployees or contract teachers, it would 
not create any diminution of quality and I am sure most independent public schools would be happy with those 
people that they recruited. These are not ordinary times. As was evident from my previous example, those who 
will be disproportionately affected will be those younger teachers who are the very future and lifeblood of our 
education system. 

We have heard a lot in this debate about staff cuts. I also want to briefly mention maintenance—in particular, the 
roof at East Hamersley Primary School. I am indebted to P&C president Paul Waters for bringing the matter to 
my attention. He writes to me — 

Since her appointment as substantive Principal in 2012, Lyn Dawson has been actively lobbying the 
Department of Education’s Building Management and Works in the Finance Department in order to get 
the school on the re-roofing program. Late last year after numerous visits to school from building 
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management and works we were finally considered for the roof replacement program. However that has 
since been put on hold due to the funding freeze. 
The thousands of dollars spent on “patching” the roof over the last 2 years would have been better used 
towards replacing the roof. 
The whole school community is outraged at the safety and educational issues that have arisen due to the 
leakages occurring. The weather that has occurred this week — 

The letter was written in June this year — 
has highlighted the dangers to the students and teachers at the school by the following: 

• Water leaking down the walls into power sockets 
• Water leaking into heaters/telephone systems and shorting them out. 
• Water leaking behind interactive whiteboards 
• Damage to electrical equipment 
• Water leaking onto computers, desks and resources in the classrooms requiring teachers to 

rearrange furniture, move students into sectioned areas of the classroom and loss of resources. 
• The art room in particular has resembled a “swimming pool” at times with the flooring 

hazardous to walk on. Classes have been disrupted because of this and the situation is a huge 
“accident waiting to happen” 

• At the moment, since the recent rains the Art room cannot be used for art classes for students 
in Year 1-7 

According to our Principal the advice that she has received is that the school should be re-roofed but 
there is no money available. The tiles are 35 years old and made of cement. Over the years they have 
become porous and now act as sponges. 

That is the current status with maintenance, which is well overdue. It has been categorised as high priority. This 
letter was written in June and there is still no movement as of November.  

It does remind me, however, of the work of our P&C volunteers. With the added financial pressures imposed on 
our schools, P&Cs are being relied on more and more to try to fill the void. We cannot say often enough how 
much the community owes a debt of gratitude to those who are prepared to put their hands up to become active 
and involved in their local P&C. On behalf of all communities in my electorate, I certainly thank them. I want to 
mention the presidents of each P&C. Obviously, time does not permit a recital of each member of the committee, 
but I think the presidents need to be acknowledged. I acknowledge Sarah Ryan of Ashdale Primary School, 
Melissa Feist of Ashdale Secondary College, Paul Waters of East Hamersley Primary School, whom I have 
already mentioned, Andrew Locke of Girrawheen Senior High School, Danika MacKenzie of Hudson Park 
Primary School, Debbie Yates of Landsdale Primary School, David BelCastro of Madeley Primary School, 
Mel Forward of Marangaroo Primary School, Karen Cunningham of Rawlinson Primary School, Ainslee Peace 
of Roseworth Primary School and Angela McGinnis of Warwick Senior High School. 

I turn now to the issue of budget cuts. The rhetoric simply does not match what is happening at the coalface. The 
rhetoric says that we are ensuring that we target those schools most in need with so-called student-centred 
funding, but if that were the case, few, if any, schools in my electorate should be facing cuts at all. What is 
happening at most, if not all, schools is that the non-teaching personnel are being downsized. Cost centres need 
to be trimmed and no investment is taking place in any new resources, which includes information and 
communications technology. Those teachers on contract are having their hours reduced if they are lucky or, if 
they are not so lucky, they are being let go altogether. School support program resource allocation funding, vital 
positions such as ethnic education assistants and vocational education and training coordinators, youth access 
workers and psychologists’ time are all casualties of these cuts. These are the very add-ons that make schools in 
disadvantaged areas function so that the basics can be delivered successfully and efficiently.  

What is happening informally is that school chaplains or support chaplains are having to expand their roles to 
accommodate this lack of support. Although I am sure they do not mind, it makes them even busier and, to some 
extent, is exploiting their goodwill. It may well mean that they have to act in areas that are outside their general 
level of expertise or training. I want to mention the following chaplains: Natasha Reynolds of Ashdale Primary 
School, Jonathon Bughui of Girrawheen Senior High School, Bronlyn Raganas of Hudson Park Primary School, 
Natasha Reynolds of Landsdale Primary School, Michelle Ford of Marangaroo Primary School and 
Troy Anderson of Warwick Senior High School. In addition, Di Norris is a support chaplain at East Hamersley 
Primary School, as is Steve Poisat at Madeley Primary School and Annette Desfosses at Roseworth Education 
Support Centre and Roseworth Primary School. 

I now come to the bill itself. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): I am glad you are coming to the bill, member. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: This is a second reading debate, Mr Acting Speaker. 

First, a minor amendment is proposed to section 97 of the act, which allows secondary school charges to be 
levied for year 7 students from the beginning of 2015. In some of the high schools in my electorate, it is lucky if 
50 per cent of those charges are able to be collected. Any fees are problematical, but I understand the reason why 
there needs to be legislative amendment. The second amendment is sought to enable the Minister for Education 
to enter into joint arrangements that complement and benefit the delivery of school education and enable 
a licence to be granted for the use of school property for child parenting centres. Next, we will seek to make an 
amendment to the act to strengthen the enforcement of compulsory schooling. The last amendment relates to the 
recommendations in a November 2012 report of the Corruption and Crime Commission that will enable the 
director general to order a staff member to stay away from not just their school, but all government school sites 
during a misconduct investigation when student safety or welfare is at stake. The final amendment relates to the 
regulatory burden imposed on non-government schools. 

I want to refer to two of those amendments in detail. The first relates to child parenting centres. We all know that 
the objective of these centres is to prepare children, and parents, for success at school. As the centres are located 
on school sites, it is necessary to provide specific authority in the act to allow the minister to be the contracting 
party for child parenting centres. A child parenting centre opened at Roseworth Primary School in my electorate 
last week. It formalises what has been done at Roseworth on the site for six years in conjunction with the 
Smith Family. I want to acknowledge the work of the principal, Geoff Metcalf, and the wholehearted support of 
the Fogarty Foundation, Edith Cowan University and the Smith Family. Those who are very interested in the 
fantastic work that is being done at Roseworth need look no further than Maxine McKew’s book Class Act, 
which devotes a whole chapter to Roseworth Primary School. The philosophy there, as it is at all child parenting 
centres—we know this from extensive research—is that what happens to kids in the early years can have 
consequences through the course of their lives. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: In this context, I always like to refer to the US Nobel Prize winner James Heckman, who has 
quantified the economic costs of failing to invest early in our kids’ needs. He found that through to the age of 
40 years, there was a return of $US17 for every dollar spent on early childhood education, which is an 
extraordinary return on investment. The outcomes of not investing are poor literacy and numeracy, fewer job 
prospects as adults, increased crime levels and costs for imprisonment, higher levels of chronic disease, and 
revenue from taxation being down because these people are not projected to earn high wages. As I said, I am 
certainly very supportive of the work that has been done at Roseworth Primary School over the years, and the 
opening of the child and parent centre formalises the arrangements for buildings on site. 

The last matter that I want to mention relates to the amendment to section 240. It is worth looking at the 
recommendations of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission that led to this 
amendment. The situation that this amendment seeks to remedy is disturbing. The commission opinion at 
page xiii of the CCC report, “Report on the Investigation of Alleged Public Sector Misconduct in relation to 
Contact with Students and the Accessing of Child Pornography by a Department of Education Employee”, 
handed down in November 2012 states — 

[10] In the Commission’s opinion, the systems that were in place collectively failed to ensure 
Teacher A’s suitability to work with children. These systemic failures occurred at several 
points. The basis for this opinion includes: 

• That a WWC card was able to be issued to Teacher A ... allowing him to work with 
children as part of his wife’s business and the sporting association he was involved in, 
notwithstanding that he had previously been the subject of non-conviction charges and 
that he was, at that time, the subject of a section 240 order by his employer ... 

• That Teacher A maintained his Western Australian College of Teaching ... registration and 
WWC card enabling him to be engaged as a teacher in the private education sector if he 
had chosen ... 

• That the Department of Education’s processes meant that the section 240 order was unable 
to be effectively enforced by the department. 

• ... Teacher A was able to be engaged as a school volunteer and go undetected on school 
premises on several occasions. 

• That inappropriate activity on a Department of Education computer was not able to be 
detected by proactive departmental investigations because Teacher A had remote internet 
access. 
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• That WACOT ... was given insufficient information to act by the Department of Education 
in relation to the disciplinary allegations against Teacher A. ... 

• ... a systemic failure to respond to the potential risk posed to children by Teacher A in 
a coordinated, comprehensive or complete way. 

The fact that a deficiency in the law has not been treated with greater expediency is of major concern. We have 
learned from this report that the incidents that were the subject of this investigation occurred up to 2007. The 
CCC commenced its investigations in 2008 and did not report until 2012. Another two years passed before the 
bill was introduced in Parliament. I conclude by making the observation that in matters of child protection, it 
should be a given that any identified loopholes or deficiencies are fixed as a matter of highest priority, and that 
clearly did not happen in this instance. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [4.33 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker, I thank you for the opportunity to talk on the 
School Education Amendment Bill 2014. Despite what members of the opposition have said, there are a lot of 
good things in this bill to talk about. 

I recount some comments by my colleague the member for Balcatta. He asked me whether I would speak on this 
bill and when I said I would make a speech, he asked me what I know about schools. I told him that I went to 
one and I spent a lot of time at school; I was a student for 20 years! I spent 14 years at primary school and 
secondary school and six years at university. Of the 14 years I was at primary school and secondary school, I had 
many setbacks, but there were two major setbacks. When I came from Victoria with my parents to the west to 
take up new farmland, I was put down a year at school. The farm was, basically, a virgin bush block that my 
father started farming. We settled in a caravan by a waterhole, and the bus did not come out to our place because 
the road was not a road; it was a track, and it was so bad that the bus could not get out to us. Therefore, for two 
years my mum taught my sister and me via correspondence in the caravan by the waterhole. Eventually, the road 
was upgraded and the bus finally took us to school, and it was a great day for us as we could socially interact 
with other children. However, I was put back again. I was put back in school twice, so that is why I ended up 
spending 14 years in school, but no matter. My parents encouraged me at school and I was later able to go to 
university. 

We all know the importance of education and of this School Education Amendment Bill, which has some very 
good features, including the child and parent centres. I do not know whether the opposition has talked enough 
about this, but I believe that this is a very important initiative. I represent the town of Coolgardie and I see all the 
enormous difficulties it has with, for instance, non-attendance and getting kids to school to learn. I have come to 
realise the importance of the parent component of these 16 child and parent centres, especially for sites in 
vulnerable communities. This government has committed more than $48 million to 16 centres, with five in 
regional areas and 11 in the metropolitan area. Child and parent centres enhance children’s readiness for school. 
I thank the department for a very comprehensive briefing on the matters in this bill and particularly on the child 
and parent centres. Child and parent centres are for parents of children from pre-birth to eight years of age. That 
means that a pregnant mum with her child-to-be can be involved in a child and parent centre. We often talk about 
early intervention. Whether a child has attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, Asperger’s syndrome or another 
condition, the focus on a child’s readiness for school and school attendance must start early. This is, if you like, 
the full definition of early intervention. 

Another feature of the child and parent centres is that they create community involvement and provide in-reach 
services. Often these centres are located on school grounds and they are about community involvement. 
Obviously, child health checks are provided by the infant and child health nurses. In my electorate, services can 
be provided by government, but the trick is for the community to engage those services. That was the concern we 
had in Coolgardie before we ran our frequent Coolgardie forums. People used to come to me as their local 
member of Parliament and say, “When will the infant health sister come? When will the doctor be running a 
clinic? We never see Department for Child Protection and Family Support or youth justice officers. Where are 
the police when we need them?” To deal with this, I convened a forum; it was not rocket science, but it was 
about getting those agencies into a hall—the Department of Education, WA Police, the Department for 
Child Protection and Family Support, youth justice services and the Department of Sport and Recreation and, 
indeed, Homeswest—and have them engage with the community. For the community, it was an exercise in 
putting names and faces to the services. The services were able to tell them what they provided and the 
community was able to engage them, at the meeting and afterwards. I found that particularly useful. The other 
useful thing about it was that there also was communication between the agencies. I can say to members that 
often in my town, one agency does not know what the other agencies are doing. It was really good to have the 
regional director of the Department of Education engaging with the Department for Child Protection and 
Family Support, or youth justice services, or the police, particularly around the issue of non-attendance. 

We know that school attendance is absolutely critical to children’s educational outcomes. I had the privilege last 
year of being a member of a committee—I think you were also on that committee, Mr Acting Speaker 
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(Mr P. Abetz)—that was looking at some of the issues that impact on children’s learning. One of the critical 
things that impact on children’s learning is attendance at school. Again, that is not rocket science, but what was 
surprising to me was that it does not take a very long period of non-attendance to negatively impact on children’s 
outcomes—in fact, only 10 per cent of school year attendance. By my calculations—I have not been at school 
for a long, long time—there are about 200 days of actual schooling in a school year. If a child does not attend for 
20 or more of those days, irrespective of anything else, they will lose the ability to achieve their potential, and 
their outcomes will be affected. I thought that was very critical—20 days. It is really important 

Enforcing compulsory schooling is not a big hammer, but it is a way of suggesting that we think this is very 
important. There is evidence to reinforce the reasons why children should attend school, and the outcomes. This 
bill requires all children of compulsory school age to be enrolled in an educational program and to attend school 
regularly. The enforcement of these requirements has proven to be cumbersome, and it was evident at the 
Coolgardie forum that there did not seem to be any coordination between the different agencies to—excuse the 
expression—attack this problem; perhaps let us say “deal with” this problem. It was good to see how the regional 
office of the Department of Education worked with the Department for Child Protection and Family Support in 
drawing up responsible parenting agreements.  

I take this opportunity to thank the opposition for its support of this legislation, which amends the School 
Education Act to allow for greater flexibility when taking steps to facilitate a child’s attendance at school. We 
saw that flexibility at the forum, with the agencies working together, including the police, the Department for 
Child Protection and Family Support, the Department of Education, and the local government; it was an  
all-community approach that reflected the flexibility we are talking about in this bill. We need to reduce the 
reporting obligations and enable the use of responsible parenting agreements, as I have just mentioned, as 
a means of obtaining parental engagement. We can build health facilities and mental health clinics, and that is all 
fine, but if we are not engaging people, it is all lost. It is important to obtain parental engagement and 
commitment to school attendance. Responsible parenting agreements are made under the Parental Support and 
Responsibility Act 2008, and I believe that is already happening in my area, but this actually documents it and 
puts it within legislation. 

We have talked about community, in-reach and providing support; I was privileged to be involved in 
a fundraising venture in Esperance and Kalgoorlie–Boulder to raise funds for YouthCARE, which is essentially 
a chaplaincy service that services more than 599 schools in Western Australia. Of course, there are also funding 
arrangements from the federal government, about which there have been some questions recently because of a 
High Court ruling. In a way, that was a ruling that did not actually refer to chaplaincy itself, but the way in which 
it was constructed and funded. In recent times I have spoken to representatives of the Western Australian 
chaplaincy program. The $7 million in federal funding will be apportioned school by school in making 
applications for ongoing funding arrangements through the federal program. I am very thankful for that. Of 
course, there is not only federal funding, but also about $4.3 million from the state government for that service. 
We often talk about the “street” or the “pub” test; irrespective of one’s belief system, demographics or anything 
else, if members were to go out in the street and ask people about the chaplaincy service, they would get a very, 
very positive response—something like an 85 to 90 per cent positive response. It is about the support of students, 
mentoring, role modelling, answering some of those life questions when they are asked, and about being 
a conduit between the school and the community. There are very few direct conduits between the school and the 
community, and the chaplaincy service provides that. 

In short, we have a funding program called Off the Wall. It came about after a bit of a discussion between my 
office and the chairman of the Esperance chaplaincy council. He asked me how we were going to raise money 
and asked, “Why don’t we have an art auction?” I pointed to a bit of art on my wall and said, “We could auction 
that; I’ll take it off the wall”, and he said, “There’s a name for it—‘Off the Wall!’” So we had the Off the Wall 
art auction in Esperance that raised $6 000, and another that raised nearly the same amount in  
Kalgoorlie–Boulder. People donated their art, a reputable auctioneer auctioned the pieces and we raised $5 000. 
It is about that engagement, which I think is really important, and this bill is about engagement. 
The enforcement, establishment and operation of the legislation seem to be common sense. Establishment issues 
in the education space are about the minister and his approval and operational matters are about the 
chief executive officer. When in government, it is best that those operational matters are left to the people who 
know and are the experts in the area. 

To finish off, I ask for the Acting Speaker (Mr P. Abetz) to allow me a little license to talk about funding. 
Although this is not directly part of the bill, I have sat in this chamber and heard opposition members go on for 
days. Recently, the Leader of the Opposition and the Labor member for the Mining and Pastoral Region went to 
Esperance and talked a lot about the school funding situation and how it impacts on my electorate. I am qualified 
to talk about schools and education because I have 21 schools in my electorate. There has been a lot of talk about 
funding and how those schools have been impacted. I have to say that 70 per cent of schools are better off and 
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30 per cent of schools are not so well off. Let me give members an example. Grass Patch Primary School is one 
of the smallest schools in the northern part of my electorate — 

Ms L.L. Baker: That is where my mother was born. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Very good; that is why the member is such a great person. 

Ms L.L. Baker: Thank you. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I understand that the member for Midland wants to talk, but if I could just have an extension 
for a few minutes. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member for Bateman said that I should not fold my arms because apparently that means 
a long speech. 

The 2014 budget forecast for Grass Patch Primary School was $504 000 and its 2015 preliminary budget under 
the student-centred funding model is $439 000. The expected budget under the old model was $446 000, so that 
is a reduction of $7 000. I think it is really important to state that enrolments at Grass Patch Primary School will 
go from 12 students to three students. Under a student-centred funding model that funds the number of students, 
it is reasonable to expect that funding for that school will go down. That is responsible as far as the taxpayer is 
concerned. I will fight very hard for that school, but when looking at the student-centred funding model, it is 
reasonable to suggest that this money should go to where it is needed. Obviously, if student numbers go from 
12 to three, that needs to be factored in, and I think that is responsible. For instance, a big school in my town, 
Nulsen Primary School, has a budget of about $3 million. That school will get $140 000 more under this model. 
One of the reasons for that—there are quite a few reasons—is that it has a separate additional allocation. There 
are extra allocations in this funding formula for Aboriginality, English as a second language, disability and social 
disadvantage. Those allocations contribute to Nulson Primary School’s positive budget of $140 000. If the 
school has students with those needs, it is reasonable that that is where the money goes. I think it is really 
important to bring that to the fore and to make those points. 

We have to consider a couple of other points when comparing the student-centred funding model. There are 
different notional salary rates. In 2013–14, that includes an 18 per cent on-cost, whereas in 2015, it includes only 
superannuation at eight per cent. In 2013–14, kindergarten students are based on 0.6 full-time equivalents, and in 
2015 they are based on 0.5 FTEs. The half cohort of students will transition out of secondary school in 2015. 
Therefore, most primary schools will have one fewer cohort of students, and most secondary schools will have 
one more cohort of students as a result of the year 7s moving to secondary school. We must more accurately look 
at the real impact of the student-centred funding model by projecting the school model for 2015 under the new 
student-centred funding model and comparing it with the expected 2015 school budget under the old model. In 
conclusion, in 2015 it is projected that 3 802 students in 21 schools in my electorate of Eyre will be funded 
through the student-centred funding model and almost 2 500 of those students will experience an increase in 
funding. I commend the bill to the house. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [4.56 pm]: I, too, rise to speak about the School Education Amendment Bill 
2014. Many of my colleagues have already been through a number of the provisions. I think the reason for the 
government’s urgency to get this bill through is that it wants to charge the parents of year 7 students more for 
school fees next year. Although I note that that is a voluntary fee, this is a significant imposition on parents who 
are less well-off and already are struggling financially for a variety of reasons. This provision will be much 
tougher on people in the lower socioeconomic bracket, and I think most of my colleagues have been pretty keen 
to speak up on behalf of those people. Basically, the maximum voluntary contribution that could be requested 
from a family of a year 7 student in this or any previous year was $60. I understand that most primary schools set 
their fee at $60. Although it is an imposition, $60 is quite a modest fee. This legislation will allow schools to 
charge up to $230, which is the maximum amount that can be charged at a high school for a high school student. 
Year 7s will make the transition from a primary school setting in which parents could have been asked for 
a voluntary contribution of $60 previously to now being asked for a contribution of up to $230. I well understand 
that it is up to the schools themselves to set those fees and that those fees are voluntary. If the fees were 
compulsory, the government might have found that the opposition would oppose this bill because we do not 
agree that all parents of year 7 students should have to fork out to their local school $230, or anywhere near that 
amount. Indeed, many families simply cannot afford that. I am hopeful—although I cannot be certain—that 
schools will take into account that year 7 parents may have been expecting to pay closer to $60 than the higher 
amount and that there will be considerable downward pressure on that. Hopefully, most schools will charge 
nowhere near $230 for a year 7 student. Those on the other side of politics are always very quick to point out that 
this is a voluntary payment that the parents do not have to pay. In the past, I did some research on so-called 
voluntary school fees — 



8254 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 18 November 2014] 

 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for West Swan, you are supposed to wait until you are 
given approval to walk past the Chair. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I appreciate that members opposite are very quick to point out that the fees are  
non-compulsory. However, the percentage rates of collection in more affluent areas are clearly much higher than 
those in less affluent areas. In my electorate, many schools, but not all, are certainly less affluent. The cohorts at 
Swan View Senior High School and Governor Stirling Senior High School, both of which are located in my 
electorate, are not affluent. Many parents struggle to pay the high school fee. Of course, schools have to think 
very carefully about the level of fee they set because if they set it too high, they probably have a lesser prospect 
of being able to collect the money. Some of the primary schools in my electorate have a very low socioeconomic 
index—SEI—which is based on the incomes of families with children at those schools who struggle to pay any 
money. Of course, it is probably fair to say that some parents have no interest in paying the school fee, whether 
or not they are able to pay, and choose not to. To me, it is clearly not a fair system when some people pay and 
other people do not. It is not based on any proper sense of people’s income. There is no suggestion that it is 
absolutely compulsory for people earning above a certain income to pay. No doubt parents of children in schools 
in more affluent suburbs and on good incomes choose, for whatever reason, not to pay the voluntary 
contribution. 

