
 

 

Legislative Council 

Wednesday, 3 May 2006 

                 

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

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

CITY OF BUNBURY PARKING AND PARKING FACILITIES LOCAL LAW - DISALLOWANCE 
Notice of Motion 

Hon Ray Halligan gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move - 

That the City of Bunbury Parking and Parking Facilities Local Law published in the Gazette on 
25 November 2005 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 1 December 2005, under the Local 
Government Act 1995, be and is hereby disallowed. 

CITY OF BUNBURY LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC PROPERTY AMENDMENT LOCAL 
LAW - DISALLOWANCE 

Notice of Motion 

Hon Ray Halligan gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move - 
That the City of Bunbury Local Government and Public Property Amendment Local Law published in 
the Gazette on 25 November 2005 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 1 December 2005, under the 
Local Government Act 1995, be and is hereby disallowed. 

CURTIN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY REPEAL AND ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW 
STATUTE - STATUTE NO. 21 ACADEMIC BOARD - DISALLOWANCE 

Notice of Motion 

Hon Ray Halligan gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move - 
That the Curtin University of Technology Repeal and Establishment of a New Statute - Statue No. 21 
Academic Board published in the Gazette on 29 November 2005 and tabled in the Legislative Council 
on 1 December 2005, under the Curtin University of Technology Act 1966, be and is hereby 
disallowed. 

WESTERN AUSTRALIA’S REGIONAL FREEDOM FROM PESTS AND DISEASES - 
RECOGNITION BY COMMONWEALTH GOVERNMENT 

Motion, as Amended 

Resumed from 12 April on the following motion, as amended, moved by Hon Adele Farina (Parliamentary 
Secretary) - 

That this house requests the Australian government to recognise and formally acknowledge the 
prerogatives of Western Australia to determine regional freedom from pests and diseases on a scientific 
basis. 

HON NIGEL HALLETT (South West) [2.05 pm]:  When I last spoke on this motion I spoke about how 
Mr Delane from the Department of Agriculture and Food had advised the committee that this had been a very 
contentious area.  I also mentioned that the Department of Agriculture and Food had had a great deal of input 
into the import risk assessment conducted by the commonwealth agency, Biosecurity Australia, and that the 
department often argues the case for the western region’s difference in pest status and risk. 

The standing committee that considered the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Bill noted 
that Western Australia’s right to a regional perspective free from select committee intervention in quarantine 
matters is not formally recognised in the memorandum of understanding.  However, it also notes that there has 
been correspondence between the state and commonwealth ministers with a view to a partnership statement 
addressing regional freedoms and differences.  To date no statement has been agreed to and it seems that the 
motion is seeking to address this issue. 

This motion is about the finalisation of a partnership statement that offers a mechanism through which WA’s 
capacity to exercise effective quarantine safeguards can be protected.  The Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition 
(Western Australia) Bill was introduced into the state Parliament to adopt the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition 
Act 1997 of the commonwealth Parliament.  The Trans-Tasman Recognition Agreement provides for the 
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recognition within each state and territory of the commonwealth of regulatory standards adopted in New Zealand 
in relation to goods and occupations, so that, for example, the qualifications of a plumber in New Zealand would 
be recognised in Australia.  The bill has not been passed by Parliament, as it dropped off the notice paper before 
the last election and has not been put back on, and the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition Act does not deal with 
the states’ and territories’ ability to implement their own quarantine measures in line with what they see as 
necessary to keep their areas pest and disease free.   

I support the motion. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.07 pm]:  I feel obliged to make a small contribution to this debate, 
largely because the Minister for Agriculture and Food boasted in his speech that he would be able to bring me up 
to speed on the contents of the motion in five minutes, but when he was about 35 minutes into his contribution to 
the debate, he conceded he might need a little longer! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT:  I thought that were I to fail to get to my feet, his pedagogic skills might be left in some 
doubt. 

The extent that I have been able to get across this issue, which of course is of crucial import to many of the 
electors in the South West Region, is due largely to Hon Kim Chance and the time he spent taking me through 
the argument.  I must also thank the other contributors to this debate from both sides of the house, most 
especially Hon Adele Farina, who possesses an absolutely enviable skill in undertaking a forensic analysis of 
some of these issues.  I really have learnt an enormous amount from watching her in the house and reading her 
contributions.   