My focus is really on the double disadvantage imposed on schools in low SEI areas where there is not only the 
entrenched disadvantage for students who do not have the affluence and resources that students in other areas 
have. I am referring, for example, to having access to computers, tablets, mobile phones and extensive libraries, 
and having parents with a tertiary level education. Unfortunately, many parents from low SEI areas have had an 
education to only year 10 or 11. In many homes there is no computer; parents are not technologically literate;  
no-one in the household has a computer; and, unlike most people these days, there is no iPad or other form of 
tablet and probably only the most basic level of mobile phone. It probably comes as a surprise to some people on 
the opposite side of this house to know that 40 per cent or more of the households in the suburbs in my electorate 
do not have a home computer or something similar such as a laptop or a tablet. In this day and age, the lack of 
access to those kinds of devices really puts people behind. Schools in more affluent areas are able to collect 
vastly more money.  

I do not need to re-look at the figures because nothing will have changed. However, if I were to look at the 
figures for Churchlands Senior High School, I would probably find that it has collected a significant amount of 
money in school fees—over $1 million and maybe over $2 million; I do not know. If I were to look at an 
equivalent school in my electorate, I would probably find that it has been lucky to collect $300 000 or so. That is 
the kind of disparity in those schools that I refer to and that disparity continues through every aspect of the 
school. The amount of money collected at a school fete in an affluent area compared with the amount collected 
at a school fete in a less affluent area is like comparing chalk and cheese. School fetes in some leafy western 
suburbs have raised 10 times as much money as a school fete in my electorate could hope to raise. Similarly, 
with other fundraising activities, whether it be a lamington drive, a raffle or whatever, the amount of money that 
can be collected and the amount of donations in kind that can be given as raffle prizes and so on are obviously 
a lot more in those affluent areas. It is evident, therefore, that other fundraising and often sponsorship, in-kind 
donations and so forth that such a school gets result in those already advantaged communities becoming more 
advantaged. 

One of the things that the government will try to pretend is that through its new funding model, schools in 
electorates such as mine, particularly those in low-SEI areas, will somehow be better off. I have seen absolutely 
no evidence of that—none whatsoever. I have been privy to some of the formulas calculated under the new 
funding model for next year and I acknowledge that they include factors for the SEI and/or the number of 
Indigenous students and the like, but those factors are just not strong enough to counter the disadvantage. The 
independent schools model figures in here too in the way this government has gone about these changes. This 
government introduced independent schools in the first instance to a smallish percentage of schools in this state 
that were already functioning very well. The government was quick to point out that it had not chosen schools 
only in affluent suburbs of the metropolitan area. However, one thing that all the schools had in common was 
that they were highly functioning schools and very few were in a low socioeconomic area. Yes, in the first 
instance there were two or three that the government could point to, but the vast majority were not in a lower 
socioeconomic area, and the common factor was that they were all very well managed schools that were already 
functioning effectively. Similarly, in the second round of independent schools, we saw largely a repeat of the 
same. Based on the success of this model, the independent schools model has been further rolled out and 
described as a success. It is now in a much more advanced stage, and at last some schools in my electorate will 
achieve the so-called independent public school status. Frankly, they have no option but they also have none of 
the advantages given to that first batch of schools. 

The concept of self-determination, having a greater say and involving parents and communities is all good; it is 
great rhetoric. However, the bottom line is that we need funding and support for those really vulnerable students, 
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and there are plenty of vulnerable students in my electorate. I have spoken to principals of primary schools in my 
electorate who are really struggling with their cohort. They are struggling with issues that simply do not exist in 
more affluent areas. One of the issues faced by a couple of primary schools in my electorate is the constant churn 
of students coming and going, because they are not in stable families. Families arrive from other parts of the 
state—sometimes Indigenous families and sometimes not. Families from country and rural areas are lobbing up 
at schools in my electorate. They might be there for a week or two or three, or they might be there for three or 
six months, but there is a high churn factor. To help children assimilate into classrooms in schools in my 
electorate, principals have to provide shoes, socks and other items of clothing for the children. Lunches and 
breakfasts have to be provided because they are not provided at home. 

Part of this legislation also deals with the issue of attendance. I cannot say that I do not believe it is the right 
approach, because I know it is not the right approach. Under this legislation, the government will impose 
a $2 500 fine for non-enrolment of a child at school and a $1 000 fine for chronic absenteeism. The minister will 
no doubt say, “Look, this is not the first option and this would be only in an extreme circumstance” and so forth. 
However, we are clearly getting something very wrong here. The member for Armadale pointed out that in 
2012 the school attendance rate was 91 per cent; that is, nine per cent of students did not regularly attend school. 
Among the Indigenous population, the attendance rate was 76.9 per cent. That means that approximately 
23 per cent, or more than one in five Indigenous students in this state, are not regularly attending school. That is 
nothing short of a national disgrace. We know that failure to get an education and to learn to read and write to 
a reasonable level absolutely condemns a child to a life in which they can expect not to be employed, and a life 
in which they can more than likely expect to be at much greater risk of drug and alcohol abuse and a future in 
our prison system. If we can get students to go to school and participate and get them to learn to read and write, 
we could provide them potentially with a future. That should be the real focus of government. I know that the 
education system needs to cater for everyone, but until we can bring these poor children at the bottom into the 
education system and provide them with a halfway reasonable education, we will continue to suffer a lot of 
consequences—consequences that are brought to bear in other areas. We can talk about crime statistics and about 
the Indigenous prison rate, and everyone can tut-tut about those things, but let us start with the causes of that. 
The principal cause is that 23 per cent of Indigenous children in this state do not regularly attend school. The 
answer to that problem is not to threaten those Indigenous parents with a $2 300 fine, or a $1 000 fine, or 
whatever it is. These parents are living in public housing, if they are lucky, and in a lot of cases they have not 
paid their other fines and have little prospect of paying that fine. So that is the wrong solution.  

I feel very passionately about these matters. Unless something has changed, I believe that my electorate, 
according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, has the highest percentage of Indigenous people of any 
metropolitan electorate. So there are a lot of Indigenous kids at schools in my electorate, and that has an impact 
not just on them but on the cohort that is at school with them. Schools in my electorate, such as Midvale, 
Clayton View and Middle Swan, have a much larger percentage of Indigenous children than most members 
would have at schools in their electorates. Sitting alongside those children I have also have a group of very 
disadvantaged non-Indigenous children—children whose parents are not as functional as they could be. There 
are principals and teachers in my electorate who visit those parents in their homes, and the parents are in a state 
of drug or alcohol abuse, or simply not awake, and not in any fit state to get their children up for school, have 
their uniform ready, provide them with breakfast and ensure their safe passage to school. There needs to be an 
intervention with those families. A lot of people like to think that most of the Indigenous children who do not 
attend school live in the Kimberley and the Pilbara. I can tell members that they do not all live in the Kimberley 
and the Pilbara. I expect that if we had the figures for the regions, we would find that the rate of absenteeism in 
the Kimberley and the Pilbara is higher than 23 per cent, and potentially among metropolitan Indigenous people 
it is lower than that. But it is a very alarming figure, and I think it is symptomatic of the issue.  
The problem is that the percentage figures sometimes disguise the real numbers. Nine per cent of school 
students, out of a total cohort of 257 000 school students, are not attending school regularly. That means that 
23 000 children of compulsory school age are not attending school regularly. That is a disgrace. It is a scandal. 
We should all feel very embarrassed about that. If we combine the rate of non-attendance among non-Indigenous 
students of 7.7 per cent with the rate of non-attendance among Indigenous students of 23 per cent, that is nine 
per cent of young children who are not getting the opportunities that could be afforded to them by education. We 
need to have interventions in the home. We need to do something about drug abuse and alcohol abuse. We need 
to help families to function. I too acknowledge that the new family centres are a huge community asset. I am 
very fortunate to have two of those centres in my electorate, one at Middle Swan and one at Clayton View, and 
they are a step in the right direction. But in and of themselves, they are not enough. We need to deal with the 
community dysfunction and disadvantage. There are parents and principals who are willing to step up to that 
task. But they cannot do that when the extra funding that they are getting is miniscule compared to what schools 
in Floreat Park, Nedlands or Alfred Cove are getting. Those schools have stable school populations. The churn 
rate is not very high. The same children go to the school week in, week out. The same cohort is at the school at 
the end of the year as was there at the beginning of the year, with few exceptions. 
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[Member’s time extended.] 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: In some schools in my electorate, the churn rate is up to 20 per cent. That is pretty high. 
There is a 20 per cent, or more, change between the cohort of kids who are at the school in the first week of 
term 1 and those who are there in the final week of term 4. It is an enormous and very frustrating challenge for 
teachers and principals in schools in electorates like mine to have to deal with new students coming in from 
different backgrounds and , to have to try to assimilate them into the classroom, and to have to deal with other 
students leaving. The teachers may also have to deal with children who have significant learning disabilities and 
require a lot of assistance.  

So my plea to the minister today is that we need to do something about the double disadvantage that is suffered 
by children in schools in low socioeconomic areas—or low SES, as they are called. The small amount of extra 
money that is given to those schools is nowhere near enough. It is not even close. It is just a little multiplication 
factor that delivers a bit of extra money but goes next to nowhere. The tiny bit of extra money that schools are 
getting does not even begin to make up for the commonwealth government funding that has been cut from those 
schools in the last two years. Disadvantaged schools have never been worse off. Schools in my electorate are by 
and large worse off now than they were three years ago. I do not lay all of that at the feet of the state 
government—some of it has to lay at the feet of the newly elected Abbott government, which has taken 
significant funding away from those schools. It means that schools in my electorate are no longer able to offer 
specialist programs and remedial teachers to support kids with learning difficulties and help lift those kids who 
are not achieving up to a more mainstream level. 

I particularly want to talk about the “churn” factor in schools. That is something that really needs to be taken into 
account. There needs to be a much higher allowance for schools with a greater percentage of Indigenous 
students. We know the disadvantages those students have and we know the extra resources that schools need to 
help those kids participate and do well at school. But we also have this churn factor in places that do not have 
a stable population. There also needs to be greater cognisance of the disadvantaged to a whole school community 
with a high percentage of kids who have learning disabilities and other issues. It really requires an intense effort.  

Finally, I again highlight the fact that 23 per cent of Indigenous kids do not regularly attend school. That is 
a national disgrace. That entrenches disadvantage on a generational basis for those families. On the weekend, 
I spoke with chief trauma surgeon Sudhakar Rao from Royal Perth Hospital at the World Day of Remembrance 
for Road Traffic Victims. He was talking with a group about what can be done to get people to understand that 
they do not need to drink and drive, and they do not need to speed, drive tired or drive distracted. One of the 
conclusions that he has come to, which I thought was very interesting, is that parents need to lead by example. 
Children model their driving behaviour largely on the driving behaviour of their parents. I think that that is true 
in so many areas in which parents are not engaged and supportive, and not able to provide for their children, 
including an education. If parents do not assist children to get to school and support their efforts at school, the 
chances are unless there is some intervention, the same problem will pervade the next generation. At some point 
a line has to be drawn in the sand. There has to be intervention. Parents have to be supported. We will get 
nowhere if we let 23 per cent of Indigenous kids slip through the net and be chronically absent from our 
education system.  
In noting that, I can only assume that if 23 per cent are chronically absent from the education system, there must 
be another percentage that are just not attending anywhere near regularly enough.  
MR C.D. HATTON (Balcatta) [5.22 pm]: I will try not to speak for very long. This has been quite a long 
process, with the contribution of members last week and today. I believe a number of members would still like to 
speak.  

The School Education Amendment Bill 2014 has been dealt with in many ways by those who have contributed, 
but they have sidetracked the main issue of this bill. Members have talked about general electorate issues rather 
than issues pertaining to the bill. This bill is really a very simple bill. It is basically an operational bill. It is an 
enabling bill. It is a mechanical process that is needed to ensure the School Education Act 1999 continues to 
recognise that very act, which gives every child in WA the right to receive an education. It provides a basis for 
a child’s education in government and non-government schools, and approved alternative schools. The current 
act provides for the operation of schools with community involvement, the registration of schools, and the 
regulation and funding of non-government schools. It also accommodates the registration of community 
kindergartens. It is essentially about providing the basis of education for all children in Western Australia.  
This bill will amend the School Education Act 1999 in quite a simple way. It will enable this government’s 
initiatives to be put forward. There are four initiatives. Firstly, the year 7 transition into high school commences 
next year. It was formulated in 2011. Year 7s entering high school next year will fairly much coincide with the 
implementation of the Australian curriculum, although the federal government has probably prolonged that 
a little. That can be dealt with another time in this chamber. Year 7s transitioning into high schools will align 
WA with other Australian states. This has been called out for over many years, particularly by educators in 
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Western Australian schools. We live in a global society. Students move between states. Up until recently, I had 
been an educator in primary schools for 30 years. I know how difficult it is to place young students into correct 
classes if they come from another state. This initiative has been planned since 2011. It is not new. It has been 
thought of very well. This bill will enable that transition to take place within the act. 

Secondly, year 7s moving into high school will be aligned with the voluntary contributions that other high school 
families are required to make. We have heard from the opposition about what is voluntary and what is 
involuntary, what is forcing and not forcing, but this concept of contributing to schooling has been around for 
decades, and it will continue. Year 7 students moving into high school will need the correct resourcing, the 
correct books and the correct information technology that teachers want to deliver. Although schools are funded 
very well in Western Australia, this voluntary contribution is quite normal. We have to get this act in line; it has 
to be strengthened up for those year 7s going into high school.  

I will next talk about the proposed amendments to the act that are necessary in a mechanical and operational 
sense that relate to child and parent centres on government school sites. In 2013, this government announced that 
16 child and parent centres would be located on site at Western Australian schools. Five of those would be 
regional; 11 would be in the metropolitan area. I can remember many years ago, as other members may too when 
they were at school, that we had dental nurses, school nurses and others on site, but over the last four or five 
decades things have changed in many ways. Society now seems to need child and parent centres more than ever. 
I am sure that opposition members would support the concept of child and parent centres. We need to realise that 
the health, emotional and social issues of very young children, and their parents in a lot of cases, need some 
attention. The Liberal–National government feels that this attention is best accommodated by having health 
professionals on school sites and getting the needs of young children identified to prepare them for the big 
school—the little fish in the big sea. We need to give junior primary teachers a fair chance to teach to a greater 
audience rather than to teach specific needs. I must say that in my teaching career, when the concept of inclusive 
schooling came into being about 15 years ago, my whole operation as a teacher needed to change.  

I had to put more energy and effort into children with special needs, and of course any compassionate human 
being would do that, and a teacher especially would do so if required. From about 2000 or 2003, in a class of, 
say, 30 children, I would have to attend to 12 children with special needs. They had a special file. There may 
have been a child who was gifted at one end of the spectrum of special needs and a child who was autistic at the 
other, and as a classroom teacher I needed to attend equally to those children. When a teacher has to attend to 
30 children, those special needs become quite demanding. These child–parent centres are aimed at helping 
parents to be better parents and helping those young children to be prepared for schooling. The spin-off to the 
community and particularly to the school environment is immense, with schools being able to get on with the 
core business of teaching the academics of school and not concentrating so much on the social and emotional, 
although, of course, that will still always be done. This amended act will enable the child–parent centres to 
operate on school sites and because of that it will also enable the Minister for Education to be the contracting 
party for these centres. 

Proposed amendments to the School Education Act deal with the provision for year 7s to enter high school and 
child–parent centres, but they will also deal with the attendance and enrolment of children in schools, which is 
a bit eclectic at the moment. It is not as terribly helter-skelter as members of the opposition would have us 
believe; as a matter of fact, I think the average school attendance rate in metropolitan Perth is around 
93 per cent—members can mark me wrong if they like. In my electorate, which has 11 schools, the average 
attendance rate is around that figure. Some schools achieve 95 per cent and it is as low as 89 per cent at one of 
the high schools, which is very multicultural—not that that would necessarily be the reason for that. This 
particular amendment to the act will enable better compulsory schooling because parents will become obliged to 
take more control of the schooling of their children, rather than schools having to keep a record. If children are 
moving around and not attending school, it is almost impossible from school to school to link that up and find 
where those children are. This amendment will put parent agreements into place and it even goes as far as 
imposing fines on parents if they really do not make the mark of getting their kids to school. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Under the current act, how many parents do you think have actually been fined? 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Very few parents have been fined under the current act. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Two. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Yes, very few. 

Mr P. Papalia: How do you think that increasing the penalty to $2 500 is going to help? 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Has the member ever heard of deterrence? 

Mr P. Papalia: Yes. It does not work. I know a lot about it. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Okay, the member does not believe in it, but we do as a conservative government. 
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Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Hold it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Hold it for a second. One question at a time. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Going along with your logic, we should then be fining parents who purposely take their 
children out of school for unauthorised non-attendance. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: What the member does not understand is that there will be many, many consultative 
processes. The parent panels that have been operating up until now are not very effective and are not working 
too well, so we will realign that into a more consultative process. There will be a fine for parents who just do not 
realise their obligations. It may not ever get to a fine, as it rarely has to date, but clearly the parent panels are not 
working. 

Mr P. Papalia: What analysis did you do of deterrence to determine that the attendance rate will improve by 
increasing the penalty? 

Mr C.D. HATTON: I personally have not done any analysis, but I can find out something on that for the 
member if he likes. 

Mr P. Papalia: Could you find out for me what your government has done? 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Yes. 

Mr P. Papalia: The research behind this and the justification for an increase in the penalty. I would appreciate it. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: I will make an endeavour to do that, member. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Moving on — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.D. HATTON: I think other members want to speak, Madam Acting Speaker; could I just please move on. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Thank you. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Essentially, this amendment will also strengthen the protection of government 
schoolchildren because the director general of Education will be able to order through proper channels any 
perceived staff member suspected as being a threat or risk to a child to be moved from the school site, and from 
any school site that they may endeavour to go on. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: I will not take any more interjections, because other members want to talk. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, he is not taking any more interjections. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: He is interrupting; we are going to lose time. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta, you have the floor. Just talk over the top of him. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: I cannot even hear myself. All right, I will keep going. 

There are also amendments to the act in this bill to improve efficiencies and fairness in non-government schools. 
These are operational and mechanical amendments to the School Education Act 1999. This bill is not difficult 
and I think most opposition members agree with it. They try to pick out all the dark clouds, the storms and the 
lightning that will strike and all the rest of it, but it just does not happen. Members on the opposition side need to 
remember that the real focus of government is being done. I have said it many times before and I will say it 
again: education funding in WA has increased from $2.8 billion in 2008 to $4.4 billion in 2013–14. That is an 
increase of 55 per cent over six years. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 
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Mr C.D. HATTON: Schools in WA will be highly regarded across the states, as they already are. Opposition 
members may have forgotten that our teachers are the best paid in Australia. Schools continue to be built, 
members of the opposition, and they are maintained and supported by this government. Funding will go where it 
is needed. There has been significantly higher funding per student in this state of $5 000 more per child — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.D. HATTON: Opposition members just do not like to hear the truth. Although the opposition thinks that 
the sky will collapse — 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr N.W. MORTON: I have just walked in to the chamber, but I did hear the member for Balcatta say that he 
was not taking interjections. I have heard you, Madam Acting Speaker, warn the member for Mandurah several 
times but he continues to interject from his chair. I was just wondering whether you would make a ruling on that, 
thank you. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Yes. Member for Mandurah, please do not keep interjecting 
any longer. Member for Balcatta, you have the floor. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.D. HATTON: Although there is blue sky and the sky will not fall in—there has been blue sky for a long 
time—we should think about what, apart from this amendment to the School Education Act, our initiatives are 
doing. The initiative we are showing is that we are unlocking the potential of schools—remember that. We have 
followed the Gonski recommendations, but we have kept the funding to our state. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Opposition members need to read up on that. We have also followed the recommendations 
Professor Teese gave in Melbourne in 2010. We are creating a new funding model based on Gonski and 
Professor Teese’s recommendations and, of course, we have the tremendous independent public school system 
that has operated so well in Western Australia up until now. This model is now the notional approach being 
adopted by the federal government to create autonomy in schools. The federal government is adopting it, and has 
adopted it, across Australia. In 2015, with the independent public schools — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, stop now. The member for Balcatta has the floor. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Next year, in 2015, there will be 442 IP schools in Western Australia and 170 of those will 
be newly on board. That represents 57 per cent of Western Australian schools. The opposition keeps knocking 
the system, but principals are encouraging it and young teachers in particular are very fond of the whole concept. 
Also, members on the other side, that means 70 per cent of the teachers in Western Australia will be teaching in 
IP schools next year. 

A report was commissioned by the Department of Education last year that looked at the current process of the 
implementation of IP schools. That report stated that it thought everything was going pretty well. This 
independent report was commissioned by the Department of Education, Western Australia, to a Melbourne 
university. The report is quite thick. I have been reading it recently because it is pretty interesting. That report 
encourages everything we are doing. Yes, there are a few negatives—there will always be a few negatives in 
a report—but it is not as negative as members opposite, who think the world will collapse and the sky will fall 
down. Government investment in IP schooling has been tremendous. Since its inception in 2011, I think, this 
government will support independent public schools by $106 million up until 2017. That means training up 
schools and offering professional development. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.D. HATTON: This is a responsible transition. The Western Australian Certificate of Education is another 
initiative that we are supporting as it will enable year 7s to be ready for high school, it will help year 11s and 
year 12s with their Australian tertiary admission rank requirements, and it will assist tradies too. These initiatives 
are very, very important. I will finish as quickly as I can by saying — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You’ve got 13 minutes on the clock! Don’t stop. Keep talking. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: There are others who want to talk.  

The opposition’s claims are totally unfounded. Everything is going well. There is blue sky. We have to tweak 
a few little things but we are doing really well. The opposition’s approach to the new student-centred funding 
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model and the new initiatives has been typically cynical and vague. It is happy to oppose important aspects of 
the significant reforms we are implementing but it is not happy to outline anything approaching an alternative. 
We do not hear of any alternative whatsoever. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: The member should just listen. There are no reductions to funding. There might be some 
cuts, as members opposite call it, but there are no reductions to education funding in 2015. In fact, the budget 
continues to grow and it will grow annually, as it has done since 2008. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members for Warnbro and Mandurah, if I stand up again, I will call you. Both of 
you are on one call. The member for Balcatta has the call. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: The changes to school budgets simply reflect the rebalancing of the funding from 
secondary to primary, as per the Gonski and Teese reports. Funding is now directed to the students. The 
government is redirecting taxpayers’ money purposefully. Parents can be reassured that their child will receive 
the same level of funding no matter which public school they attend throughout the state of Western Australia. 
The new model is fair for all students, no matter where they live or what school they attend. I will conclude by 
saying that it is not doom and gloom—far from it. They are not cuts but members opposite can keep using the 
word “cuts” if they want to. We are realigning the funding and putting money where it should be. The 
amendment to the School Education Act is necessary mechanically. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Balcatta still has 11 minutes on the clock. We were enjoying his 
speech. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): It is not a point of order, member for Cannington. 

Debate Resumed 
MS E. METTAM (Vasse) [5.43 pm]: I rise to support the School Education Amendment Bill 2014. This bill 
represents another step in the reform process in relation to the transition — 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member is reading. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Calm down. Member for Vasse, you have the floor. Just keep 
talking over the top of them. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms E. METTAM: According to the Auditor General, the Department of Education has taken appropriate steps 
to plan and prepare for the transition of year 7s to secondary school. As the new member for Vasse, I have taken 
the opportunity to visit various schools in the electorate and see how the transition has gone for the placement of 
year 7s into high school. The preparedness that I have witnessed in the local school community is the product of 
a lot of consultation and good work by the local high schools and primary schools in the electorate. This will put 
these schools formally in line with the implementation of the introduction of the national curriculum for year 7s, 
providing students with specialist attention for courses in the disciplines of English, mathematics, science and 
history. I appreciate that it has involved a lot of work in terms of education and infrastructure and it is a credit to 
the year 7 project team and the schools that have worked very hard to get to this point. This has required much 
additional infrastructure as well. Cape Naturaliste College in Vasse is one of 29 schools across the state that 
needed additional infrastructure. It is pleasing that additional classrooms for those year 7 students will be opened 
later this month at a total cost of $230 million across the state. I met recently with the principal of 
Cape Naturaliste College, Mark Gillett, who provided me with a tour of this popular school in the electorate. 
Cape Naturaliste College has a keen focus on performing arts and media as part of its curriculum. It was 
originally designed as a middle school and was tipped to grow to 180 students in its first year but it has now 
expanded and the population of students is expected to grow to at least 660 students next year. 

Funding for schools is always an issue. I am very conscious that the Liberal–National government has already 
delivered significantly in this area. Funding has grown since 2008 by an overall global increase of 61 per cent, or 
a growth of $2.1 billion to $4.6 billion since the Liberal–National government came to office. I am also grateful 
for the fact that we no longer have the lowest paid teachers in the nation. 

Cape Naturaliste College has a great relationship with Busselton Senior High School; there is a great degree of 
collaboration. I was very happy to be involved in the graduation ceremony at Busselton high school recently. 
Cape Naturaliste College shares state-of-the-art facilities with the Busselton Trade Training Centre at Busselton 
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Senior High School, which offers courses such as certificate II training in engineering, providing students with 
a fantastic opportunity to segue into the trades after they leave school. This senior high school of 550 students is 
home to the best vocational education and training program in the state. It recently won the WA state training 
award for school pathways and was recognised as the top school for students in years 11 and 12 for this program. 
This school recently completed works at the site, which included an investment of $2 million to improve science 
facilities, $3 million to upgrade the general facilities and $7.5 million for the aforementioned trade training 
centre. It also has a specialist music program and recently took out a swathe of awards in the Queens Cup 
awards, which has a specialty in music as well. In preparation for next year, the school will have two orientation 
days in coming weeks—one for the current year 7s and one for the current year 6 cohort of students, which will 
assist them to make a smooth transition into high school the following year.  

Another school that I visited in the Vasse electorate was Vasse Primary School. It was a great opportunity to 
meet the principal, Brian Devereux, and P&C president, Kate Reading, when we toured the campus last week. 
Approximately 630 students are enrolled at this school. With the two years of students moving next year, it is 
expected that those numbers will remain as the growth in the Vasse Newtown residential area that neighbours the 
school has been, and is projected to be, quite significant. 

Vasse Primary School has adopted a middle school model of teaching. It is a very impressive model that will be 
watched and admired by other schools in the area. I am aware that the local district manager for education has 
already come to the school and witnessed the sort of education being taught to the year 6 and 7 students. They 
embark on rotational classes of maths, humanities, science and English, as well as a focus group on fluencies to 
target areas in which students have trouble. They have received special funding to enable these classes to be 
videotaped so that other schools in the electorate can witness the classes as an example of good practice. It is 
another example of how local schools in the Vasse electorate are showing initiative and preparing for the 
transition of year 7 students into high school next year. It was pleasing to visit and see the good work being done 
at Vasse Primary School. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

MS E. EVANGEL (Perth) [5.52 pm]: I rise today to also accept the School Education Amendment Bill, and 
I do so by commending our Minister for Education, whose contributions to education in the state of 
Western Australia have been revolutionary, first and foremost with his outstanding independent public school 
policy for state schools, which we have in the Perth electorate. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! 

Ms E. EVANGEL: Madam Acting Speaker, I will not be taking interjections. 

I proudly represent four state primary schools in the electorate of Perth. We also have three non-state schools, 
which, I must add, are outstanding primary schools. My four state primary schools are incredible in the way they 
conduct themselves and the level of support that they give their students. They really are a credit to the 
Western Australian education system. I am proud to say that two of my state schools are IP schools, one of 
which is Highgate Primary School. The lovely Cristina Sandri is the principal at the school, but she is away at 
the moment so Barbara Iffla is acting principal. They speak very, very highly of their devotion to and practice of 
IPS. I have heard Cristina say on a number of occasions that she could never go back to teaching at a school that 
did not have the IPS system in place. She attributes a lot of the success of the workings of the school to the 
strong parent-led school board that contributes in many ways to the ambience and the productivity of the school. 

Mount Hawthorn Primary School has also been an IP school for quite a few years. That school also sings the 
praises of the system, whereby it gets some control over what is happening at the school. The school board has 
involvement and takes full advantage of being able to participate in all areas of school life, which contributes to 
the success of students and to the school as a whole. Kyilla Primary School is in the process of becoming an 
IP school, and it is really quite excited about the prospect. I believe North Perth Primary School has also made 
inquiries. I look forward to working with the primary schools in the Perth electorate and assisting in any way 
I can with their progress towards becoming IP schools. 

As I mentioned, the four state schools that I represent are very, very active and very much a part of the 
community of the Perth electorate as a whole. I really enjoy working closely and assisting in as many ways as 
I possibly can. I take this opportunity, if I may, to thank my electorate for participating in the Christmas card 
competition that I hold annually. It is an absolute delight to see the children participate in drawing and designing 
the Christmas cards. I am only too happy not to select the winning participant! I leave it up to the school 
community to decide. It is a wonderful way for schools to be part of the broader community and brings joy to 
constituents when they receive from their local member a Christmas card designed by school students. I thank 
my school communities for their participation. 
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I am often at the schools and I really enjoy, as I have mentioned, participating in assemblies and watching the 
schools and admiring the tremendous work that they do. At the end of term 3, I was really pleased to host an 
inaugural Perth speakers’ night, which gave the year 6 and 7 students the opportunity to highlight and showcase 
their tremendous public speaking talent. It was an amazing evening. Sitting with fellow parents, the teachers and 
the school community, and the Minister for Education, who gave up his whole evening to attend this exceptional 
event, I felt very comfortable and assured that my Perth electorate primary schools—the principals, the teachers 
and the parents—have collectively well and truly prepared the year 6 students for high school next year. They 
really excelled; they are a very talented and mature cohort of students. It will be a wonderful challenge for them 
next year and they will have very exciting times going into their high school years. Again, I congratulate our 
minister for having the foresight to adjust our education system to allow for the entrance of year 6 students 
directly into high school, in accordance with what is happening across the rest of Australia and internationally; 
many European countries also follow this practice. 

I want to take a few moments to express my support for the 16 child and parent centres that will be opened 
statewide. We all know the importance of early childhood education and parenting. We see the success of young 
adults who have been parented appropriately and correctly and in the right manner from a very early age. No 
matter what amount of dollar investment we make in early childhood education and parenting, I really believe 
that that is an investment for our children, our schools and our community as a whole. I completely and utterly 
applaud this state government for this tremendous historic initiative. I believe it will be highly successful 
in years to come. We certainly will see the fruits of our labour and the benefits from every single dollar invested 
in our young children. Getting parenting right from early on is a tremendous effort. 

As I mentioned, I take particular interest in the schools that I represent and I have had quite a few issues, as I am 
sure all members in the house have had. It has been an absolute pleasure working with ministers, teachers and 
schools to try to address some of the issues. I highlight that when I went to Mount Hawthorn Primary School 
recently, it was a delight to see the $1.25 million undercover area to which this government committed in the 
lead-up to the election. To see it come to fruition was nothing short of completely and utterly satisfying. It was 
great to see the school community all sitting under this magnificent and majestic covered area. It has happened; 
we committed to it as part of our campaign leading into the March 2013 election, and it is tremendous to see that 
we as a state government have fulfilled a key election promise to the electorate of Perth. It was wonderful to see 
the joy on the faces of the principal and teachers. To see the parents and children enjoying this covered area was 
a wonderful feeling. Again, I applaud the Minister for Education for believing in the schools in the 
Perth electorate and investing accordingly. I believe it is a tremendous outcome. 

One of the issues in the Perth electorate is that our student population is growing and putting some demand on 
the transport system. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm  

Ms E. EVANGEL: In conclusion, I would like to commend the School Education Amendment Bill 2014 to the 
house, and congratulate the Minister for Education and the state government for all the exceptional work they do 
in supporting education in the state of Western Australia. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [7.01 pm] — in reply: I thank members of the 
Assembly for their contributions to the second reading debate on the School Education Amendment Bill 2014. It 
has been a quite long and certainly wide-ranging debate on education issues. A lot of the discussion did not 
relate directly to the bill, but it has provided an opportunity for members to raise a range of issues, in a general 
sense, on school education in this state. 

The purpose of the bill is more specific, and I will outline the essential elements of it to remind members of its 
purpose. It enables voluntary school charges to be levied for year 7 students in government schools when year 7s 
move to secondary school in 2015; it enables child and parent centres to be located and run on government 
school sites by allowing the Minister for Education or a delegate to enter into joint arrangements for the use of 
school premises with entities including local governments, universities and not-for-profit organisations; it 
strengthens the enforcement of compulsory schooling by streamlining processes to enforce both enrolment in 
and attendance at schools; it enables the director general of the Department of Education to order a staff member 
to stay away from all government school sites during a misconduct investigation when student safety or welfare 
is of concern; and it improves the regulation of non-government schooling by separating establishment decisions, 
which will remain with the Minister for Education, from ongoing operational decisions, which will become the 
responsibility of the chief executive officer of the Department of Education Services rather than the minister. 
Establishment decisions are essentially decisions to approve the establishment of a new non-government school, 
whereas ongoing operational decisions are obviously self-explanatory. 
I will comment briefly on some of the issues that members raised during the debate, without going into too much 
detail because, as I said, a lot of those issues do not relate specifically to the bill. The voluntary contributions and 
charges for students attending year 7 in the secondary school situation, which will be the case from next year, as 
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I mentioned earlier, will rise from a maximum of $60 a year, as applies in primary schools, up to a maximum of 
$235 a year, which is what currently applies in secondary schools. It is interesting that those maximum amounts 
have not been increased for many years—I think at least 15 years or so—and there is a good argument, it would 
seem, for some adjustment to be made, given the amount of inflation that has occurred during that time; 
however, that is another issue. 

It is the case that the voluntary contributions account for only a very small proportion of the Department of 
Education’s normal annual budget; in 2013 it was approximately 0.27 per cent of the department’s total budget. 
The vast majority of funding for government schools comes from the state and commonwealth governments, but 
voluntary contributions are important in providing for the costs of a range of materials, services and facilities 
that are used directly by students from kindergarten up to year 12. 

All public schools work on the premise that parents who are able to contribute financially are encouraged to do 
so, but education is provided regardless of whether or not families pay. On the one hand, I have no doubt that 
there are families who could afford to contribute but, for whatever reason, choose not to; I know that from 
discussions about the school of which I am a council member—Kalamunda Senior High School. On the other 
hand, it is acknowledged that there are some families who find it genuinely hard to make those contributions, 
and that is accepted. No student is disadvantaged if their parents are unable to pay the voluntary contributions; 
I think it is reasonable for schools to encourage parents to pay if they are able to do so. It is also worth noting 
that some schools do not request voluntary contributions from parents. That is a local school decision that is 
normally endorsed by the school council. 

Financial assistance is available through the state and commonwealth governments for parents who have 
difficulty making these contributions, and it is relevant that the educational program allowance component of the 
secondary assistance scheme is paid directly to schools for eligible parents. It is also relevant that the 
commonwealth government’s Schoolkids Bonus payment assists with education costs for eligible families and 
students. From memory, it is $400 a year for primary school students and $800 a year for secondary school 
students. That scheme was started by the previous Labor government, and I think that the current federal 
government, as a reflection of the difficult financial circumstances that it finds itself in, wishes to discontinue 
that payment; however, that has not occurred at this stage. Clearly, it is a substantial amount of money that is 
made available to families and it would seem reasonable that parents should pass that money on to schools by 
making voluntary contributions. When families make a decision not to contribute when they could otherwise 
afford to make that contribution, it is clearly a matter for concern and something that perhaps some people 
should reflect upon. 

There was quite a bit of debate and comment by members of the opposition on the overall amount of funding 
available for public schools, but it should be kept in mind that the allocation for school education goes up 
substantially each year. In the current financial year, 2014–15, it is $4.58 billion, and that is expected to increase 
in 2015–16 to $4.86 billion. That compares with only $2.8 billion just six years ago, so the increase has been far 
in excess of the rate of inflation. A substantial investment has also been made into the physical facilities at 
schools: 33 schools and 799 classrooms have been built since 2008; between 2009–10 and 2013–14, 
$1.56 billion has been allocated by the government to construct new or replacement schools or to refurbish and 
upgrade schools; and over the next four years a further $1.2 billion will be made available. That is a very 
substantial investment of taxpayer funding determined by this government to ensure that the physical facilities in 
schools are of a high standard.  

There was discussion about the student-centred funding model. That has been fully debated in a range of debates 
in this place but, just to reiterate, it is based on a review undertaken by Professor Richard Teese of the 
University of Melbourne. That review concluded that the current system of resourcing schools is outdated, 
unnecessarily complex, and unable to cope with any more adaptations. The review recommended a more 
simplified system based on actual student needs and particular characteristics, rather than the ad hoc system to 
a large extent developed over the past couple of decades. In particular, similar to the Gonski model and 
recommendations, the Teese recommendations have resulted in a larger amount per student being allocated to 
primary schools than was the case previously, and that has resulted in approximately $45 million being 
transferred from secondary schools to primary schools over a five-year period. 

The issue of child and parent centres was also raised, and that is directly relevant to the bill. A significant 
decision has been made by the government to establish and fund the operation of 16 child and parent centres to 
be located on public school sites in vulnerable communities at a cost of about $49 million. The building program 
for the first 10 centres is nearing completion, with nine out of the 10 completed, eight of which have already 
been officially opened. A further six centres are planned for completion in the second half of 2015. 

I refer now to some specific points raised in the course of the debate. Some concern was raised about the 
proposal to allow the imposition of a monetary penalty on parents who do not enrol their children. The intention 
is that the new provision will place an obligation on a parent to advise where the child is enrolled when it is 
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believed, for whatever reason, that the child is not currently enrolled in the education system. The proposed 
maximum penalty of $2 500 simply aligns with the current provision for prosecution for non-enrolment. The 
new provision is about providing a mechanism to engage with the parents about enrolling their children, and it is 
about ensuring that children are in the school system. A monetary penalty of any amount, let alone the maximum 
amount, would apply only as an absolute last resort. Various provisions in the current act and in this bill try to 
ensure that there is engagement with families to achieve the outcome of ensuring that children are involved in 
the education system, which everybody accepts is essential for their development and positive participation in 
society when they are older. As I said, the monetary penalty is intended to be used only as an absolute last resort. 
I imagine it would be used very rarely, and only when it is considered essential as a sanction to ensure that there 
is cooperation from a child’s parents when it has not otherwise been achieved.  

The member for Armadale raised the issue of corporal punishment. As he mentioned, if I recall correctly, 
corporal punishment is prohibited in government schools in Western Australia these days. The government is of 
the view that it is not an appropriate form of punishment for children in any school in the state. I understand that 
it is now used, to some extent, in only one independent school in Western Australia, and that is an indication that 
the overwhelming majority of parents accept that it is not an appropriate form of punishment these days. We will 
consider this more in consideration in detail, because the member for Armadale has foreshadowed an 
amendment. I can point out in advance that the Minister for Education is currently in the process of changing the 
registration requirements and standards for non-government schools from 2015 to ensure that corporal 
punishment is not able to be used in any school in the state. Regulations are being prepared to achieve that end. 
We will have further discussion, no doubt, on the amendment foreshadowed by the member for Armadale, but, 
in short, the government does not see a need to support that amendment. There are also some issues with the 
detail of the amendment in any case. Essentially, we do not consider it necessary because action is being taken 
anyway to ensure that corporal punishment will not be able to be used in schools as from 2015. 

I again thank members for their contributions to this debate. The government and the minister are very keen for 
this bill to pass through this house—it has already completed its passage through the Legislative Council—and 
that needs to happen before the end of this year so that the amendments can take effect for the 2015 school year. 
We will have some further discussion in consideration in detail. I have agreed with the member for Armadale 
that that will not be tonight, because he is unable to be here. I understand that he is attending school graduations, 
so I have agreed that consideration in detail will be put off until tomorrow. In advance of that, I again thank 
members for their contribution to the second reading stage of the debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AMENDMENT (VALIDATION) BILL 2014 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 
CHILD SUPPORT (ADOPTION OF LAWS) AMENDMENT BILL 2014 

Receipt and First Reading 
Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House) on behalf of the 
Minister for Health, read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the Leader of the House. 

TAXATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 October. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [7.18 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker on the Taxation Legislation Amendment 
Bill (No. 2) 2014. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You bumped me off the list. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did bump the member for Mandurah, but I cannot wait to hear his contribution to this 
debate, as a well-known taxation expert in this chamber. I still recall seeing that photograph of him at one of 
those big boardroom tables discussing taxation issues with some taxation experts. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member thought there was a free lunch, as I understand. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I thought they wanted to talk about GST. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There he became an instant expert on taxation law in Western Australia, so I look forward to 
his contribution later this evening. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Much later. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I rise to talk on the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 and indicate that the 
opposition will support it; however, because this a very technical bill, there are many questions that we will raise 
through the consideration in detail stage. From the outset, I thank the advisers for a very informative briefing 
session that was held earlier today at one o’clock. We were able to go through a number of aspects of this 
legislation. I again thank those advisers sitting in the Speaker’s gallery who have had to wait around since one or 
two o’clock for their advice on this legislation. I know how much they love this place. I do not want to be too 
political here, but it is Parliament, so I might give it a go. I am shocked that we are debating this bill this year. 
After the Minister for Finance’s second reading speech on this bill, my colleague the member for 
Victoria Park—who had wanted to contribute to this debate but is currently visiting the communities that the 
Premier wants to unilaterally shut down—went over to the minister and asked him, “When is this legislation 
going to be discussed in this place?” The Minister for Finance replied, “Don’t worry about it; it will not be until 
next year.” 

Mr D.C. Nalder: I did not say that. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, the minister did. I trust the member for Victoria Park. I was shocked when I received 
a request late last week for the legislation to be brought on on Thursday. I did not think that it would happen. 
Yesterday, my office chased up a briefing with the minister’s office and one was scheduled for today at 
one o’clock. Unfortunately, it was not great timing, because it was after our caucus meeting. On a wing and 
a prayer I had to take a recommendation to the caucus about the contents of this bill. I was shocked how quickly 
this bill had been rushed into this place, but I then realised why it had been rushed into this place. It was rushed 
because this week is Repeal Week. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Again. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Again. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I thought Repeal Week was last week. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, it is this week. I think because things are not looking too good for the government—we 
know that—government members thought, “Gee, why don’t we make next week Repeal Week?” Government 
members went looking through the drawers to find legislation they could dress up as Repeal Week legislation, 
and lo and behold the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 became a key part of Repeal Week. 
I do not think the legislation was designated to be a key part of Repeal Week, because, frankly, it does not really 
simplify the law. The legislation changes the law in relation to the primary production test, but it is not about 
repealing laws or cutting red tape; it is about changing some definitions and introducing more legislation into 
this place. I was shocked by the speed at which this legislation came into this place, but, as I said, I think 
government members went to find legislation that looked like it could be talked about in Repeal Week, and this 
is it. As I said, in opposition—I will not complain about opposition because opposition is what it is—we do not 
have a lot of resources, so when I have a briefing at one o’clock and then have to lead the debate on the 
legislation later that day, it is a bit tough. We do not tend to have a lot of resources and we do not have 
departments of advisers, but, as I said, it is our job to get out of opposition, not to complain about it, so here we 
are debating the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014. 

I will just ask the member for Mandurah to contact the member for Cannington, because he wanted to come to 
the chamber to listen to my contribution. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: He is swotting up now. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He is swotting. 

Members might find it quite interesting to know that this whole process was triggered in 2012 when producers—
I heard some of this firsthand—in the metropolitan area, particularly the Swan Valley, who processed their 
products on site were, for the first time, being hit with significant land tax bills. In 2012, producers doing 
secondary processing on their properties, for the first time, in many instances, received a land tax bill. The bills 
were significant, sometimes tens of thousands of dollars coming from zero the previous year. The key issue in all 
this is what triggered these events in 2012. Today I sought advice on that, and it appears that as part of the 
ongoing assessment by the Commissioner of State Revenue into the interpretation and application of the 
legislation, the commissioner determined that the legislation did not intend to give land tax exemptions to 
primary producers processing on their properties. As a result, in 2012, many primary producers who processed or 
value-added—whatever term one would like to use—on their land were hit with a land tax bill for the first time. 
I quote a 2012 letter from the Office of State Revenue to a grapegrower in the Swan Valley who also produces 
wine. The letter states — 
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It has been determined by this Office that the growing of grapes on the land for the production of wine 
for sale (“winery”) is not a rural business and therefore the land does not qualify for exemption under 
the provisions of section 29 of the LTAA — 

The Land Tax Assessment Act. The letter continues — 

As a result, the land has been correctly assessed and the application for exemption has been disallowed. 