I will preface my remarks by giving my understanding of what is happening.  Hon Paul Llewellyn said that this 
kind of quarantine arrangement in Western Australia is potentially an inevitable by-product of free trade and the 
global economy.  That may be so.  I guess it was in recognition of expanding markets that led Australia last 
century to sign up to the World Trade Organisation measures.  The agreement of interest in this debate is the one 
on the application of sanitary and phytosanitary measures, which is referred to as the SPS agreement.  I have had 
a careful look at that agreement and I concur with the leader and my teacher on this subject that the SPS 
agreement is a thorough document about which we do not need to have too many concerns.  However, the 
concern that becomes very real for members on both sides of the house - I am impressed with the number of 
times that we band together on these issues with our constituents’ interests foremost in our minds - is the 
memorandum of understanding to which the state government is a party with the federal government.  It was the 
lack of clarity about the issue of regional freedom that I understand caused our minister to go back to his federal 
counterpart and seek additional measures to be implemented to clarify the terms of the MOU, which were a little 
hazy.  I understand that the side letter is now attached to the MOU, which is attached to the SPS agreement, 
which goes with the WTO agreement.  I know all the acronyms now! 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I do not understand what you are saying. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT:  I will give the member a code breaker later! 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I need code. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT:  Unfortunately, when lack of clarity exists about measures such as the SPS agreement, 
it is not very much consolation to us in this state Parliament to be told that the federal government will have the 
interests of Western Australia at heart. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It would be a first. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT:  As my colleague Hon Ken Travers said, it would indeed be a first, particularly in these 
times.  I will refer to only one issue, although I could talk about industrial relations or employment conditions for 
teachers in TAFE.  However, I am very keen to keep my comments directly relevant to the motion.  The issue 
that is most relevant to this motion is the federal government’s total failure to act on the issue of illegal fishing.  I 
am raising this partly to pay tribute to the outstanding job that our Minister for Fisheries, Hon Jon Ford, has done 
to bring these issues to the attention of the public to the extent that even the local newspaper is running informed 
articles on the issue, which is in the interests of our constituents in Western Australia.  Members will understand 
the particular relevance of this example.  One of the big problems with the extent of illegal fishing, of which we 
have become aware largely through the efforts of our state minister, is that our shores are far from secure when it 
comes to matters of quarantine.  The ramifications of illegal fishing not only affect the wellbeing of our fish 
stocks and our marine environment but also cause our fruit growers to have sleepless nights in light of the 
potential for pests and infections to permeate our shores.  Today’s The West Australian gives these issues some 
coverage.  As at Thursday 6 April, just under a month ago, 23 boats had been stopped within only two weeks, 
and a total of 189 illegal foreign fishermen and eight children - that is particularly disgraceful - had been 
apprehended at the top of our northern shores.  As the minister has pointed out eloquently many times, these 
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issues go far beyond the quarantine issue.  The cruelty associated with taking shark fins is unbelievably awful.  
As I say, this issue is particularly relevant to this motion.   

I raise this issue because if the commonwealth’s intentions lack clarity concerning any matter surrounding the 
protection of this state’s borders from any sort of permeation by diseases, infections, funguses etc, I for one am 
not willing to say that the commonwealth will probably get it right.  The commonwealth is getting things gravely 
wrong on a number of different fronts.  If we are not prepared to trust the feds, where do we go for some sort of 
resolution of these issues that are keeping our fruit growers - certainly the ones in my electorate - awake at 
night?  The fruit growers have enough to worry about.   

In preparing for this debate I found a rather light-hearted article by the Apple and Pear Association that had 
come to my attention a couple of months ago.  The article was in the Donnybrook-Bridgetown Mail and is 
headed “Growers’ Goss”, and it refers to a study that found that eating fruit was unhealthy.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Fermenting it can be interesting.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT:  That is true; fermenting it can make it more interesting.  I think the article refers to 
unfermented fresh fruit.  The problem with the report is that Food Standards Australia New Zealand, which 
drafted the rules, had grouped the sugar content from fruit and had not distinguished between “good and bad 
sugars” - the shorthand way of explaining it.  As a result, the poor fruit growers were faced with a draft report 
that indicated that eating fruit was unhealthy.  They had to go in to bat to get that recommendation changed.  I 
am pleased to say that apparently it was changed.  As I said, that was a fairly light-hearted observation.  There 
are, of course, much more serious issues facing fruit growers all over the state, not only in the south west, which 
may have been the point my colleague across the chamber referred to a moment ago.  Many members will have 
seen the report a couple of weeks ago about pear growers having to dump enormous quantities of pear 
concentrate because the market has been effectively skewed by imports.  This is all heartbreaking news.  On top 
of that, the new draft import risk analysis released at the end of last year by Biosecurity Australia on the 
importation of New Zealand apples has everybody extremely concerned.  As we know, New Zealand has been 
trying for 15 years or so to get import restrictions lifted.  I dare say it will continue to do that for another few 
years yet.  This particular example gives a clear indication of the problem.  The concern is that the importation of 
New Zealand apples could expose all Australian crops to diseases that do not occur here.  An article that 
appeared in the January edition of the Countryman states - 