The letter goes on to refer to the grounds for assessment, and states — 

Section 29(1) of the LTAA provides that land (except land in a non rural zone) is exempt for an 
assessment year if, at midnight on 30 June in the previous financial year, it is or was used solely or 
principally on a commercial basis to produce income to the user from the sale of produce or stock in the 
course of carrying out one or more of the following kinds of rural businesses — 

(a) an agricultural business, silvicultural business or reafforestation business; 

(b) a grazing business, horse-breeding business, horticultural business, viticultural 
business, apicultural business, pig-raising business or poultry farming business. 

The letter continues —  

The term ‘viniculture’ is not defined in the LTAA but it is understood in its ordinary meaning as 
‘grape growing’ or ‘the study or science of grapes and their culture’. This is contrasted with the term 
‘viticulture’ which is taken to mean the ‘cultivation of grapes for the production of wine’. 

In applying this statutory definition of “rural business” to the ordinary definition of “viticultural 
business”, it can be seen that for a viticultural business the income is required to be produced from the 
sale of grapes that are grown for sale. 

In 2012, letters and assessments were sent for the first time to many grapegrowers and winemakers in the Swan 
Valley. I remember that it was a major issue at the time. I quote a newspaper article titled “Taxing times for 
metro winemakers” published on 21 November 2013. The article outlines the issues winemakers faced at the 
time. The article states — 

Wine makers in the metropolitan area are being slugged tens of thousands of dollars in land tax 
after a review of exemptions for primary producers. 

Primary producers in metropolitan areas had long been exempt if more than one-third of their income 
came from a rural business, Swan Valley and Regional Wine Makers Association vice-president 
John Griffiths said. 

But the status of wine producers has changed, Mr Griffiths said. 

“Everyone pays land tax unless you’re a resident or if you’re outside the metropolitan zone and you’re 
a farmer,” he said. 

“It’s designed so companies pay land tax and families and farmers don’t, that’s the intent of it. 

“Now, all of a sudden, we’re getting letters from the State Revenue Office saying you’re a winery and 
we understand you’re earning revenue from wine, not grapes, and that’s not a primary product. 

“For whatever reason they have changed their interpretation of the Act.” 

Wangara vintner Paul Conti, whose Sicilian father emigrated and started the winery in the 1930s, is 
facing a bill of $80,000 for two years worth of land tax. 

“I really haven't got too many qualms about (paying land tax on) the winery and the restaurant … but 
the rest of it is used as a rural property,” Mr Conti, 77, said. 

“If someone just bought a piece of land in suburbia and said ‘I’m going to put a vineyard there … I’d be 
against that. But (the winery) has been here for a long time, it’s not an overnight thing.” 

City of Swan Mayor Charlie Zannino, who was also hit with a bill for his Swan Valley winery, said the 
tax was hurting an industry already under strain. 

“Prices of grapes have probably reduced by half (over the past 20 years) but then if you look at your 
overheads, fuel, labour, chemicals, fertiliser, they’ve more than quadrupled,” Cr Zannino said. 

“When you look at the return you get it’s not viable.” 

Cr Zannino also pointed to the inconsistency of the Swan Valley being zoned non-rural by the State 
Revenue Office while it was set aside as a wine producing region in the 1995 Swan Valley Planning 
Act. 
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In 2012, for the first time, many wine producers throughout the valley were slugged with land tax. Between 
2012 and 2014 there was an internal discussion—as it has been described to me—between the Departments of 
Treasury and Finance about this primary production exemption, how it was being applied and what its future 
was. That led to the Minister for Finance, as I recall, or possibly the Treasurer, in July this year outlining a policy 
direction paper and some draft legislation that was put out for consultation. As I said, I tried to read all the 
submissions on the website, but unfortunately not all 18 submissions received during this review were published 
on the website. I found a couple, but much of the information was kept private. I do not think those who 
submitted were told it was going to be made public, which is why it was kept confidential, but I cannot see any 
reason for those 18 submissions on the proposed legislation not being made public. I am not sure whether the 
minister is listening. Eighteen submissions were received by the minister’s department following the invitation to 
be part of the consultation in July this year, but those submissions have not been made public. It would have 
been good to have been able to compare the changes being made today with the requests from all who were 
consulted, but that has not been the case. Because this legislation has been sort of rushed into this place for 
Repeal Week — 

Mr P. Papalia: You should wear a red nose when you talk about Repeal Week, really. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It should have a colour. 

Dr K.D. Hames: We are working up to it; it will grow with time. 

Mr P. Papalia: A big clown nose and a hat, and big shoes that stick out! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The last time the government tried a stunt, it tried a big hook and that did not work—no 
more visual stunts! 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Pardon? Repeal Week. 

Mr P. Papalia: It’s just silly! Tell Dixie to let go of it. Seriously! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, after that hook incident. Member for Warnbro, as I said when I started this debate, this 
legislation was not meant to come forward this week; it was meant to be next year. But the government called it 
“Repeal Week” and it thought it should bring something in. 

Mr P. Papalia: They have to do something for Repeal Week! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Even though this is not really repealing any legislation. It is not actually simplifying 
anything either. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Are you talking about the bill now? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am; I am talking about the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014. As I said, 
the government had Repeal Week, it had to find some legislation that it thought could somehow look like it was 
simplifying something, but it is not really. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I think you’re being very cynical. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have been in government; I know how it works. I know what happens when the media guys 
take control, which they have. They took control a long time ago. The media guys are running the government; 
I can see it every day. Even the Twitter account—give me a break! 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Members, let us try to stay focused on the bill. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Deputy Premier keeps interjecting. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am saying “members”. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Back to this legislation that is being dealt with in Repeal Week. Basically, the review came 
about as a result of these primary producers being hit with land tax for the first time. As part of the internal 
review some other areas of the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 and Duties Act that needed to be tightened up 
were identified. As I said, it is not really repealing anything. In some sense, it is actually trying to prevent some 
revenue leakage, which is not really repealing regulations or legislation; it is adding to them. Also, we are 
changing some of the definitional issues that seem to be inconsistent in some of their application. 

The submissions closed in August, after which two key changes were made to the draft legislation that was 
posted and on which people were consulted. The legislation with the two key changes is what we have before us 
today. One is whether the exemption would continue to apply to an executor of a will. What was not 
contemplated under the original legislation was a property being passed from a deceased family member to 
another family member. During that transitional time the executor is in control of that property, and that allows 
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the exemption to stand in that transfer. The other change is to discretionary trusts. The legislation extends some 
definitional arrangements, and so it creates a transition time, as I understand, when the structure of trusts can be 
changed to ensure that the intention to the exemption continues, and that the exemption is not lost for 
discretionary trusts because of the structure of the trust that was created. They are the two key changes made in 
between the legislation being posted in August and the legislation coming before us today. That is a little of the 
history of the changes. I want to highlight my understanding of each of the key changes being talked about 
today, and the explanatory memorandum will be my guide. 

Basically, the first key change—the key change related to primary production when some processing is 
involved—is bringing back the exemption for land that is used for primary production, even though some  
value-adding or secondary processing is being undertaken on that same property. With the 2012 change, that 
exemption was lost and this legislation seeks to bring back that partial exemption. A clear example would be 
a property on which grapes are being grown that is also a winery. This legislation will mean that the land on 
which the vines are is exempt from land tax, but the land on which the winery stands will be subject to land tax. 
I understand that this will replicate in general what existed before the change of application in 2012. I have been 
informed that no-one will be worse off than they were pre-2012, and we will go through this during the 
consideration in detail stage. It is interesting to deal with this legislation during Repeal Week, because all these 
matters have a significant administrative burden, particularly when trying to assess what portion of land is used 
for primary production and what portion of land is used for processing, although, frankly, I suspect it would not 
apply to too many properties throughout the metropolitan area or in regional WA. It is administratively 
cumbersome, but there does not appear to be any way around it. 

Another key change that I think has been welcomed by many in the industry is the abolition of the one-third 
income test for non-rural land, which I will now call metropolitan land because I find it very difficult to 
understand the definitions of “non-rural” and “rural” throughout the legislation. The current one-third income 
test can be satisfied only if any supplemented off-farm income does not exceed two-thirds of the farmer’s total 
net income; for example, continued losses or high financing costs may result in a genuine farmer not satisfying 
the one-third income test. This one-third income test, which has been an issue for many grapegrowers in the 
Swan Valley but also more generally, will be replaced with the common law concept of activity, and new 
indicators will be put forward in the legislation. That provision is on page 6 of the legislation. Proposed 
section 30B identifies the new business test that will be applicable. As the explanatory memorandum states, 
these factors generally reflect the business test indicators applied by the Queensland Office of State Revenue and 
the Australian Taxation Office to determine a genuine primary production business. The one-third income test 
will be replaced with this new assessment, which, as I have said, will be welcomed by many in the industry. This 
is one area in which the one-third income test was administratively very difficult to determine, but hopefully 
these new indicators will allow for a truer assessment of the activity that is being undertaken on the land that it 
covers. 
The next change is in relation to the owner–user rule. The legislation proposes to expand the owner–user rule to 
be more in line with the definition of “family member” in the Duties Act 2008. It will also expand the  
owner–user rule to include other certain related entities, which I think includes trusts and other sorts of 
organisations. This is one of the more recent changes. Under this change, executors will also be able to continue 
with the land tax exemption in that transition period between one owner and the next owner. 
The next change is to the multiple appeal options. We had a crash course on this legislation today, so hopefully 
I have not got too many things wrong so far. I love it when the Deputy Premier listens to my speeches! In 
a number of instances, there are concurrent appeals to both the minister and the State Administrative Tribunal. 
Given some of the changed definitions, a proposal has been put forward that there is no longer a requirement for 
an appeal mechanism to the minister and that we have a streamlined process whereby the appeal goes only to the 
SAT. As I said during debate on the last taxation bill that we discussed, I am generally supportive of taking away 
the role of ministers in the appeal of taxation decisions, because I think it puts both the commissioner and the 
minister of the day in particular in a bit of a tricky situation. It should not be subject to political interference, 
because sometimes the pressure is very great. Generally, I am supportive of this change, but I will ask a few 
more questions during the consideration in detail stage. 
Another key change is to the definition of “rural business”, which is another interesting aspect. The bill seeks to 
redefine a rural business, noting that when this was established, they tried to define exactly what constituted 
a rural business. The bill will modernise that definition to try to properly reflect the activities that currently occur 
on these lands. There used to be a very limited definition of “rural business”, but as activities grow and as we 
breed different animals and grow more exotic plants, the definition needs to be changed to better reflect the 
modern agricultural community. 
The last key change, which is an interesting change, is in relation to a SAT decision about a retirement village. In 
2013, a decision was handed down by the SAT in a case between Aveland Pty Ltd and the Commissioner of 
State Revenue. At that time or soon after, a statement was made by the then Minister for Finance—I cannot 
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remember who it was, but I suspect it was the member for Riverton; I lose track of Ministers for Finance. Other 
key amendments to the Land Tax Assessment Act included in this bill relate to the granting of partial 
exemptions. The then Minister for Finance foreshadowed these amendments in Parliament in November 
2013 following a SAT decision that overturned the longstanding practice of allowing only a partial exemption 
when land is not being fully used for an exempt purpose. The decision was that there could no longer be partial 
exemptions. I understand that this case related to the construction of a retirement village facility. The facility was 
on a portion of the land and a land tax exemption was being sought at the time for the entire block. The 
State Administrative Tribunal determined that partial exemptions, which led to the entire block not being subject 
to land tax, would not apply. In the briefing—again, we will explore this a little more in consideration in detail 
because it is a significant change—it was put to me that without this amendment there could be significant 
revenue leakage in future years. More people would seek full exemption by contesting the land tax applicability 
to their property. I understand that since that SAT decision the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 
will stop anyone seeking a full land tax exemption. However, Aveland Pty Ltd will not be retrospectively hit 
with land tax; its land tax will be applicable prospectively, not retrospectively. The bill seeks to go back to that 
SAT decision to make sure no-one can claim the full land tax exemption from November 2013 to when this 
legislation is finally passed. It is a complex issue but I understand it is about preventing significant revenue 
leakage. 

The key issue from my perspective is: what is the revenue impact of the entire legislative package? We were told 
that the bottom line cost of this entire package is around $3 million per annum. It appears that the cost to the 
budget will be $3 million per annum. 

Another late amendment to this bill on the notice paper is that many of the exemptions will be retrospective to 
2012. I understand that will mean a few people who have been subject to land tax, particularly grapegrowers, 
will get a refund for the tax they have paid since 2012. I understand the minister will move that amendment in 
consideration in detail. I think that is fair because the interpretation of the 2012 act led to the unfair situation of 
people who had not been subject to land tax on particular parcels of land, out of the blue, having to pay land tax. 
I think it is right to make sure people are not worse off for that intervening period. It is obvious that it was never 
the government’s intention to make people pay land tax where they undertake primary production, but that is 
what started to occur in 2012. I look forward to that amendment being brought forward later tonight, tomorrow 
or Thursday or whatever the case may be. 

The last two changes relate to the Duties Act. They too are technical in nature, and I tried to become a full bottle 
on it at one o’clock today. The Duties Act is an interesting beast because lawyers and accountants are forever 
trying to work out how they can change the nature of transactions to minimise duties. Stamp duties are based on 
transactions. As we all know, when we purchase a house, we pay a significant amount of stamp duty. In many 
instances, the impact in monetary terms for businesses is far greater. It is a constant issue for the Office of 
State Revenue to ensure that it protects the integrity of its taxation base. Sometimes I sound more like a taxation 
adviser than a politician. State Revenue seeks to make sure that the purpose of the act is not constantly being 
undermined through specific legal challenges. As I said, no-one likes paying tax but if people buying a house 
have to pay their fair share of stamp duty, it is incumbent on all businesses to pay their share of stamp duty. 

The second key provision is in relation to mining tenements. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: It’s about information. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s mines and petroleum too. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I forgot mines and petroleum was also the member for Cannington’s shadow portfolio. 

This provision is about mining tenements in particular where there has been a concerted effort to break away the 
information component from the land component to try to reduce the duty. My good colleagues, the Office of 
State Revenue advisers, have faced constant legal challenges to, not undermine, but break away the information 
content from the land to reduce the duty. This bill seeks to create an intrinsic link so that mining tenements and 
information on the tenements are one. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Which clause is that? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is in a later part of the legislation, which I am sure, as the member for Cannington has 
some time, he can find it for me and maybe alert me to it. That is an interesting part. Another key point on duties 
is transactions—this is far, far more complicated—and how duty is applicable when a company and its 
subsidiary are sold. I understand that, in light of the timing of a transaction, the Office of State Revenue can 
collect stamp duty twice from the same broad organisation and it is possible that the office might not be 
collecting the revenue that it should be in other situations. I understand this change will close that loophole to 
make sure that, first of all, a possible loophole is not exploited but, moreover, that double taxation is not charged 
on the same transaction. As I said, the Duties Act is an area of constant change. I think former Treasurer 
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Eric Ripper introduced the land-rich provisions to prevent companies from structuring their businesses to try to 
rip out land and reduce the tax payable on those transactions. 

As I said, I hope I have done the contents of this bill justice and that my colleagues who will have to speak on 
this bill are fully briefed on its content. As I said, it would have been good to see all 18 submissions on this 
review because I had intended to do some very significant consultation on this bill over the Christmas period, but 
it was Repeal Week and the minister needed something to talk about so he has brought it on today. Here we are 
in Repeal Week debating 27 more pages of legislation. The Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 
streamlines some aspects of taxation law, but by no means was this bill designed for Repeal Week. Really, the 
government had nothing to talk about, so it brought this bill forward. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The media advisers are running the show; we know what it looks like. I sought further input 
from the wider community on these proposed changes because taxation law is a very tricky beast and sometimes 
the changes have unintended consequences and other things that have been promoted are not picked up. I am 
pretty confident that some of the specific issues raised by the Swan Valley grapegrowers have been picked up, 
but there are some other issues that I will outline today. Before I go through the grapegrowers’ submission on 
this issue, I want to put on record the Property Council of Australia’s submission. It was pushing for a more 
general review of land tax in Western Australia. 

In its submission titled “The Voice of Leadership”, the Property Council states — 

What is needed, however, is for the modernisation and simplification of the entire land tax system in 
Western Australia, as called for by the Government’s own Economic Regulatory Authority.  

A land tax review should reassess land tax thresholds, abolish land tax aggregation at an entity level, 
cap land tax assessment and re-examine ALL land tax exemptions.  

I probably would not agree with all those things, but the Property Council has been calling for a more 
comprehensive review of the land tax system in Western Australia, and it used its submission on primary 
production to put forward those ideas. On the retirement villages exemption the Property Council states — 

The recent amendments to the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 to overturn the State Administrative 
Tribunal’s decision concerning retirement village exemptions provides strong evidence of the urgent 
need for a tax review in Western Australia. The inconsistent use of exemptions is not only detrimental 
to the property sector, but decreases the availability of affordable housing options for senior 
Australians.  

The Property Council goes on to say — 

The Victorian government has taken the initiative to widen the land tax exemption for retirement 
villages. Since 1 January 2011, the land tax exemption for retirement villages in Victoria has applied to 
land on which a retirement village is being constructed … Under section 78A(2), the exemption applies 
up to the earlier of the date of completion of construction, or the expiry of two tax years following the 
date of commencement of construction. The Property Council therefore recommends the extension of 
the land tax exemption to cover land on which a retirement village is being constructed be included as 
a specific area of focus in tax reform agenda.  

For a long time the Property Council has been pushing for a complete review of land tax in Western Australia. 

I will refer specifically to the Swan Valley and go through some of the key points in the application of this bill to 
the valley. The Grape Growers Association of WA states — 

We strongly support: … 

a) The exemption for the production area of agricultural produce used in secondary processing, 

I have outlined that to the house before — 

b) The abolition of the one third income test, and  

c) The replacement of point (b) with the primary production business test.  

That is something that the opposition supports.  

A key issue for Swan Valley grapegrowers is the definition of rural and non-rural activities and the fact that 
metropolitan WA is seen as a non-rural area under the Land Tax Act, so slightly different conditions apply to 
land in metropolitan WA compared with regional WA. A suggestion pushed by the Grape Growers Association 
and others in the Swan Valley is that because of protections in place over what can be done in the Swan Valley 
planning area, it should be designated as a rural zone under the Land Tax Act. This is an interesting issue 
because next year we will be debating changes to the Swan Valley Planning Act. In that debate we can start to 
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look at some of these issues more specifically. Landholders in the Swan Valley are not afforded the same 
privileges as maybe some landowners in regional WA, even though they are prevented from undertaking many 
activities, as one would expect in a rural area. 

The association also points out some problems with the primary production business test, and I may go through 
these in a bit more detail in consideration in detail. Basically, the association is concerned that the primary 
production business test is inconsistent with the concept of pop-up farms. This is an interesting issue that was 
contained in the statement from the Minister for Planning on “The Way Forward—Swan Valley Land Use and 
Management: Report on Submissions and Recommendations”. The minister talked about allowing pop-up farms 
throughout the Swan Valley. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Like pop-up shops. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is a bit like that and taking the small bar concept and little clothes shops into another 
stratosphere. It is a nice concept, member for Cannington, that on our retirement we can set up a little pop-up 
farm and grow organic mangoes in the right environment. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It sounds like a tax dodge! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It could be a tax dodge! Or we could grow Western Australian garlic, which is very popular. 
On the premise that anyone can grow anything anywhere, we could find an area for a pop-up farm. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You should come to Cannington, or east Cannington in particular with its large blocks, and 
see what people grow at the back of their blocks. It’s amazing. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know. As the member knows, I am of Italian heritage and my mother can grow anything 
anywhere. Unfortunately, I missed that gene. I got the eating gene, but I did not get the growing anything 
anywhere gene. This concept of pop-up farms is inconsistent with the new primary production business test, and 
I will go through that a bit more in consideration in detail. 

The association also refers to leased land, which is an interesting issue in the Swan Valley. The government’s 
vision has been outlined, without a lot of detail, in its “The Way Forward” for the Swan Valley, to continue this 
area as an agriculture and viticulture precinct; however, this concept of pop-up farms is also out there. The issue 
here is leased land versus owned land. The land tax exemption applies only to the owner of the land and not to 
someone who leases the land. Members will understand that land tax is applicable because the owner of the land 
will receive rental income if they lease the land. However, we need to explore this issue of leased land more 
generally when we deal with changes proposed to the Swan Valley Planning Act next year and what should be 
applied in the Swan Valley planning area. If we want to keep promoting the valley and identifying it as 
something to be preserved for future generations, we need to be a bit more proactive in how we deal with land 
usage and also the costs that are incurred within the Swan Valley protected area. It is okay to stand up and say 
that we love the valley—everyone does it because it is a great place. But a key issue is: what practical things 
need to be done to ensure that the valley continues to grow? There are some beautiful places in the valley. I was 
fortunate to be in the valley on Thursday night to attend the opening of the new Mandoon Estate by the 
Minister for Planning. The member for Carine was there knocking back a few vinos. You should have seen 
him—he was getting right into it! 

Mr A. Krsticevic: I was trying to keep up with you, but I couldn’t do it unfortunately. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Carine knows that is a lie. I was not drinking much that night. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: There is as much truth as there was in your statement. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was a lovely night at an incredible venue. The new Mandoon Estate is next to 
Sandalford Winery. It is just before Reid Highway if one is heading north on West Swan Road. Quite simply, 
I have never seen anything like it in Western Australia. It is massive—absolutely massive. It has a 500-seat 
function centre and a private dining room. I have not been there, but the member for Carine has. There is 
a restaurant, a winery and an outdoor beer garden. The old house of John Septimus Roe has been converted into 
an outdoor deli. It is incredible. It is located on the river and is absolutely beautiful. There are beautiful places in 
the valley, such as Ambrook Winery, which I go to quite a bit, and Sandalford. The key issue is how to take it 
forward and how to preserve the key tourism destinations and viticulture. There is no easy answer; indeed, it is 
a complex puzzle. But as I said, while we all stand and say we love the valley, what practical things should we 
put in place to help it grow and to preserve some of the heritage in the area that we need to preserve? The whole 
issue about the ratings and whether it is under the emergency services levy and the ratings in relation to land tax 
are all quite interesting, because the government is saying that it wants to preserve the agriculture precinct, but it 
will tax people here. Water access is an issue and there are all these other inhibitors. We need to acknowledge 
whether we as a state value it and, to quote the old economic textbooks: Is it a common good? Is it a beneficial 
externality? I know that sounds quite boring, but basically is it an asset that we should all value; and, if we do 
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value it, how much value will the state give it? For example, we have been pouring money into Rottnest Island 
for a long time—a long time. 

Mr P. Papalia: Ooh! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No; I am putting the point out there that the state has been pouring money into Rottnest for 
a long time. Why do we do it? We do it because it is our playground. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Whenever you get a foreign visitor, it’s the place to go. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Member for Cannington, I agree. When I have foreign visitors, I go to Fremantle, Rotto, the 
Swan Valley and Kings Park—those are the big four—and maybe to Caversham Wildlife Park and to a few other 
things. What I am saying is that the state has been pouring money into Rottnest for a long time. I am not saying 
we should not, because it is our playground. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It is mostly self-funded from the fees that people provide; not a lot of money goes in. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know. I am not criticising it but, frankly, what I am saying is that we pour money into 
a destination — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Go on, say it! 

Dr K.D. Hames: Tell him to stop interrupting you. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am enjoying the debate. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, focus on the bill. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am looking at the Swan Valley grapegrowers association’s submission to the Land Tax 
Amendment Bill. The state has poured money into tourism icons. The belltower is another example, and the state 
continues to pour money into that place. Do we as a state value the Swan Valley to put some money into it to 
help with infrastructure and the facilities and also to ensure that we retain some of the historic aspects of the 
valley? That is a discussion that we need to have because we cannot expect private landowners to deliver the 
positive externalities for the rest of the community without acknowledging that. What I am talking about is that 
we need tourism icons. This one is 15 kilometres from the city centre and it is growing all the time. There are 
new businesses and there is greater commercial activity, but a lot of what is there is owned privately. It is 
different from Rotto in that sense. How do we continue to promote the valley in conjunction with private 
landowners while retaining viticulture and growing other business? It is a big debate to be had. I am looking 
forward to debating that legislation next year. Hopefully, it is not brought on next Tuesday because it will be 
hard to prepare for it in one day. 

I was a bit perplexed and angry when I found out that we would be debating the Taxation Legislation 
Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 today, because we had not been briefed. The minister did tell my good colleague 
and friend the member for Victoria Park that it would come on next year. I understand why it happened. It 
happened because the media team has taken over. This week is Repeal Week, which means that everyone will 
come in and talk about cutting red tape. 

Mr P. Papalia: At least for one question time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: For one question time! That had a big impact. Repeal Week—cutting red tape. I know why 
the bill is now in front of us. I know that the Minister for Finance did not know that debate on the bill was 
coming on today. I know who definitely did not know that it was coming on for debate today—the poor 
Leader of the House. I feel sorry for him trying to manage the house. No wonder the Minister for Health gave up 
that job after such a short time; trying to manage this place with that Premier would have been very, very 
difficult. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I did it for one year. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And he hated every day of it! But does the minister know what he got in return? He got the 
fishing committee! The minister managed the house for a year and he got a fishing committee in return. 

Dr K.D. Hames: What we did get was the ability to go home on time most nights. I am a big fan of going home 
on time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister does not have to be so nasty about it. He does not have to get defensive. I think 
he did a good job. He managed the house for a year and got a fishing committee in return. The minister did okay. 
I am not sure what the poor old Minister for Planning will get. He will get a street named after him. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I’ve already got a street named after me—Hames Court. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Where is that? 
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Dr K.D. Hames: In Balga. We did a redevelopment there and agreed to knock down a block of units. The 
residents applied to the council to get a street named after me and Richard Court. Hames Court is just off Beach 
Road. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, let us focus on relevancy. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have never been to the Minister for Health’s house, but I am sure that if I walked in, the 
first picture I would see is a picture of him next to that road sign! I bet you it is there in the hallway! 
Dr K.D. Hames: I have Alston’s picture of me and Troy Buswell in a bra. Do you remember the thing he did 
with the bra? He did a caricature of me and Troy Buswell in the bra. I bought it off Dean Alston. 
Mr P. Papalia: You do have a picture of Hames Court, don’t you? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister must have a picture of that road sign in his house. I betcha, I betcha! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you, members. That is enough banter. Member for West Swan, please 
conclude your remarks. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you. 

As I said, the opposition will support the bill. It will be of significant benefit to the people in the valley and other 
people who undertake secondary processing. It is complex legislation and I look forward to exploring it in a bit 
of detail. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [8.10 pm]: I rise to speak to the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 
(No. 2) 2014. I begin by acknowledging the illuminating remarks of the member for West Swan who worked 
under the pressure of having had a briefing at only one o’clock. I did not have the benefit of that briefing, 
unfortunately. Given the very short notice provided to those of us in opposition, it was not possible to attend. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: It was not short notice. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I had not been advised of it until this morning and I had prior commitments. Let us be 
very clear about this, minister: the opposition was not given adequate warning about this legislation; it was not 
given time to attend briefings. However, I do not say that as a slight on those good people who are in the 
Speaker’s gallery who provide us those briefings because I know that they do their best. 

I begin my remarks, though, by saying that I think many sectors are sensitive to tax signals. The primary 
production sector is particularly sensitive to tax signals, and that is why it is very important to read correctly the 
tax signals that relate to income tax in the federal sphere and land tax at the state level and that we send the right 
message to people about how they run their businesses. Clearly, this is the case when a primary producer has the 
option of putting in a crop, running livestock and then selling the grain or the live animals without any further 
processing to the market. However, here is the option, the possibility, to allow people who are engaged in 
primary production and who want to undertake further processing on their properties that they in the future, with 
the passage of this legislation, will not incur land tax on that portion of their properties used for that type of 
primary production. That is a good thing because we want more businesses in Western Australia to be engaged 
in primary production and then doing that next stage, that level of processing that enables them to provide 
a product to the market that directly connects them with the consumer. On a number of levels it is very important 
that primary producers have a connection with end consumers because the pricing dynamic can change 
dramatically if people stop being price takers—that is, producing a commodity that is sold into a global market 
in which they have no control over price—and become price setters—that is, producers who can market a unique 
product and set the price depending on what the consumer is prepared to pay. That results in a dramatic change 
for the economic wellbeing of a producer. 

It is very important that this change is brought about at another level to enhance the connection of a primary 
producer with their end user, and that will enable them to have a direct linkage feedback mechanism. I will 
illustrate that. The member for West Swan spoke very well about the situation of Swan Valley wine producers. 
One can see straightaway the potential for a grape wine producer to sell their produce yet have no real 
connection with the end user—the consumer. However, if they make a decision to sell the wine through cellar 
door sales, they have a direct connection with the consumer; they can get real feedback from consumers and 
learn what consumers like and do not like about their product. It is vital to make that connection. However, I put 
to the house that in many other sectors in Western Australia today that kind of connection can be established 
between primary producer and consumer. I think of people who live in the member for Swan Hills’ electorate, 
such as primary producers—I am sure he is well-acquainted with them—and cheese producers, and goats’ 
cheese producers in particular. I think of the Kytren and Kervella goat dairies. I am not sure of their current 
situation—perhaps the member for Swan Hills can enlighten us later—but those primary producers had been 
running goat herds made up of a combination of British alpine, Sannen and Anglo-Nubian goats and were 
learning and developing the craft of blending the different milks and working out what type of pasture was the 
best for their cheese production. They were determining whether they needed a combination of green pastures in 
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summer and how they would go about irrigating their properties to maintain green pasture in the dry January and 
February months, and developing all of the skills of a cheese producer and producing that cheese—this is the 
essential point relevant to this legislation—on their properties. If a land tax signal tells them that because they 
have become not only primary producers, but also producers of this secondary product of goats’ cheese they 
should then pay a land tax, we have created a disincentive for those people to be involved in this very 
worthwhile pursuit of being not only a primary producer but also a producer of a product that is desired and 
sought after by consumers. There are probably many other examples of that. 

It is interesting to note that many such primary producers’ properties are found in the outer metropolitan,  
peri-urban and Avon-arc regions. I know that the Minister for Finance has some agricultural experience, and that 
although he and his family were engaged in commodity production in the wheatbelt, he is well acquainted with 
primary producers in the price-taker situation and that whatever the global wheat price is at the end of the 
harvest, they do a bit of hedging with futures markets and things like that; but essentially they are price takers. If 
we can encourage more primary producers to be involved in product production — 

Mr D.C. Nalder: Downstream processing. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: That is right; if they are involved in downstream processing and become the producers 
of niche products for which they can set their own prices, we will liberate primary producers from the terrible 
shackles of being commodity producers. I think we owe all primary producers in Western Australia the 
opportunity to get out of being price takers. It is damaging to Western Australian agriculture—indeed, Australian 
agriculture—to have such a large portion of the sector stuck in the price-taker framework. It is not good for them 
and it is not good for their long-term viability. The reality is that for price takers, as the global per capita income 
goes up, people spend proportionally less on food, and that means that even less money will be going towards 
those engaged in primary production, especially when they are price takers. We have to liberate people from 
being price takers, and in a small way this amendment to the land tax arrangements helps to do that. It sends 
a signal that if a person is involved in primary production and engaged in some form of, as the minister says, 
downstream processing, they will be able to liberate themselves, and that is a good thing. 

I am also personally excited by the idea of a stronger connection between primary producer and end consumer 
because it develops a very strong quality control mechanism for not only the product, but also methods of 
production. 

We see this when consumers start asking questions about how a product is produced. They ask what the fertiliser 
might be, whether it is organically produced, whether a product has required vast amounts of water for its 
production and what the animal welfare standards might have been. It gives the consumer a connection with 
a brand. People can say, for instance, that they want to consume chicken from Mt Barker. The Mt Barker 
Chicken company is an interesting example. I do not know the business particularly well, but I see that that 
company markets its chicken product as being from Mt Barker, and it gives an indication of the animal welfare 
standards involved in the production of those chickens before they are sent for processing. It gives the consumer 
that opportunity to ask a few questions about the production standards. That is a very good thing as well. We 
want informed consumers. We do not want consumers to be ignorant. The people in the member for Perth’s 
electorate want to go into a supermarket and see the difference from one product to the next. We want consumers 
to be aware of where their products come from and we want them to ask intelligent questions about production 
standards. That will be another reason for people to want to pay a little more for that product. We see that, of 
course, in egg production. I hear more and more about the phase-out of battery hen cages. Why is that? Why are 
egg producers doing all they can to adapt to new production systems? Why, when I go into the supermarket and 
look along the shelves and try to work out which are the most eco-friendly, most animal welfare–oriented eggs, 
do I see all these different messages? It is because people are prepared to pay a premium price for the better 
product. It is very important that we bring about this legislative change so that we can encourage people to be in 
a position to claim a land tax exemption in this way. It is an important price signal. 

I also note that one way that a landowner can get out of paying land tax is by seeking a conservation covenant 
for the bushland, forest or native vegetation on their property. If the landowner has gone through the process of 
getting a recognised conservation covenant, they will not have to pay land tax. That is a very sensible 
arrangement. There should be other tax concessions for people who own land for conservation purposes. 
We should give a whole range of incentives to private landholders who hold and manage land for conservation 
purposes. However there is an exemption from paying land tax when the land is held for conservation purposes, 
subject to that land having a recognised conservation covenant over it. That provides a useful incentive and 
guide to people. 

It is interesting that today we are debating this legislation that is of great interest to the primary producers when 
in the other place notice was given by the Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Ken Baston, that he would be 
seeking to repeal the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. That legislation effectively rules out the 
production of commercial genetically modified crops in Western Australia. I was talking a moment ago about the 
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growing affinity that people have with primary producers and their product and how people want to know where 
a product has come from and how this legislation will help enhance that connection. Hon Ken Baston is seeking 
to repeal legislation that currently prevents the commercial production of genetically modified crops in 
Western Australia. One exemption from that law has been given for the commercial production of canola. 
If Hon Ken Baston is successful in passing his legislation, he will enable producers to grow genetically modified 
wheat, oats and barley crops—all kinds of crops with a potentially direct connection with the consumer. 
When we are moving in this direction, as I have been talking about, of producers and consumers coming closer 
and communicating better with one another, it is very important that we consider what Hon Ken Baston is 
contemplating here. We know that the vast majority of consumers do not want to buy genetically modified 
produce for their own consumption. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Consumers want to seek out GM-free produce. We should also be enabling—I see this 
legislation is going some way towards encouraging this—a situation in which primary producers would be able 
to produce, say, oat crops, quinoa crops, and all those new crops that are coming up, and making sure that they 
are GM-free and perhaps taking them through some level of processing so that they can then be sold directly to 
end consumers under the name of the property on which the crop was produced. That is the vital thing. People 
are moving in that direction. They want to be able to go to a website—not all the time, but just occasionally—
and find out the production standards associated with their particular muesli or quinoa packet. They want to 
know what production standards were used. They want to go in that direction. They do not want to continue 
along the blind path of buying commodities without really knowing where they have come from. People do not 
want that, yet the proposal by Hon Ken Baston is taking us into that situation, which is the very old-fashioned 
way of doing agriculture. It is not the modern way of doing agriculture at all. That kind of commodity production 
is the old way of doing things. 
I was fascinated to hear from the member for West Swan that, in the briefing that was given at one o’clock 
today, she was told that the cost to the state budget of this legislation would be in the order of $3 million. When 
we look at the benefits of encouraging people to value add to their produce, and we encourage people to take an 
interest in produce to the extent that they will pay more for it, we need to take into account not just the cost of 
the land tax that might be foregone, but also the multiplier effect, the benefit and the stimulus of encouraging 
more downstream on-farm processing, where people can clearly identify with the product. I found that very 
interesting. 
I want to quickly touch on the Premier’s own agricultural interests I understand that he is a breeder of 
Damara sheep, which are much sought after, often in overseas markets. 
I know that during Ramadan and the hajj there is a demand for Damara sheep. Again, there is the potential for 
people to want to know more about where those animals have come from. We could eventually look at 
a situation in which the processing occurs with mobile abattoirs on a property. I am concerned that under the 
present arrangements, given the reading of things in recent times, that if someone were to engage a mobile 
abattoir, they would find that they would have to pay land tax under the present arrangements. Fortunately, with 
the passage of this legislation, we can be confident that a land tax exemption can be claimed by somebody who 
produces a meat product on a property on which a mobile abattoir arrives, including the chilling facilities and 
chiller rooms, and the meat is processed. That is a very good thing. 
I note that in the outer metropolitan area in the peri-urban environment and the Avon Arc, a lot of people who do 
not have an agricultural or rural background become property owners. As has been said by my colleagues, 
people sometimes get into these activities for tax reasons and do not necessarily know what they are doing. 
We see a lot of land degradation, a lot of mistakes made and a lot of money wasted, but fundamentally there is a 
loss to our society through land degradation. Again, I am thinking of properties in the electorate of Swan Hills 
where people have attempted aquaculture enterprises and gone into all kinds of earthworks activities to create 
ponds, only to find that there is not the necessary water flow, and the aquaculture enterprise never works. 
We have to be very careful when we encourage people to engage in primary production. I think that with 
downstream processing we have checks in the system—it is coming in nicely through the marketing side of 
things—but we have to be very careful that we do not encourage people to buy land and basically degrade and 
make a mess of it. Too much of that has already happened, and there are many examples of it. Likewise, we have 
heard about people who have bought land and then said that they did not know that there were clearing 
restrictions. I refer to the case of Manjimup farmer Peter Swift who went through the courts and somehow 
managed to get off on a technicality. At one point he claimed that when he bought the property in 2007 or 2012, 
he was not aware that there were land-clearing restrictions. We have a problem with people who come to 
primary production activities with such a degree of ignorance. There are many sectors in which it is necessary 
for a person to have a licence to practice as a professional or an operator. Perhaps we need to look at a similar 
arrangement for primary production. Unfortunately, at the moment, anyone can buy land and come up with what 
is sometimes a crazy idea and cause lots of damage. We could say that the damage is their problem and that it 
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will degrade the value of their property, but society is left with that degraded land, so it is a societal problem. We 
cannot have people coming to activities with high levels of ignorance and doing lots of damage to things that 
really belong to all of us.  

It is very useful for Parliament to review this issue of primary producers and their sensitivity to tax signals at this 
stage. I regret the haste with which the legislation has been brought on and the inadequacy of the briefings, but 
I am happy to support this legislation and I look forward to the continuation of a strengthened connection 
between primary producers and end-consumers. That connection is brought about by people being engaged in 
on-farm downstream processing of products, enabling them to have a direct conversation with consumers about 
what they want—what they like and do not like in a product. I conclude my remarks and look forward to further 
consideration of the bill in this place. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [8.44 pm]: Madam Deputy Speaker, I am catching the train this 
evening, so my speech will be very short. I support the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [8.45 pm]: I appreciate the thoughtful contribution from the member for 
Mandurah. It is always very good to follow the considered thoughts and detailed analysis that the member brings 
to these highly technical bills. He now gets an extra mention in Hansard, which is excellent. As always, his 
contribution is worthy of careful consideration. 

Also worthy of careful consideration, of course, is the minister’s second reading speech on the 
Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014. This morning, I was excited when I found out that the bill 
might come on for debate—I have to get out more!—because I thought, “More taxation legislation means more 
clauses, more detailed provisions and more technical wording to be brought to us by the Office of 
State Revenue’s capable staff.” As the member for West Swan explained, the Labor Party did not know that the 
bill would come on today until very, very late. We expected it to come on next year. I was then confused, 
because in the Premier’s brief ministerial statement this morning, he explained that the Taxation Legislation 
Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 is actually part of Repeal Week. To quote the Premier from this morning — 

Last year I explained that Repeal Week was aimed at progressing legislation that will streamline 
government processes and at removing obsolete legislation. 
Much work has been done since last year to modernise and streamline legislation, ease the compliance 
burden and improve the manner in which government administers regulation. 

I was quite excited about that and I thought we should look at a provision in the bill. Clause 24 of the bill, which 
amends section 13 of the Duties Act, states — 

(1) Before section 36(4)(a) insert: 
(aa) the ordinary principles of valuation apply, except to the extent that those principles are 

modified due to the operation of another paragraph of this subsection; and 
That is clearly the sort of streamlining that legislation needs in Repeal Week. If we are going to commit 
ourselves to streamlining legislation, those are the exact words that I would include in a bill to provide for 
a streamlined administration of the law. 

Mr P. Papalia: For the purposes of Hansard that was sarcasm. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, I am not being sarcastic, member for Warnbro; I am following the government’s 
line here. I note that clause 27 of the bill, which amends section 195, states — 

(1) Delete section 195(1)(a) and insert: 
(a) for the purposes of an assessment — 

(i) an agreement to acquire an interest in land has, under section 149(1)(a), been regarded 
as having been completed; or 

(ii) an agreement to acquire an interest in an entity has, under section 156(8)(a), been 
regarded as having been completed; 

and 
It makes me wonder how the original clause 195(1)(a) read; it must have been a very convoluted arrangement if 
this is the simplified version. 
I was very excited, too, to read clause 27(2) of the bill, which reads — 

Delete section 195(2)(a) and insert: 
(a) for the purposes of an assessment — 

(i) an agreement to dispose of an interest in land has, under section 149(1)(b), been 
disregarded; or 
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(ii) an agreement to dispose of an interest in an entity has, under section 156(8)(b), been 
disregarded; 

and 

If this is the government simplifying legislation, I am just excited at the government’s commitment to 
streamlining. 

I am also interested that the minister forgot to mention in his second reading speech that this was actually part of 
Repeal Week. I would have thought that when the minister gave his second reading speech, he would have 
included the exciting information that we did not find out until this afternoon. When the member for West Swan 
received her briefing at 1.00 pm today, the exciting news that this was actually part of Repeal Week was not 
shared with her. I felt it was particularly disappointing that neither the minister nor his representatives were 
aware. 

Ms R. Saffioti: This was a key plan. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Maybe they were aware, but they were hiding it from us. Perhaps they were hiding from 
us this exciting news that the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 is part of Repeal Week. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: I’m just glad you guys support it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am just excited, minister, that — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The government did; it brought it in last year. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Of course, that legislation is still in the other house because it has not got through, but 
that is another detail. 

There are some interesting things. I understand from the member for West Swan that this bill affects the revenue 
of the state by $3 million. That was the estimate provided to the member for West Swan by the agency in the 
briefing this afternoon. 

Ms R. Saffioti: That is $3 million per annum. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, $3 million per annum. 

I note that the 2014 budget estimate is that there will be $9 346 million in taxation revenue. That is a budget 
estimate, and, of course, we do not know what the final figure will be. We are all waiting very excitedly for the 
midyear review. I have no doubt that when the midyear review is announced between Christmas and new year, 
so that nobody is around to report it or to hear the reports, that figure of $9 346 million will be updated. 
I understand that this legislation has a $3 million cost to revenue. That is a rounding error, in my view. Maybe 
the government set out to get legislation that was revenue-neutral. I am not trying to accuse the government of 
seeking additional revenue by this legislation, but equally it cannot be seen as an intended tax cut. Is the minister 
excitedly looking for a different figure that he will quote back at me? 

Mr D.C. Nalder: No, I wasn’t. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is fine. I am just working on the information provided to the member for 
West Swan. I was at a different briefing and was unable to attend this one. 

The interesting thing about that figure of $9 346 million is that it is 47.4 per cent more than the tax collected in 
2007–08 in Western Australia—the last full year of the Labor government. I note that in 2017–18, the current 
year budget sets out in the forward estimates that the Liberal government intends to collect $11 220 million in 
that year, which is a full 77 per cent more than was collected in the 2007–08 financial year. I am not saying the 
government ever intended this legislation to be any form of tax cut, and I am not alleging that it is intended to be 
a tax increase, but the point I am making is that this government has only one agenda on tax, and that is to 
continue to increase the taxation effort in this state to go from the amount collected by the Labor Party—
$6 339 million—to $11 220 million in 2017–18. Again, minister, I have to contrast that with a comment that 
appears in Hansard from the minister’s inaugural speech, when he said — 

Our vision for this state must not come at the expense of our fundamental philosophies of lower tax, … 

A 77 per cent increase in taxation would not actually appear to be lower, but rather, higher. 