Of particular concern to WA growers is the potentially devastating disease, fire blight. 
The conditions proposed by BA in its IRA include mandatory pre-clearance arrangements before fruit is 
exported. 
It also requires that Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service officers be involved in all risk 
management procedures in New Zealand and AQIS auditing of NZ systems and processes to certify 
exports. 

Some concern remains despite those safeguards being put in place.  I refer now to a much more recent article 
from Farm Weekly, published on 27 April.  It states - 

The industry is concerned the apples may bring disease such as fire blight, European canker, apple leaf 
curling midge and apple scab to Australia. 

The reading I have done and the briefings I have had suggest that the measures contained in the SPS agreement 
could be called upon to protect the Western Australian fruit industry even if Australia does agree to import New 
Zealand apples.  Hon Barry House, my colleague on the other side of the house, drew members’ attention to 
article 6 of the SPS agreement.  From my reading and from my colleague’s reading, it appears to suggest that 
there is an option for a degree of regionalisation of risk management.  The clause to which I refer is called 
“Adaptation to Regional Conditions, Including Pest - or Disease - Free Areas and Areas of Low Pest or Disease 
Prevalence” and states - 

Members shall ensure that their sanitary or phytosanitary measures are adapted to the sanitary or 
phytosanitary characteristics of the area - whether all of a country, - 

This is the key -  
part of a country, or all or parts of several countries - from which the product originated and to which 
the product is destined.  In assessing the sanitary or phytosanitary characteristics of a region, Members 
shall take into account, inter alia, the level of prevalence of specific diseases or pests, the existence of 
eradication or control programmes, and appropriate criteria or guidelines which may be developed by 
the relevant international organizations. 

Part of the problem is that a one-size-fits-all approach will not protect all the interests of the West Australian 
industry.  The reality is that the SPS agreement does not propose a one-size-fits-all approach.  We have two 
choices under the SPS agreement.  The first is to declare that an area needs no risk assessment; that is, to impose 
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international standards that effectively impose no risk assessment.  The second choice is to look at appropriate 
local conditions.  In that case, the standard must be based on a scientific risk analysis.  Western Australia and 
Tasmania are free of many of the diseases to which I have referred.  Citrus canker is currently confined to 
Queensland and, I understand, is likely to be eradicated in the foreseeable future.  When we want to put in place 
appropriate local conditions, we must defer to the scientific risk analysis.  Some people are nervous because 
Biosecurity Australia has a double brief.  It must consider the scientific risk analysis and make appropriate 
recommendations based on its reading of that analysis.  However, it is charged also with ensuring that countries 
and regions are not using quarantine issues as a non-tariff barrier.  This is what is fundamentally leading to 
people’s nervousness about the fuzzy nature of the national implementation of the SPS agreement.  It would be 
very good to have that fuzziness removed, which is why Hon Adele Farina moved this motion and why Hon Kim 
Chance spoke so eloquently to it.  We want that fuzziness removed. 

I will conclude by drawing members’ attention to a matter that occurred the last time this motion was debated.  I 
refer to Hon Paul Llewellyn’s amendment, which was passed by this house, to delete the references in the 
motion to the World Trade Organisation.  I understand where Hon Paul Llewellyn’s uneasiness comes from.  
However, I do have a concern.  My understanding of the situation is that although the WTO and the SPS 
agreement are in place as the basis upon which our laws and regulations are grounded, and although the Western 
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service provides an excellent service, we are likely to be faced with an 
immediate problem such as that proposed in the draft IRA regarding New Zealand apples.  If that safety net were 
removed, we would have a very serious problem.  I said earlier that I respect, and to some extent defer to, 
Hon Paul Llewellyn’s views on many of these issues, but there is food for thought on this matter.  Perhaps we 
will examine it again when we consider the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Bill.  There 
is food for thought about how we might best shore up our options in the absence of a commitment by the 
commonwealth government to satisfy our concerns on this issue.  I suggest that might be done by keeping in 
place all references to the SPS agreement and the WTO.   