I was interested in the member for West Swan’s comments that I have referred to about the duties in clause 24 
that apply to mineral tenements. When we get there, I will ask some questions. I have a couple of other questions 
for the minister when we get into consideration in detail, including, but not limited to, proposed section 30A, 
which is the definition of primary production. 
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We will explore it a bit more—I am not sure it will be particularly onerous—at the consideration in detail stage. 
As I understand, the principal issue we are dealing with here, to draw from the second-last paragraph on the first 
page of the minister’s speech, is — 

To illustrate this problem, if a primary producer used the land to grow grapes and then produced and 
sold wine, rather than the grapes, the exemption would be denied. This is because the current exemption 
in the legislation does not extend to secondary production. 

My understanding is that we are responding to that issue and allowing the primary production for that section of 
the farm that is used for primary production, and for the land tax to be applied only to the section of land used 
for processing. I just wonder whether that is required to be processing to a finished product, as opposed to 
processing for an interim step. I give the example of cheese: people might make milk, and, as I understand, the 
section of the property used as a dairy would be exempt from the land tax, but if they have a facility that creates 
whey—some people eat might eat whey, but generally speaking I am not aware of them in Australia; they do in 
children’s rhymes—it is not a product that I would understand to be generally sold to end-users, but it might be 
on-sold to somebody else who produces cheese. Is it intended that if there is an interim step in some partial 
processing of a primary product, the land used for that interim processing will be subject to land tax and not 
treated as part of the primary production? I again use dairy as an example. I am relying on my family’s history as 
dairy farmers in north-eastern Victoria, which was left long behind by me, I must say. If the whey were produced 
in the milking shed, the milking shed would clearly be part of the primary production. However, has 
consideration been given to the shed being used for an incidental purpose in the interim processing step? Perhaps 
when we get to the clause at the consideration in detail stage, or during the second reading reply, I could have an 
answer to that question. A popular example used in the second reading speech and explanatory memorandum, 
and also by the members for West Swan and Gosnells, is when grapes but not wine are produced; rather, must or 
grape juice is being produced for further processing. Of course, in winemaking, many people who own vineyards 
do not produce the wine themselves; even if they have their own label, they outsource that arrangement to 
somebody else. 

However, they may, for example, produce must and then hand the must over to a winemaker. I am interested in 
whether that has been contemplated and, if it has, what the answer to that question will be. 

I am also interested in the definitions around trusts and relationships. In the explanatory memorandum, which 
I have enjoyed reading, there is quite a deal of discussion about examples. Proposed section 29 in division 3 has 
a definition of family relationships and it provides ways of determining that, and then examples are given. In 
proposed section 30, “Persons related to trustee of a family unit trust scheme”, examples are also given. When 
we get to the consideration in detail stage, I will be interested in asking about that issue. 

Fundamentally, the reason that the Labor Party supports the bill is that it is sensible legislation. As I understand 
from the second reading speech and the explanatory memorandum, it recognises the continued development of 
the understanding of the laws as we get more and more information from tribunals and courts. 

I am also interested in the review that was conducted. In the minister’s second reading speech, he said — 

The proposed amendments in the bill are based on recommendations from an informal review of the 
operation of the exemption by the Department of Treasury and the Department of Finance’s Office of 
State Revenue. It is the most comprehensive review of this exemption in over 35 years.  

Given that nothing has been done in 35 years and all the minister did was an informal review within the 
department, why was it decided to do it effectively behind closed doors without, as I understand it, published 
terms of reference and a process for inviting submissions? The final report of the review went to cabinet and 
therefore was never made public. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I note that the second reading speech goes on to state —  

The review was initiated in 2012, following a determination that primary producers who sold produce 
in a processed or converted state rather than a natural state were ineligible for the exemption. 

I am not quite sure of the date of that determination; I understand that it is at the State Administrative Tribunal. 
Given that it has taken two years or longer to bring forward the legislation, why was it not considered 
appropriate to do something more formal if, as the minister says, it was the first time that this matter had been 
looked at in 35 years? The reason I raise that issue is that the one thing we all know is that the wider we discuss 
something, the more likely we are to get it right and the less we discuss something, the more likely we are to be 
in error. These taxation laws are complex. I note the commentary around the transfer of the mining tenements 
under proposed section 24 in the bill. I think this shows the challenge. This is the explanatory memorandum, 
which is supposed to make it clearer for us. It states — 
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Section 36(4)(b) of the Duties Act is a similar provision to those inserted into the Stamp Act 1921 by the 
Stamp Amendment Act (No. 2) 1991 following the Full Court of the Supreme Court of Western 
Australia in Commissioner of State Taxation (WA) v Nischu Pty Limited 21 ATR 1557 
(Nischu amendments) 

The Nischu amendments were required to overcome attempts by taxpayers involved in indirect 
acquisitions of mining interests to minimise stamp duty by attributing significant portions of transaction 
values to non-dutiable assets in the form of mining information 

Mr Acting Speaker, if that is the explanation, you can see the challenge for all of us in interpreting the words in 
the bill. I suggest to the minister that if there had been a wider opportunity for participation in the review of these 
matters, we might have greater confidence that we have got it right, because, as the minister made clear in his 
second reading speech, as the explanatory memorandum explains and as the member for West Swan commented, 
one of the problems with all taxation legislation is that people will try it on in the future. We are relying on 
information that is not available to us to trust that the proposed words are the best that they can be. 

Given the way that the government has decided to handle the bill, the opposition was not given an opportunity to 
consult with anybody about the terms of the bill. I would be interested to know whether there has been 
consultation with the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies about these provisions and to know its 
views about the proposed arrangements that are intended to be entered into under this provision. Obviously, 
AMEC represents the junior end of the mining sector, and those companies are probably the ones that these 
provisions are most likely to be aimed at. The large companies tend not to do the same types of transactions, or 
they do them only on an infrequent basis, whereas the smaller end of town transactions are much more common, 
because the companies deal with the various capital issues that confront them as they try to continue their 
exploration activities. They might have a range of tenements and only limited money to continue their operations 
on one or a small number of their tenements, so they will sell their interests in other tenements to focus on the 
tenements on which they think they have a better chance of making a discovery. I imagine that that tends to be 
the end of the market where these sorts of transactions are being dealt with. I would be very interested to know 
whether the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies has been consulted on the drafting of the bill. Of 
course, if we had had more opportunity to look at this legislation, that is the sort of question that we would have 
been able to ask. I had two briefings on other matters at lunchtime today and then we had question time and the 
matter of public interest, so it was only one o’clock this afternoon that the opposition received a briefing on this 
bill. There has been no other opportunity for us to consult interested stakeholders. That would have been one of 
the first things that I would have done if this bill had been brought on after the Christmas recess as originally 
intended rather than in the second-last week of the year. 

I do not intend to unnecessarily delay the house. I have put on the record a number of important issues. I look 
forward to having a quick journey into the consideration in detail stage, as I am sure does the member for 
West Swan, who has principal carriage of the bill as the shadow Minister for Finance.  

I will ask one final question and I would appreciate it if the minister would let us know in his reply: has this bill 
been to the regulatory gate-keeping unit? I understand this is not a budget measure and it is not an election policy 
issue. My memory is that those are the two issues that would lead to an exemption—people at the back of the 
chamber are nodding their head—from having to go to the regulatory gate-keeping unit. I know the minister does 
not produce the taxation legislation but he has the joy of bringing it to the chamber. We found that out from the 
former Minister for Finance. I understand that it is a development of Treasury, but he is the Minister for Finance 
and therefore responsible for the gate-keeping unit. It would be very helpful if he could let us know. 

MR F.A. ALBAN (Swan Hills) [9.10 pm]: I would like to make a short contribution to the debate on the 
Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No.2) 2014. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: There are some smart alecs on that side, of course. I would like to speak on this bill because it 
will have a big effect on my electorate. There are grapegrowers and winemakers in the hills as well as in the 
Swan Valley and I will say that the benefit to these people is enormous. Just nine months ago I met a couple of 
growers in the Swan Valley and they took me on a tour of the valley, not that I needed a tour, but there are 
considerable challenges to agriculture in the valley as a whole. I said, “Tell me what I can help you with.” They 
were concerned about the subdivision of land in the valley. Some of them wanted to subdivide and retire. I was 
very clear about saying that that was not something I could personally do for them and I could not see it 
happening in the short or the long term. 

They identified land tax and the emergency services levy as becoming an immediate and quite serious impost on 
them. These imposts seem to be very simple, but one grower showed me a bill for $50 000, which as a land tax 
bill is probably more than he earns on the farm and he struggles to break even. We can therefore understand the 
cost and the concern that growers face. 
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The minister’s second reading speech is self-explanatory; I do not need to go into the full details, but the growers 
in the valley were concerned because few of them were making a profit. The primary production test of the  
one-third income—the business test—is not working either and that is a serious concern to them. I am glad this 
bill has been introduced in Repeal Week. It is a very important and great agricultural bill because agriculture 
does not feature in debate anywhere nearly enough. 

I would like clarified one of the issues I heard raised this evening. I hear a lot of stories about the Swan Valley. 
I live nearby. The valley rates in discussion about tourism and agriculture and it is often said that we have done 
nothing for the valley. However, something has been done lately, not particularly just for the Swan Valley, but as 
part of the Swan Valley’s progress. I will mention in this place for the fiftieth time the Perth–Darwin highway, 
which was purportedly undertaken for three reasons: the first was to help tourism and the grapegrowers in the 
valley; the second was to address the safety issue of trucks in the valley as well as holding up the valley; and the 
third one was that once through the western part of my electorate and that of the member for West Swan the 
Perth–Darwin highway would open up job opportunities in the valley. 

It is interesting that, say, 50 years ago, most growers in the Swan Valley owned their five or 10 acres of 
vineyard. They had to subsidise their properties with jobs outside the area because of the limitation on the 
number of acres. I am not sure whether there are any other areas like the Swan Valley that are limited by the 
number of acres. Few agricultural pursuits can manage on five or 10 acres. The largest grower I know probably 
owns 30 or 40 acres, which, sadly, was left behind. Sometime ago I visited a grapegrower in New South Wales 
who, in one square block alone, had sown 1 000 acres, so members can imagine why we cannot compete here. 

I will leave my remarks at that, but as I said earlier, multiple issues confront agriculture. This is one that we have 
been able to help producers with. The next issue I know the government will address is the ES levy. I would also 
like to thank the minister on this very timely bill that growers throughout the Swan Valley and the hills are most 
grateful for. Thank you very much. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove — Minister for Finance) [9.14 pm] — in reply: I thank members from both 
sides of Parliament for their contribution and I respect the views proffered this evening. Although I apologise 
that the briefing was only today, I confirmed with my office that since 7 November, pretty much on a daily basis, 
staff have been sending out emails to offer a briefing on this bill with relevant officials. 

Ms R. Saffioti: To whom? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I will confirm to the member afterwards exactly who it was sent to, but I believe it was to 
the member for West Swan directly. 

Ms R. Saffioti: I don’t think so. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Okay, it was not. It was sent to the Labor Party. This offer was only accepted by the 
Labor Party — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Okay, member; we got the point. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The member for West Swan sat here for 20 minutes saying that she had not been offered 
a briefing and I am confirming that the Labor Party has been offered a briefing since 7 November. If the member 
wants confirmation of the emails, I will gladly forward them to her. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Members opposite have said in this house that they were offered a briefing only today. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Did you tell the member for Victoria Park? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I am confirming that the offer of a briefing was sent to them by email since 7 November. It 
was accepted only yesterday. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You’re embarrassing yourself. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: How am I embarrassing myself, member for Cannington? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You said it was coming on next year, you goose. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): I will have that statement withdrawn, thank you very much. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Which statement? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: You called him a goose. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is that unparliamentary? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Absolutely. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay, then. I withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you very much. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It reflects well on the member for Cannington! 

The first element of this legislation regarding land tax on primary production is the first major reform in more 
than 35 years. For taxpayers in non-rural areas it will be easier to qualify for the exemption through removal of 
the one-third income test and the wider range of family members and entities that can carry on the business. 
Primary producers who process their stock or produce will also be eligible for a tax exemption on the land they 
use for primary production. The amendments are about reducing red tape and recognising current business 
practices and structures of modern-day primary producers. The amendments guard against investors and 
developers accessing the exemption in non-rural areas pending sale or development. There has been a history of 
abuse in this area. 

In answer to the query from the member for West Swan about the 18 submissions and why they were not made 
public, consultation was not undertaken as part of a formal review. Many of the submissions reveal confidential 
information about specific tax affairs. Taxpayers had not been notified and did not indicate that the submission 
could be made public. Nonetheless, some submissions have been publicly released by the taxpayer/industry 
group. The submissions received generally supported the specific amendments. 

Part 2 concerning the land tax partial exemptions reinstates the long-standing policy position of exempting only 
that part of the land used for an exempt purpose—nothing more and nothing less. With regard to the Duties Act 
and the landholder, it removes an unintended consequence of calculating duty on land owned by a subsidiary 
entity where there was a pre-existing agreement for the sale of that entity. The member for West Swan talked 
about information for landholders. There is no policy change. The amendments confirm and clarify the existing 
provisions. The aim is to reduce complex and costly legal and valuation arguments that the Commissioner of 
State Revenue and taxpayers have to engage in to complete the assessment. 

I will move the amendments on the notice paper in my name, which will ensure that the policy position is 
applied retrospectively from 1 July 2012 for primary producers who sell their produce in the process of 
a converted state. 

I acknowledge that everyone seems to be in support of this bill and I look forward to moving through the 
consideration in detail stage. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to paragraph (b) and the date on which part 2 division 1 comes into 
effect. Amendments on the notice paper indicate that these changes should come into effect from 1 July 2012. 
Why has the primary production exemption not been backdated to 2012 in this commencement clause? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It will preserve the exemption for secondary production, but the other one is new policy 
and that is why the difference between the two. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I was trying to find out about people undertaking secondary processing who have paid land 
tax from 2012. They will no longer be paying it, which is fair enough, but it will be backdated to 2012. Why 
have we not changed this paragraph to reflect the backdating of the provision to 2012? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: We are changing all the terminology and it is difficult to integrate this into the new 
amendments, hence, it is a transitional arrangement to modify the bill. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As I understand the minister’s answer and from my reading of this clause, the act comes 
into effect on a particular day but it has effect from a different time. I wonder what provisions of the act have 
effect from a time earlier than the date of royal assent or from the deemed date at paragraph (b). 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The act was to have taken effect from 1 July 2014 and the amendment will take that back 
retrospectively to 2012. The moment we hit royal assent, the original bill would have taken it back to July this 
year, but then we found that in the 2013–14 tax year the Commissioner of State Revenue would have gone back 
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further and penalised people, hence the need for the amendments to take it back to 2012 when there was 
a change in interpretation of the law. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister is saying that these provisions will have effect only insofar as they relieve 
a taxpayer of paying tax and there is no provision that goes back to the earlier date that will create a tax 
obligation. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Parts of the legislation deal with exemptions that are not covered in this provision that go 
back to 1 July 2013 and they relate specifically to pastoral exemptions, if that makes sense. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The first part deals with primary production exemptions and the second part deals with the 
State Administrative Tribunal decision on exempting land that was not used for exempt purposes. One relates to 
legislation in a different period; therefore, the provision to take it back is for that first part only around primary 
production, whereas the second part reinstates the intent of the original law. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sorry to labour the point, but I think I now understand what the minister is saying. 
My understanding is that there was a SAT decision that changed the understanding of the law and we are now 
inserting new provisions that restore the fact of the law to the original intent of the law. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: That’s correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There was a taxpayer who successfully challenged their tax bill in SAT. They are being 
saved, but nobody else is being saved. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: That’s correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Therefore, we are retrospectively increasing the tax rate on taxpayers, even though they 
have already paid the tax. They are not going to get a bill, but if we did not do this they would be able to follow 
that SAT decision and also apply for the benefit that that taxpayer won. They have already paid the tax, so we 
are not sending them a new bill, but we are effectively overturning the SAT decision in respect of taxpayers who 
did not apply to SAT. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I think it is semantics on this issue. The situation is that the law was set and everybody 
understood the intent of the law. It was challenged in the State Administrative Tribunal. SAT found in favour of 
the claimant. The government is preserving the rights of the claimant who won that case and, as the member 
correctly pointed out, it is putting in place legislation that restores the original intent. How the member has 
interpreted that from a tax perspective is semantics. The government is restoring the original intent. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not have a problem doing this; in fact, I have spoken previously in this chamber on 
this. When we get a bad decision, this is the sort of law that we do this on. It is not a question of semantics. The 
point I am trying to get to is that we are retrospectively changing the law. Nobody will get a tax bill because they 
have already paid their tax, and all that is being done is insisting that they pay the tax for which they have 
already sent in the cheque, but it is retrospective. I have no trouble with retrospectivity; this is exactly the 
circumstance I have spoken about previously in this chamber in which retrospectivity is appropriate. I am not 
arguing against it all, but I think that it is important to state that that is what is being done. 

I digress for a minute by mentioning the passage of a local government amendment bill through the chamber 
during the first term of this government, and never once did the government say that the bill was about 
recovering moneys that had been issued for special rates for underground power projects. Had the then minister 
told us that, the opposition would have supported it; only afterwards did the opposition find out that it had 
happened retrospectively. It is important that the government put on record what it is doing. I am not arguing 
against it; I am saying that the government should make clear what it is doing. It is my understanding that that is 
what the government is doing. People have had a tax invoice under the commissioner’s understanding of the law, 
SAT has decided that the commissioner’s understanding was wrong, and we are now restoring the 
commissioner’s understanding. All I am driving at is that that is actually retrospective.  

Mr D.C. NALDER: The original assessments are being validated. I am comfortable to acknowledge that. If the 
member for Cannington deems that retrospectivity, I am not arguing against it. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I am intrigued that this legislation is to deal with, if you like, separating the wheat from the 
chaff; that is, a number of property developers under the guise of being primary producers are seeking 
exemptions. Did the application that went to the State Administrative Tribunal concern a primary producer or 
someone who was developing land? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: To clarify, there are two parts to the legislation. The first is to deal with primary 
production. What is being referred to now is the second part that was not a primary producer; it was another 
body that had exempt status but had additional land for other purposes. SAT ruled that the whole lot was deemed 
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exempt when that was never the intent. The specific example was to clarify for other exempt purposes, not to do 
primary production. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Was it in the metro area or outside the metro area? 

Ms R. Saffioti: Aveley. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, it was the Aveley case. My understanding is that it was in the metro area; that is 
correct. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I understand that there is going to be a shift in the way primary producers are assessed. 
I wrote to the minister about a constituent who owns four farms in the Shire of Murray. He produces beef from 
that property and his sole income comes from the property. However, recently he bought a property in Hopeland 
in the Shire of Serpentine–Jarrahdale, and he has been subject to the tax. Is there a possibility that there will be 
some relief for him? He has had to pay the full tilt. Will he be able to seek some sort of windfall from the 
retrospective date that the minister mentioned?  

Mr D.C. NALDER: I cannot comment on that particular case because I do not know all the specifics, but the 
intent of this clause is that where primary production is carried out, they will be exempt. The old one-third 
income test was complicated and that could have triggered certain situations. Without knowing the specifics of 
the case to which the member for Murray–Wellington refers, it is not appropriate for me to comment in detail. 
However, what we are moving towards is that where it is purely primary production, there will be exemptions 
moving forward. That is all I can tell the member for Murray–Wellington. If he is doing something other than 
primary production, it could be; but, again, I do not know the specifics of the case and it is not appropriate to get 
into that detail. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3 put and passed.  
Clause 4: Section 15 amended — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am going through the Land Tax Assessment Act and looking at what is being changed. Can 
the minister explain the exact impact of this change in clause 4? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Section 29 of the Land Tax Assessment Act relates to the full primary production 
exemption and section 30 relates to the 50 per cent concession in which they do not meet that one-third income 
test. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Basically, the impact of this change is to remove the one-third income test? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is to replace it with part 3 division 3, which is the whole new section. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: So the question of rural businesses will be dealt with elsewhere? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes. 

Ms R. Saffioti: So, basically, this removes in particular the concept of the one-third income, but in particular the 
50 per cent concession that is applied when someone does not meet the one-third income test; is that correct? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Because we are removing the one-third income test, we have to remove the references to it 
and replace it with a whole new division. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Which is at clause 6? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes. 

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 5: Section 20 amended — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can the minister explain the intent of section 20? This clause will delete section 20(1)(c) to 
(e) of the Land Tax Assessment Act. That will basically change some of the commissioner’s powers to exempt 
land, in particular, under some categories. Could the minister explain that? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Sections 20(1)(c) to (e) of the Land Tax Assessment Act are now redundant. That provided 
for the commissioner to exercise his discretion and override the one-third income test, so those paragraphs are 
now redundant. 
Clause put and passed.  
Clause 6: Part 3 Division 3 replaced — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Clause 6 is quite extensive and inserts a large provision that goes all the way to 
page 13 of the bill. Of course it is necessary and I am not arguing about that, but I am making the point that we 
are going to deal with the guts of the rural exemption. We have gone from four words in section 15 of the 
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Land Tax Assessment Act, to a couple of lines in section 20, and the existing part 3, and we are getting all these 
other words to replace them. 

I am interested in the trusts and the definitions of trusts. What will be the effect of this clause? I understand that 
the modern nature of business is that people incorporate their family businesses for a whole range of very good 
reasons. Once upon a time they might have operated as sole traders, but now they incorporate. However, trusts 
are a little different. I understand that the commonwealth law is moving towards treating trusts just as 
companies. I wonder whether a similar approach would have been easier here. The important point about the 
company provision, as I understand from reading the bill, is that a company is a family company if the 
shareholders are the same people as those operating the business or owning the land, so a husband and wife are 
the two shareholders and that makes them, to use the words here, a family corporation. However, a family unit 
trust scheme or a family trust can have people who are not party to the operations of the rural business. I am just 
wondering why that approach has been taken. I might be wrong in what I have understood, in which case the 
minister can correct me straightaway to say that the family trust members must be equivalent to the family 
corporation members, but if I am wrong, why is there, in respect of a rural business, allowed to be a difference 
between a family trust and a family corporation? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: On page 10, proposed section 30H(d) defines a family trust. All the beneficiaries have to be 
family members, so that second point the member was making stands correct. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, but what I am saying is that you could have a father, mother and three children, and for 
them to be a family corporation, all of them would have to be operating the business. That is my understanding, 
and if I am wrong, I am wrong, but with a family trust, only the husband and wife might be operating the 
business. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is any family trust, any family company—it does not matter who works inside it. I think 
the member has answered his own point about that second stage. That is my understanding; a person does not 
have to be working inside a family company if it is incorporated as a company. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I direct the minister’s attention to page 5, and proposed section 30A, “What is primary 
production”. I notice that that appears to be a question, but there is no question mark there; it is possibly 
a typographical error. My point of concern is that we have here a kind of definition of plants. This is a very 
important thing, because naturally a lot of this legislation will refer to things such as the growing of plants. 
Proposed section 30A(1)(a) states — 

30A. What is primary production 
(1) Land is used for primary production if it is used for any of the following — 

(a) the growing or rearing of plants (including trees, fungi or any crop) … 

My problem there is that fungi are not plants. It is important in our legislation that we maintain a degree of 
scientific accuracy. It is rather poor that this Parliament would even be contemplating legislation that is so 
scientifically inaccurate. I look forward to the minister putting forward amendments. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I thank my learned fellow for his commentary, but this is the same definition that we have 
in the Duties Act, and we have simply used what has been previously utilised as defining the growing of plants. 
The same definition is used across other acts. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I do not think the proliferation of ignorance is justified. The minister should be 
appalled that this Parliament is seeking to continue with an ill-informed definition. It is not a trivial point at all, 
because the very businesses that we are talking about could be directly impacted here. There is a growing 
industry in mushroom production—fungi—and those people would want to think that their business is covered 
by accurate definitions. If the minister is suggesting that a person producing mushrooms is producing a form of 
plant, which is what the legislation says, he has something seriously wrong. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: I don’t understand — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Does the minister not understand that he has something scientifically wrong? 

Mr D.C. Nalder: No; I don’t understand how this impacts the legislation. Please explain to me that if we 
separated — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: It is for me to be asking the minister to explain why he does not respect science and 
getting things scientifically right. Why is the minister refusing to accept that he has this wrong, and that he 
should say straightaway that he will fix this? Why is he refusing to do that? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is a very extensive provision. Can the minister tell us whether there are more or 
fewer words in the new provision that is being inserted into the act than are being taken out? I wonder how we 
are doing with our attempt to reduce the amount of legislation in Western Australia. It is Repeal Week. 
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Mr D.C. Nalder: You probably know the answer to that already. Perhaps you could tell me—enlighten me. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Minister, this is Repeal Week and, after all, this bill is part of the government’s 
commitment to Repeal Week. I am just wondering how we are going in cutting the number of laws that we have 
to administer in Western Australia. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I appreciate the intent of the member for Cannington in this question. I will acknowledge 
that there are more words in this amendment bill, but I state proudly that this simplifies the process for primary 
producers, and I think it is a great outcome. If it uses more words to make it simpler for farmers and primary 
producers, I am very comfortable with that. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I want to return to the issue of the minister’s refusal to amend the legislation so that it 
is scientifically accurate. Why is the minister laughing at this? 
Mr D.C. Nalder: Because it’s not going to make a difference one iota. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Okay; so, if I am a mushroom producer — 
Mr D.C. Nalder: You’ll be treated the same as any other primary producer. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: If this were taken to court, the government would be trying to pass off a mushroom 
producer as the producer of a plant. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: We would be trying to pass off a mushroom producer as a primary producer. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: How could the minister do that, because it does not meet the definition? 
Mr D.C. Nalder: We have acknowledged them as a primary producer in this legislation, by declaring them 
specifically. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: No, the minister has not, because the legislation states that they are producing a plant, 
and they are not producing a plant. The minister must make these things accurate; he cannot do things in 
a fudged way. He knows that it is wrong, so he must get it right. Why is the minister not going to amend this? 
The minister is remaining silent. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: I appreciate your opinion. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: It is not my opinion. The minister cannot dismiss scientific reason as opinion. That is 
disgraceful. I know that the Liberal Party likes to ignore science. This is typical Liberal Party. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Settle down! 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Okay; what is the member for Churchlands’ definition? He has remained silent in this 
debate; he has not said a thing, and now he wants to ignore science. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Order, members! The question is to be directed to the minister. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I await the minister’s answer to my question. Why is he not making sure that our 
legislation is accurate and reflects science, and will stand the test of law because it is scientifically sound? Why 
is the minister refusing to do that? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Mushroom farmers will be given exemptions under this law, the way it stands. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: How can the minister be sure of that, because the legislation states that the exemption 
is for primary production, the growing of plants? The minister is trying to say something that is completely 
wrong in the legislation. He is trying to say that the growing of plants includes fungi, when it cannot do so 
because fungi are not plants. The legislation is wrong. Why is the minister not amending it? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to the equine industry, and refers to proposed section 30A(1)(c). I went 
through an example in the briefing, but, basically, where does the exemption stop for the equine industry? In 
particular, what is deemed to be a commercial activity? Is it the breeding of racehorses, or the breeding of polo 
horses? Is it basically just for the agistment of racing horses or the keeping of racing horses for training 
purposes? What is the line in relation to the equine industry where the exemption would stand? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: It is proposed section 30A(1)(d), which reads — 

… the breeding or rearing of horses for the purpose of selling them or their progeny; 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Does that not include breeding for the purposes of racing? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: It is not the training aspect; it is for the breeding or rearing of horses. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: For the purposes of selling them? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: What about if you are breeding them not for sale? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The exemption does not apply. 



8286 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 18 November 2014] 

 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If people are keeping horses to train them for racing or for playing polo, would that 
exemption still stand? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: No. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not the member for South Perth, but as I understand it somebody might be 
breeding horses and selling some of them and breeding horses and keeping others. If they are selling some and 
keeping some, does this provision still apply to them? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: If their primary objective is to breed to sell produce, it is part of the primary production. 
Obviously, every primary producer replaces their brood stock, whether it be a chicken farmer, a pig farmer or 
whatever. The primary objective is that they are breeding to sell. If they are breeding to train or race and all of 
that, or just to keep as pets, they are not going to qualify under the exempt status. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If Mr and Mrs Smith have Smith Horse Breeding Pty Ltd with Mr and Mrs Smith as the 
shareholders, and they are conducting a business of breeding horses, and Mr and Mrs Smith also own 
Smith Horse Racing Enterprises Pty Ltd, the exemption would apply to the business that is for breeding and 
rearing horses. They would get the exemption. If they sell some horses to unrelated parties and they sell some 
horses to their other company, which I point out is not a related entity under the federal Corporations Act 
because there is no common shareholding even though the shareholders are identical, under the federal 
Corporations Act that does not make them related entities. To be related entities there has to be  
a cross-shareholding. Therefore, the racing enterprise does not get the exemption but the breeding enterprise 
does. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, that is correct. It is as defined in “primary production” in proposed section 29. It is 
therefore around purely breeding to sell. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Briefly then, given that everybody reading the debate is going to rush out and 
potentially restructure everything, is that a new benefit for horse breeders? Would they currently be able to 
establish themselves with two companies with common shareholders but not related entities under the federal 
Corporations Act because there is no cross-ownership? Is that a new exemption? 
Mr D.C. Nalder: No. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. They can already do that? 
Mr D.C. Nalder: Yes. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is fine. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The minister will be pleased to know that I have given up on his scientific abilities; he 
is completely incompetent in that regard. To give the minister another chance, I note in the explanatory 
memorandum the definition of “bodily produce”. Many people are in livestock production because of the genetic 
production. Is the minister trying to suggest that genetic material would be covered by “bodily produce”? I do 
not think many people who have livestock studs would agree with that. They would see a quite distinct 
difference between their activities in primary production that is focused on the production of a bodily produce 
versus the production of genetics that they would sell as genetic material. Indeed, it is not even the semen in the 
straw from the bull; it is the genetics contained within. I do not think that could be defined as “bodily produce”. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: My understanding is that in addition to stud-type situations that are selling off various 
bodily produce, it also includes milk production from cattle, so other things are classified under that. However, if 
the member is looking at proposed section 30A(1)(b), he also needs to look at paragraph (c), which also further 
qualifies that.  
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes, I noticed that the minister talks about progeny, but I do not think genetic material 
has been properly covered. Where in the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2014 has genetic material 
been covered? Genetic material is probably the most valuable of any of those products. The skins and the milk or 
whatever else are secondary to genetic material. That is the most valuable component for a stud owner; the 
genetic material produced is the most valuable thing. That is what is going to show up on their balance sheet. 
That is the thing they are producing—genetics. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: Are you talking about semen? 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: No; the content of the semen. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I think they are all part of bodily produce, and that is built into the bill, so I would think 
semen, or parts thereof — 
Mr C.J. Tallentire: Or eggs, for that matter. It is the content of the eggs or the semen; it is the genetic material. 
It is the DNA, and the DNA is transferred on; that is not bodily produce. 
Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: My understanding is that every stud sells semen; I am not aware of any — 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: And they talk about selling the genetics. 
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Mr D.C. NALDER: But that is because they sell it through the semen. The genetics — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Members! 
Mr C.J. Tallentire: But it is not bodily produce. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Again, I think the intent is well covered in the bill, and I stand by that. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to page 6, and it is about the new primary production business test. One 
of the issues raised in relation to the business test is the concept of pop-up farms and hobby farms. The planning 
minister, in February this year in his Swan Valley statement, talked about pop-up farms and family-run 
businesses using vacant land to grow and sell produce—this whole concept of using vacant land in the valley to 
have a go at growing produce. This is where I still think there is a bit of a grey area as in commercial  
activities–hobby farm, and that grey area in between. Just exactly how is it determined that the activity is  
a non-commercial or commercial activity? I have gone through this definition, and it is still very unclear as to 
exactly whether the land would be exempt as a business and not just a hobby farm. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The fact that a farm is not permanent should not by itself affect its eligibility for the 
primary production exemption. It is more to do with what they undertake as part of that enterprise that will 
determine its exemption. If the pop-up farm is in a non-rural area and is being run by someone other than the 
owner of the land, it is unlikely to meet the owner–user test, unless it is being run by a family member or family 
entity. There are two elements to this: one is that it is a reflection of what is being undertaken that will determine 
whether it meets the exemption, rather than necessarily the permanence of it. The second thing is who is 
undertaking that enterprise, and it needs to be family or family related. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To continue the example—this happens quite a bit in the valley because of the block sizes—
there may be two adjoining blocks. One of those blocks has a house on it, and the other block is empty, and one 
of the kids is growing citrus, or another type of fruit, on that block, basically to see whether they can make 
a long-term business out of it. How will it be determined whether that land will be subject to land tax in any 
given year, in particular in the beginning when they are not sure whether it will be a long-term commercially 
viable option? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The business indicators have been inserted into the legislation. There are a couple of things 
here. One is whether it is used for a commercial purpose, one is whether there is more than just an intention to 
engage in business, and one is whether it is for the purpose of generating a profit. They are the key determinants 
of the issue the member has raised. Everyone will be analysed on a case-by-case basis. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is the replacement, in a sense, for the one-third income test. But administratively, it will 
be quite difficult. Initially, will more staff be required in the office to put the administrative changes in place? 
As the minister said, it will be done on a case-by-case basis. The one-third income test was administratively 
burdensome, too. But these are new indicators and, let us face it, people will try to challenge them initially. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The current business test is applied now. It is just that they also had to meet the one-third 
income test. Those assessments are being undertaken now because of the requirement to meet the business test. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I want to refer again to the definitions. On page 12 of the explanatory memorandum, 
there is a heading “References to family member”, which has been taken from section 100 of the Duties Act. Is it 
the case that in order for a family business to get an exemption, only those people listed in paragraphs (a) to (f) 
can be involved in the business? 
Mr D.C. Nalder: That is correct. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So as long as all the people involved as shareholders or operators fit within paragraphs 
(a) to (f) of that definition—regardless of whether it is a trust, a partnership or a company—it will get a tick? 
Mr D.C. Nalder: Yes, and that is extended by paragraphs (a) and (b) under “Family relationships, determining”. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but that is really just to extend the common law understanding of these things. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: That is correct. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In the example that is given here, there is John and Jane, and they have a partner called 
Mark, and Mark is not family related, so therefore the exemption does not apply. So does that mean that if a 
family-run business had a sharecropper who is unrelated to the family, and who is almost an employee, yet not 
an employee, the exemption would cease to apply for their land, because they had brought in a sharecropper? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: That is correct. 
Clause put and passed. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Dr K.D. Hames (Minister for Health). 

House adjourned at 10.04 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

VENUESWEST — NIB STADIUM 

3024. Ms R. Saffioti to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer to Venues West’s management of NIB Stadium and ask: 

(a) what is the estimated cost to VenuesWest of running NIB Stadium in each of the years 2014–15,  
2015–16 and 2016–17; 

(b) will VenuesWest subsidise any of the sporting clubs using NIB Stadium in 2014–15, 2015–16 
and 2016–17; 

(c) if yes to (b), which clubs will it subsidise and for what amount in each of these years; and 

(d) what is the estimated revenue for VenuesWest from NIB Stadium in each of the years 2014–15,  
2015–16 and 2016–17? 

Mr T.K. Waldron replied: 
(a)  2014–15: $4 239 000 

 2015–16:$4 832 000 

 2016–17: At this stage the decision has been made that VenuesWest will manage nib Stadium for two 
years. For the first quarter of the 2016–17 financial year, VenuesWest estimates the cost of running nib 
Stadium will be $707 000. 

(b)  The licence fees charged to the sporting clubs at nib Stadium in the first year VenuesWest is operating 
the venue will be the same as those in the preceding year. Workshops have commenced with 
Perth Glory and Western Force to develop long term, mutually beneficial licence agreements which 
support the growth and viability of those resident clubs. 

(c)  Not Applicable 

(d)  2014–15: $5 024 000 

 2015–16: $5 338 000 

 2016–17: At this stage the decision has been made that VenuesWest will manage nib Stadium for 
two years. For the first quarter of the 2016–17 financial year, VenuesWest estimates the revenue from 
nib Stadium will be $327 000. 

EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY — EXPENDITURE LOCATIONS 

3026. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 

I refer to your response to Question on Notice No. 2750 asked on 13 August 2014 in which you asserted 
“the Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) does not and cannot match total ESL expenditure with 
geographical locations”, and I ask: 

(a) how is it that such information was able to be furnished in tabled paper 4175 on 2 November 2011; 

(b) do you maintain that DFES systems and financial records have fewer capabilities to extract this 
information than in 2011; 

(c) if yes to (b), why is that the case; and 

(d) if no to (b), then have you advised the Auditor General pursuant to section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act 2006 of your decision not to supply the information requested and on 
whether you laid before each house your reasons for the decision? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 

(a)  The information provided within tabled paper 4175 was not a match of ESL expenditure with 
geographical locations. The table outlined expenditure programs (Local Government Grant Scheme, 
payments for Community Emergency Services Managers and ESL Administration Fee payments) that 
can be attributed to a specific Local Government. These payments represent a small portion of the total 
costs funded by the ESL.  
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Further, in Tabled Paper 4175 it was specifically noted that ‘total expenditure by each local government 
authority (LG) cannot be provided as FESA’s budget is not allocated by LG level’. 

(b)  No 

(c)  Not applicable  

(d)  Section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006 is not applicable as there is no information that is not 
being provided to Parliament. As previously outlined in tabled paper 4175, LA QON 2295 and 
LA QON 2750, DFES’ total expenditure of ESL is not allocated purely by geographical location. As 
such DFES cannot provide information which equates ESL expenditure with the amount raised within 
a geographic area. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — PEER SUPPORT OFFICERS 

3027. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
(1) How many peer support officers have been appointed within DFES: 

(a) with career fire-fighters; and 
(b) with each of the volunteer groups operating under the aegis of the department? 

(2) For the officers appointed under (1) (a) and (b) please advise the nature, duration and dates training was 
given to those peer support officers? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 
(1) (a)  72 
 (b)  State Emergency Service — 28 
  Volunteer Marine Rescue Service — 16 
  Volunteer Fire and Rescue Service — 8 
  Volunteer Fire and Emergency Services Units — 2 

(2)  Each of the above 126 Peer Support Officers were required to undergo 2 days initial training sometime 
between 1996 to 2007 after they were accepted into the program. Peer Support Officers were then 
required to periodically undertake 1 day refresher training. 

Both training courses are generally conducted by a combination of psychologists, and emergency 
service personnel who have had experience in the Wellness field. The content of the training broadly 
covers: 

 Communication and listening skills. 
 Stress Management identification and management strategies. 

 Problem Solving skills. 

 Psychological First Aid. 

 Suicide awareness. 

 Responding to individuals in crisis processes. 

 Resiliency. 

 DFES Services available. 

 Peer Support Program processes, procedures and supports. 

MIDLAND REDEVELOPMENT AREA — UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 

3030. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the election commitment to make land available in the Midland Railway Workshop Precinct for lease at 
a peppercorn rent and a $22 million commitment for construction of a university campus to house up 
to 600 students and staff, and ask: 

(a) has an exact location and land been selected; 

(b) if so, where is the land located and what is the size of the site; 

(c) what steps have the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority taken to sign a lease agreement with 
Curtin University; and 

(d) when is construction of the new campus expected to start? 
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Mr J.H.D. Day replied: 

(a)–(d)  The election commitment for a university campus in Midland remains, and discussions with Curtin are 
active and ongoing.  

WOOROLOO PRISON — PRISONER TRANSFER 

3031. Mr P. Papalia to the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I refer to the death of a prisoner following a bashing at Wooroloo prison on 21 April 2014 and the fact that 
charges have been laid against another prisoner, while noting the Minister is unable to prejudice the case before 
the courts, and I ask: 

(a) can the Minister confirm that Wooroloo prison management had previously assessed the prisoner 
charged over this matter as a higher risk than minimum and had requested his transfer to a medium 
security prison; and 

(b) can the Minister also confirm that the prison management’s request for the transfer was denied by the 
Department’s Head Office due to lack of space in medium security prisons? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 

(a)  Wooroloo Prison Farm did not previously assess the prisoner as higher risk than minimum. 
Wooroloo Prison Farm did not request a transfer to a medium security facility. 

(b)  Not applicable 

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT CENTRE — PEEL REGION 

3034. Mr D.A. Templeman to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 

I refer to the closure of the Workforce Development Centre in Mandurah last year and the Minister’s comments 
in the 2014 Estimates Process to the questions I raised about this matter and ask: 

(a) has the Minister or his Department finalised a Business Case for a new Peel Workforce Development 
Centre; 

(b) if so when will the Minister be making a decision about reinstating a Workforce Development Centre to 
the Peel Region; and 

(c) if a Business Case has not been completed when is a decision expected on whether or not the 
Peel Region is to have such a Centre reinstated? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 

As at 27 October 2014 — 

(a)  A draft business case has been submitted to the Peel Development Commission. The Peel Development 
Commission is reviewing the Workforce Development Centre Business Case and the Department is 
waiting for feedback and timelines for submission to the Royalties for Region funding process. 

(b)  Not applicable 

(c)  A decision will be made following consideration of the business case and Royalties for Regions funding 
processes.  

LOTTERYWEST — ANNUAL SALES 

3036. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Premier: 

I refer to the annual sales for Lottery West, and I ask: 

(a) for the financial year 2010–2011, what was the total value of sales conducted through retail outlets, and 
what was the total value of sales made by internet purchase; 

(b) for the financial year 2011–2012, what was the total value of sales conducted through retail outlets, and 
what was the total value of sales made by internet purchase; 

(c) for the financial year 2012–2013, what was the total value of sales conducted through retail outlets, and 
what was the total value of sales made by internet purchase; and 

(d) for the financial year 2013–2014, what was the total value of sales conducted through retail outlets, and 
what was the total value of sales made by internet purchase? 
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Mr C.J. Barnett replied: 
(a)–(d) 

FY Retail Outlets Internet Purchases 

10/11 $680.7M $2.7M 

11/12 $749.5M $13.1M 

12/13 $797.0M $23.8M 

13/14 $764.9M $32.1M 

LOTTERYWEST — APPROVED GRANTS 

3037. Ms R. Saffioti to the Premier: 
Can the Premier please provide the breakdown of all approved Lotterywest grants by date, recipient, purpose, 
amount and suburb for each of the following financial years: 

(a) 2011–2012; 

(b) 2012–2013; and 

(c) 2013–2014? 

Mr C.J. Barnett replied: 
I refer the Hon Member to Lotterywest’s annual reports and the Lotterywest website. See tabled paper no 2171 
(tabled on 25 September 2014), tabled paper no 831 (tabled on 24 September 2013) and tabled paper no 5287 
(tabled on 25 September 2012). 

ELECTORATE OFFICES — RELOCATIONS 

3038. Ms R. Saffioti to the Premier: 
(1) Since 30 June 2013, who were the Members whose Electorate Offices were relocated to new premises? 

(2) In each instance, with respect to the vacated office what was: 
(a) the old electorate office address; 
(b) the leased floor area; 
(c) the annual leasing costs, including all outgoings; 
(d) the period remaining on this lease; and 
(e) any lease penalty or costs in quitting the lease? 

(3) In each instance, with respect to the vacated office what is: 

(a) the new electorate office address; 

(b) the leased floor area; 

(c) the annual leasing costs, including all outgoings; 

(d) the fit-out costs; and 

(e) the removal costs incurred with the relocation? 

(4) In each instance, what was the reason for relocating the electorate office? 

Mr C.J. Barnett replied: 
(1)–(4) [See tabled paper no 2381.] 

STATE TRAINING PROVIDERS AND TRAINING ORGANISATIONS — STUDENT CONTACT HOURS 

3041. Mr F.M. Logan to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 
For each State Training Provider and each individual registered training organisation that is not a State Training 
Provider, what was the actual student contact hours delivered, in Semester 1, 2014, that is, from 1 January 
to 30 June, according to the following WADT Industry Groups and what was the total for each of the providers:  

01A Recreation Sports and Entertainment  

01B Visual and Performing Arts  

01C Design  



8292 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 18 November 2014] 

 

02A Automotive  

03A Building and Constructions  

03B Surveying and Building  

04A Community Service Workers  

04B Education and Childcare  

04C Health  

04D Library Workers  

05A Finance Insurance Property Service Workers  

06A Food Trades and Processing  

07A Clothing Footwear and Soft Furnishings  

07B Furniture Manufacture  

08A Communications  

08B Printing and Publishing  

09A Engineering and Drafting  

09B Metal and Mining  

10A Animal Care  

10B Forestry, Farming and Landcare  

10C Fishing  

10D Horticulture  

11A Process Manufacturing  

12A Personal Service  

12B Retail  

13A Cooking  

13B Hospitality  

13C Tourism  

13D Travel Agents  

14A Transport Trades, Storage and Associated  

15A Electrical and Electronic Engineering  

15B Electrical Trades  

16A Accounting and Other Business Services  

16B Management  

16C Office and Clerical  

17A Computing  

18A Science and Technical Workers  

19A ACE  

19B Adult Literacy/ESL  

19C Languages  

19D Miscellaneous  

19E Targeted Access and Participation Courses? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
[See tabled paper no 2383.] 
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STATE TRAINING PROVIDERS AND TRAINING ORGANISATIONS — STUDENT CONTACT HOURS 

3042. Mr F.M. Logan to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 
For each State Training Provider and each individual registered training organisation that is not a State Training 
Provider, what was the actual student contact hours delivered, in Semester 1, 2014, that is, from 1 January 
to 30 June, in terms of:  

Employment Based Training (EBT) — Apprenticeships  

Employment Based Training (EBT) — Traineeships  

Priority Industry Training (PIT) — Entitlement IBT  

Priority Industry Training (PIT) — Non Entitlement IBT  

General Industry Training (GIT) — SPOL ranked Qualifications — Non Entitlement IMB  

General Industry Training (GIT) — Not ranked — Non Entitlement IMB  

Foundation Skills and General Education (FS and GE) — CAVSS / USIG Foundation Skills  

Foundation Skills and General Education (FS and GE) — Other Foundation Skills  

Foundation Skills and General Education (FS and GE) — General Education  

Certificate Level — Diploma and above — EBT  

Certificate Level — Diploma and above — Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Diploma and above — Non Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Diploma and above — Total  

Certificate Level — Certificate IV — EBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate IV — Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate IV — Non Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate IV — Total  

Certificate Level — Certificate III — EBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate III — Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate III — Non Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate III — Total  

Certificate Level — Certificate II — EBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate II — Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate II — Non Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate II — Total  

Certificate Level — Certificate I and below — EBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate I and below — Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate I and below — Non Entitlement IBT  

Certificate Level — Certificate I and below — Total  

Region — Metropolitan — EBT  

Region — Metropolitan — Entitlement IBT  

Region — Metropolitan — Non Entitlement IBT  

Region — Metropolitan — Total  

Region — Major Regional Centre — Regional — EBT  

Region — Major Regional Centre — Regional — Entitlement IBT  
Region — Major Regional Centre — Regional — Non Entitlement IBT  
Region — Major Regional Centre — Regional — Total  
Region — Hinterland — Regional — EBT  
Region — Hinterland — Regional — Entitlement IBT  
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Region — Hinterland — Regional — Non Entitlement IBT  
Region — Hinterland — Regional — Total  
Region — Major Regional Centre — Remote — EBT  
Region — Major Regional Centre — Remote — Entitlement IBT  
Region — Major Regional Centre — Remote — Non Entitlement IBT  
Region — Major Regional Centre — Remote — Total  
Region — Hinterland — Remote — EBT  
Region — Hinterland — Remote — Entitlement IBT  
Region — Hinterland — Remote — Non Entitlement IBT  
Region — Hinterland — Remote — Total? 
Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
[See tabled paper no 2384.] 

PERTH HILLS FIRES — SURVEY OF RESIDENTS 

3045. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
I refer to the survey of residents of Parkerville, Stoneville and Mount Helena following the bushfires earlier this 
year and ask: 
(a) has the Minister been briefed on or read the findings; and 
(b) when will the findings be made public? 
Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 
(a)  The Minister has been briefed on the research report.  
(b)  The paper has been made available to the Shire of Mundaring as a primary stakeholder and partner with 

DFES in the research. DFES is working to post the research paper on the DFES website by early 2015. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — RELOCATION OF FIRE APPLIANCE 

3046. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
Can the Minister please advise: 

(a) what the rationale was for moving a fire appliance from the Joondalup station and redeploying it to the 
Butler station; 

(b) in making the decision what risk assessment was made; and 

(c) will this mean any relocation of personnel? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
It should be noted that any decisions such as these are operational and are a matter for the Fire and Emergency 
Services Commissioner however the Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) is able to advise the 
following: 

(a)  The fire appliance will be moved based on changes to risk and to enhance response to areas adjacent to 
the urban expansion in the northern corridor of the metropolitan area. 

(b)  A risk assessment took into account a range of factors which included: 
 Locations of all incidents the Joondalup 2.4 Urban Tanker (UT) had responded to the 

previous 24 months;  
 An analysis of bushland in the immediate response area of Joondalup 2.4UT and the risk level of that 

bushland;  

 The expansion of reticulated, mains water supplies in the current local response area;  
 The location of neighbouring bulk water tankers and the response times of those tankers;  

 Identification of ‘at risk’ properties in the rural urban interface in the North Western Suburbs; and  

 The prediction of future bushfire incidents in the area. 

(c)  Yes. There will be a requirement for eight full-time positions to be relocated to Butler Fire Station; 
however all may not be from the Joondalup Station. 
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FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — HIGH RISK AREAS 

3047. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
For the forthcoming 2014–2015 fire season what local government areas have been assessed as being 
“High Risk”? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
I refer the member to Hansard, Question 1120, answered in the Legislative Council on Wednesday 15 
October 2014. 

BUSHFIRE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM — LOCAL GOVERNMENT PILOTS 

3048. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
In relation to the bushfire management program pilots run in cooperation with local governments, can the 
Minister: 

(a) provide a list of the local government areas where these pilots have run to date; 

(b) have these pilots been evaluated or feedback sought: 

(i) if so, what is the outcome of those evaluations; and 

(ii) if not, why not; 

(c) what other local governments have been earmarked to participate in these programs; 

(d) for each of those remaining areas list when it is scheduled that the program is to be rolled out; 

(e) has the Commissioner recently received any report/s involving the status or success of the bushfire 
management program pilots; and 

(f) if so, will the Minister table the same? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 

(a)  The following local governments have participated in the Bushfire Risk Management Planning (BRMP) 
pilot program: 

 Shire of Nannup; 

 Shire of Collie; 
 Shire of Augusta–Margaret River; and 

 Shire of Boyup Brook. 

(b)  The BRMP pilot program recently concluded with each pilot Local Government submitting a draft 
version of their BRMP to the Office of Bushfire Risk Management (OBRM) for assessment against the 
BRMP Guidelines. Feedback has been submitted back to the Shires.  

 (i)  DFES are conducting a review of the pilot against the four pilot objectives and are compiling 
a report which will include feedback from Local Government and stakeholders involved in the 
pilot. The report will be tabled at the next State Emergency Management Committee (SEMC) 
meeting on 2 December 2014. 

 (ii)  Not applicable 

(c)  The BRMP pilot has concluded and no other Local Governments have been identified to be involved in 
the pilot program.  

(d)  The scheduled rollout is still to be determined.  

(e)  The Commissioner has received regular updates on the status of BRMP pilot and post pilot analysis. 
DFES are drafting a BRMP Pilot Report which will review the success of the pilot, experiences of 
participants, inform future resourcing decisions and costs associated with bushfire risk management 
treatments, as identified within the scope of the pilot.  

(f)  The Commissioner will submit the BRMP Pilot Report to the Minister for Emergency Services via the 
SEMC in November 2014. Once considered and approved the Minister may table the report. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — GPS SYSTEM INSTALLATION 

3049. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
I refer to the roll out of GPS systems in fire appliances as part of the suite of crew protections and ask: 
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(a) have tenders been sought for this component: 

(i) if so, has the tender been awarded; and 

(ii) if not, why not; and 

(b) when is it anticipated that the installation of GPS fleet wide will be completed allowing location of the 
vehicle, duress alarms and the timely provision of up to date information to crews? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 

(a)  No  

  (i)  Not applicable  

 (ii)  The functional specifications for the Automated Vehicle Locating system (AVL) include 
compatibility requirements for a locating system to enable a fully integrated, effective and 
reliable vehicle tracking system in a bush firefighting environment.  

The complexity of the system has necessitated the separation of the AVL from other 
Crew protection systems. Functional specifications, expected to be completed by the end 
of 2014, will be tendered and procured separately and then integrated with other crew 
protection components. 

(b)  The Comprehensive Crew protection implementation is part of a four year program comprising several 
separate contracts for implementing crew protection systems. The AVL program rollout is anticipated 
to be completed by October 2017. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — NEW APPLIANCE — CANOVER VOLUNTEER BUSHFIRE 
BRIGADE 

3050. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Emergency Services: 
I refer to the new appliance allocated to Canover Volunteer Bushfire brigade and ask: 

(a) on what basis and by whom were decisions made about the suitability of the tyres for the vehicle and 
the types of terrain and the work which it would need to undertake; 

(b) on what basis and by whom were decisions made about the suitability of the a petrol engine for the 
vehicle and the types of terrain and work it would need to undertake; and 

(c) was any consideration given to the size of the new appliance and whether it would fit inside existing 
storage facilities? 

Mr J.M. Francis replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 

(a)  The type of tyres fitted to fire appliances provided to local governments by DFES under the 
Local Government Grant Scheme are those tyres specified by the manufacturer of the cab chassis based 
on the terrain (on-road 4x2 or off-road 4x4) in which the vehicle is designed to operate.  

(b)  The petrol engine/pump set is standard DFES equipment provided as a subsidiary engine as a means of 
emergency backup to support the appliance’s primary pump in the event that the appliance’s engine or 
drive line fails. The selection of the petrol motor was based on standardisation and alignment to the 
results of the Light Tanker (LT) Project Action Team (PAT) from 2001. 

The PAT in place at the time to redesign the LT evaluated a number of pump-sets as part of the process 
and determined the petrol driven models provided best performance at reduced noise levels and with 
less weight. A pump-set of similar performance to that of the LT was determined as being suitable for 
the purpose of providing crew/vehicle protection to appliances operating live drive main pumps in the 
event of a failure of the main pump or loss of cab chassis engine power. 

(c)  The Shire of Dandaragan represented by the Chief Executive Office, Community Emergency Services 
Manager and Chief Bush Fire Control Officer in conjunction with the DFES regional office represented 
by the Regional Director, District Manager South and Area Manager Midlands undertook a resource to 
risk assessment in May 2011, and determined the appliance required in accordance with that 
assessment. This was subsequently approved for funding and ultimately delivered to the Canover Bush 
Fire Brigade. 

The storage facility for the appliance is owned and managed by the Shire. It was built utilising 
a Lotterywest grant specifically for housing the Brigade and a 2.4Rural appliance based on the standard 
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DFES facility footprint. Advice from the Shire is that the facility was completed and can house the 
appliance. The Shire further advised that while the facility was built to a lesser size than the DFES 
template, the Shire is funding some extension work to increase the size of the facility. 

AGED CARE — PAYROLL TAX CONCESSIONS 

3051. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Health: 
(1) Can the Minister advise what the implications are for private nursing homes and aged care in 

Western Australia by the removal of the federal government of the longstanding payroll tax 
concessions? 

(2) Have you made representations to your federal counterparts on the adverse impact this will have in this 
State, and if not, why not? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
(1)  For-profit residential aged care providers have indicated their concern that financial margins will drop 

and that cash flow, skills retention and wages will be constrained. 

The Department of Health will monitor the uptake of Commonwealth approved places by both  
for-profit and not-for-profit residential aged care providers. The growth of approved places is important 
to ensure public hospitals maintain the ability to discharge patients awaiting aged care services in 
a timely manner. 

(2)  The WA government has not made formal representations to federal counterparts on the removal of the 
payroll tax as this is a Commonwealth decision related to the Commonwealth regulated and funded 
residential aged care sector. 

A related issue of long stay older patients in public hospitals has been included on the agenda of 
previous Australian Health Ministers Council meetings. 

HEALTHWAY — CORPORATE HOSPITALITY 

3052. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Health: 
Can the Minister advise for the financial years 2012–2013 and 2013–2104: 

(a) the events where Healthway provided hospitality in a corporate box or otherwise; and 

(b) the list of names of guests invited to each event? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
(a)  [See tabled paper no 2382.] 

(b)  Healthway has a policy of removing all personal information prior to the release of any information. It 
is inappropriate to respond to this part of the question where personal information is placed in the public 
domain without consultation of the persons involved. Based on the ambit of this question and the level 
of third party consultation required to have permission to release this information a response is unable 
to be provided. 

HERITAGE — GUILDFORD HOTEL 

3053. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Heritage: 
Can the Minister advise the date when he last had a meeting with the owners and or developers of the 
Guildford Hotel and who was present at that meeting or meetings? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
The Minister, accompanied by a Policy Adviser, last met with the owners and developers of the Guildford Hotel 
on 2 October 2014.  
Attendees are as follows:  
Hon Albert Jacob MLA; Minister for Environment; Heritage  
Luke Donegan; Policy Adviser 

Hon John Day MLA; Minister for Planning; Culture and the Arts 
Lorissa Kelly; Chief of Staff, Minister for Planning; Culture and the Arts 
Rohan Miller; Policy Adviser, Planning 

David Saunders; Acting Director General, Department of Planning 

Sarah Cosstick; Planning Manager, Perth and Peel Planning, Department of Planning 
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Hon Alyssa Hayden MLC; Member for East Metropolitan Region 

Luke Martino; Executive Director & Co-Owner the Guildford Hotel 

Jeff Braddock; Managing Director, BPG Australia Pty Ltd 

Tony Paduano; Director, TPG WA 

Nerida Moredoundt; Principal Heritage Architect, TPG WA 

HERITAGE — SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS 

3054. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Heritage: 
I refer to the list of government assets which the Premier and Minister Redman recently announced were going 
to be sold, some of which were either heritage listed, or others had interim listings and I ask: 

(a) what procedure will be undertaken and by whom in relation to each of those properties; 

(b) what do you understand Minister Redman to mean when he referred to “derisking” of those properties; 

(c) will there be the opportunity for community consultation; 

(d) were the heritage issues taken into account when valuing the properties hallmarked for sale; 

(e) does this announcement pre-empt your independent deliberations in relation to those properties with an 
interim listing; and 

(f) was the Minister consulted prior to the sale announcement? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a)  The procedure for disposing of State Government property is contained in the Operational Guidelines 

for the Disposal of State Owned Property Assets through the Property Asset Clearing House, which is 
administered by the Department of Lands. The Guidelines are available on the Department of Lands’ 
website. Any property that is over 60 years old is referred to the Heritage Council under the 
State Government Heritage Property Disposal Process Policy. This provides a framework to ensure 
a suitable level of heritage protection is established prior to the disposal of a property. Such transactions 
typically involve the parties entering into a Heritage Agreement under the provisions of the Heritage of 
Western Australia Act 1990, which is a statutory agreement with the owner and any future owners to 
conserve and maintain the building to an appropriate standard. 

(b)  In relation to heritage buildings, the term “de-risking” is commonly used to describe pre-sales activities 
such as clarifying land planning issues, considering viable use and adaptive re-use opportunities, 
including compliance requirements with relevant building and other codes, and conservation and 
ongoing maintenance needs. This approach promotes the conditions to maximise the value of the asset 
by providing certainty of future use for potential buyers. 

(c)–(d)  Technical questions in relation to the sales process should be directed to the Minister for Lands. 

(e)–(f)  No 

PLANNING — GUILDFORD HOTEL 

3056. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Planning: 
Can the Minister advise whether he has ever met with the owners and/or developers of the Guildford Hotel, and 
if so, the date when you last had a meeting and who was present at that meeting? 

Mr J.H.D. Day replied: 
Yes, the Minister accompanied by his Chief of Staff and Policy Adviser, met with the owners/developers of the 
Guildford Hotel on Thursday 2 October 2014. 

Attendees are as follows — 

Hon John Day MLA Minister for Planning; Culture and the Arts 

Lorissa Kelly Chief of Staff, Minister for Planning; Culture and the Arts 

Rohan Miller Policy Adviser, Minister for Planning; Culture and the Arts 

David Saunders A/Assistant Director General, Strategic Corporate Support, Department of Planning 

Sarah Cosstick Planning Manager, Perth and Peel Planning, Department of Planning 

Hon Albert Jacob MLA Minister for Environment; Heritage 

Luke Donegan Policy Adviser, Minister for Environment; Heritage 
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Hon Alyssa Hayden MLC Member for East Metropolitan Region 
Luke Martino Executive Director and Co-owner of the Guildford Hotel 
Jeff Braddock Executive Director, BPG Australia Pty Ltd 
Tony Paduano Director, TPG WA 
Nerida Moredoundt Principal Heritage Architect, TPG WA 

HOUSING — HAINSWORTH PRIMARY SCHOOL SITE REDEVELOPMENT 

3058. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Housing: 
Given that the structure plan for the development at the Hainsworth Primary School site has been approved by 
the City of Wanneroo I ask: 
(a) what stages need to be undertaken, if any, before construction can commence; 
(b) when is it anticipated that construction will commence; 
(c) when is it anticipated that construction will finish; 
(d) will there be blocks alone for purchase, and if how many; 
(e) if no to , how many house and land packages are earmarked for sale; and 
(f) is it anticipated that the department will retain any houses or units for rental and if so how many? 
Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
(a)–(f) The Department of Housing advises that planning approval must be obtained before development can 

commence. Following support by the City of Wanneroo, the proposed structure plan for the 
Hainsworth Primary School site has now progressed to the Western Australian Planning Commission 
for consideration.  
The Commission is not bound by a statutory timeframe to endorse the structure plan. 
The overall vision for the Hainsworth Primary School site is to deliver a medium-density development 
consisting of smaller houses, semi-detached units and apartments.  
The Department will be in a position to provide a more definitive assessment regarding development 
timeframes and purchaser options once planning approval has been achieved and a procurement 
strategy determined. 

PUBLIC SECTOR COMMISSION — WORKPLACE BULLYING 

3062. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Premier: 
(1) Can you advise for the 2012–2013 and 2013–2014 years the number of complaints of workplace 

bullying that were handled by the Public Sector Commission? 
(2) For each of those years how many were substantiated? 
(3) For those substantiated what actions were undertaken? 
Mr C.J. Barnett replied: 
I thank the Hon. Member for some notice of this question. 
(1)–(3)  Complaints of workplace bullying are dealt with at an agency level by the employing authority.  

While the Commission may receive information that references workplace bullying behaviour, the 
Commission assesses these matters in the context of whether an agency’s process, as it relates to the 
Commissioner’s role, has complied with the relevant standard, principle or code. The Commission does 
not substantiate whether the conduct has occurred. Where no process has been undertaken, the matter is 
referred to the agency for action.  
The Commission’s State of the Sector Report presents sector wide statistics on discipline processes, 
including those related to workplace bullying. In 2012–13, 40 discipline processes involved workplace 
bullying, of these 16 were substantiated (pp 25–28). The 2014 State of the Sector Report will be tabled 
in Parliament before the end of the year. 

ENVIRONMENT — REGIONAL COUNCILS — CORELLA CONTROL 
3107. Mr D.A. Templeman to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to Question on Notice No. 2760, and noting that my question specifically asked about regional councils, 
I ask again: 
(a) what specific resources, including full time equivalent allocation has the Department allocated towards 

addressing the corella problems reported by many regional councils and communities; and 
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(b) is the Department developing a State wide co-ordinated approach to the corella, and if so, what is the 
status of this approach? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a)  No specific resources have been allocated by the Department of Parks and Wildlife to address corella 

problems reported by regional councils and communities. The Department is developing a wildlife 
management program for the specially protected Muir’s corella, found in the Tone Bridge, 
Rocky Gully, Frankland River and Lake Muir area, to provide guidance to the local community to 
mitigate the species’ impacts while ensuring its conservation. 

(b)  No. There are a number of native species of corella in Western Australia that have differing 
conservation and management needs. The only proposed corella management strategies are the 
Perth metropolitan area strategy that is not being implemented due to lack of financial support from 
local governments, and the proposed Muir’s corella wildlife management program referred to in 
(a) above 

HERITAGE COUNCIL — ELIZABETH QUAY 

3122. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Heritage: 
Can the Minister please advise whether the Heritage Council has negotiated and/or executed any heritage 
agreements with any of the site owners at Elizabeth Quay? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
Negotiations have been completed for a heritage agreement between the State Heritage Office and the land 
owner in respect of Lot 7 of Elizabeth Quay. Execution of the agreement by the land owner and the 
Heritage Council is expected to occur shortly. No other land in Elizabeth Quay has been sold out of state 
ownership at this time. 

DIRK HARTOG LANDING — 400-YEAR ANNIVERSARY 
3171. Mr M. McGowan to the Premier: 
I refer to the upcoming 400-year anniversary of Dirk Hartog’s landing at Shark Bay, and ask: 
(a) has an anniversary plan been prepared and if so: 

(i) who prepared the plan; and 
(ii) will the Minister table the plan, and if not, why not; 

(b) if no to (a) why not, and will a plan be prepared and if so by when; 
(c) what is the budget for the anniversary events; 
(d) what anniversary events will take place; and 
(e) has the restoration of the Lighthouse Keeper’s Quarters at Cape Inscription been completed and if not 

when will it be completed? 
Mr C.J. Barnett replied: 
The Department of the Premier and Cabinet advises 
(a)  Yes 
 (i)  The Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
 (ii)  The 400–year commemoration of Dirk Hartog’s landing at Cape Inscription was launched at 

the time of the Royal Concertgebouw Orchestra’s visit to Perth, supported by $250,000 of 
State Government funding. The Orchestra’s Perth performance on 21 and 22 November 2013 
was the first WA Government-funded event to commemorate the 400-year anniversary of 
Dirk Hartog’s landing. A concise interpretive exhibition named ‘Accidental Encounters’ was 
prepared by the WA Museum and was displayed at the performance. This interpretive 
exhibition will be used during the forthcoming anniversary. 
The remainder of the plans surrounding the commemorations in 2016 will be released closer to 
the event. 

(b)  Not applicable 
(c)  Funding is currently being secured for the events and activities surrounding the 400 year anniversary. 
(d)  See answer to (ii). 
(e)  The restoration was completed in July 2012. 

__________ 
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