I thank the house for its time.  I hope I have been able to contribute to this debate and I look forward to 
addressing similar issues later in the year when the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Bill 
is debated. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.28 pm]:  The issues raised by Hon Adele Farina are very 
important to Western Australia.  That is one of the reasons that the Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Western 
Australia) Bill has not progressed through the Parliament.  I have objected to some of the issues relating to it and 
I have been in contact with the federal minister regarding some of those issues.  I have not been satisfied with the 
rules and regulations that have been put in place for fire blight, for example.  I will not go through some of the 
acronyms that have been referred to; I will put it in plain language.  The basis of the Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Agreement relies heavily on science.  From my observations and discussions with people in the Department of 
Agriculture and Food as late as today, I believe that the producers and consumers of Western Australia will be 
satisfied only when it is transparent that our products are protected from diseases and pests entering this state.  
That is the paramount issue.  We can say all sorts of things and put in place all sorts of rules, and I think that is 
what the federal government has been doing to some extent, because it is saying that if science says it is okay, 
that is fine.  However, I want the evidence that shows that we can be satisfied with the stringencies that have 
been put in place to protect our interests in Western Australia.  This state is very fortunate in that it has a clean, 
green image.  I have recently travelled, and I will be travelling again next week, just so that everyone knows.  I 
am sure the issue that will be raised about the fishing industry will be our clean, green image.  That has also been 
recognised by the lobster fishery with regard to the certification of the industry and how good it is that it has a 
clean, green image.  

Hon Jon Ford:  The MSC. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes, the marine stewardship certification.  The minister has picked that up already 
as well.  That goes right across the board. 

On our property we have put in place a quality assurance arrangement, and our grain production is inspected 
every year; it goes right through our production chain.  Just the other day we got a bonus for having put in place 
quality assurance on our property, and that was good to see.   

I understand that when it is suggested that certain products should come into this state, a risk assessment is 
provided to the people who will be making the decisions about those products.  That risk assessment must pass a 
scientific test based on objectivity and transparency.  That is absolutely essential.  Biosecurity Australia is the 
main mechanism that is used in this area.  The previous speaker outlined some concerns about the World Trade 
Organisation and tariffs.  Those things concern me also, because it is all very well to have open borders, but we 
must ensure that does not put us at risk from pests and diseases.  It is essential that we maintain our position on 
this matter and do not back down, and I am pretty sure the minister is of that view as well -  

Hon Kim Chance:  Absolutely. 
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I support the sentiment of the motion.  It is very interesting that Hon Adele Farina 
has raised this matter.  I am sure other members from the south west are also very interested in this matter, 
because our fruit industry will be one of the first industries that will be affected if diseases do manage to get into 
this state. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Our table grape industry is very much in the same position. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am sure the wine producers in the south west are too.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I am talking about the Swan Valley table grape growers.  This is very much an issue there. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  And also in Carnarvon.  These issues are paramount.  Farmers need to maximise 
their returns from their properties.  Many of the citrus trees have already been removed, for various reasons.  We 
do not want pests and diseases to have an impact on production and producers, whether of apples or anything 
else.  I am very cognisant of the risks to which farmers may be exposed.  Things like caltrop and double-gees, 
which came in years ago, are placing enormous pressure on production.  Those are the sorts of things we need to 
keep out of this state, along with many other diseases. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [2.33 pm]:  I am sure all members recognise that the 
sentiments expressed in the motion are extremely important, because the motion has achieved a broad degree of 
support.  Therefore, there is no need for me to tease out the debate from the point of view of creating any 
controversy.  However, I want to make a brief contribution to this debate, based on my previous exposure to 
international trade and quarantine measures.  Before I came into this place I had 16 years with the Australian 
Customs Service and its predecessor, the Australian Bureau of Customs.  I am sure members will recall vividly 
that as part of my maiden speech I referred to the importance of quarantine measures to protect Australia’s 
agricultural industries in particular from the incursion of diseases from which Australia is currently isolated.  At 
that time I pledged my long-term interest in this matter.  I assure members that my interest in this matter has not 
waned, because anyone who has had to deal with the front-line situation develops a particular affinity with the 
subject and a real understanding of what it is like to try to implement measures that well-meaning Parliaments 
may want to introduce.  Hon Ken Travers has some experience in these matters as well, so he would know 
exactly what I am talking about.  It is very easy to descend into the realm of rhetoric when we are looking at 
what is quaintly referred to as sanitary and phytosanitary measures and to not understand the reality of what we 
are talking about and the concerns that exist in the community.  Hon Murray Criddle managed to avoid that just 
now in his contribution, because he displayed a hands-on, real-world understanding of what we are talking about 
when he spoke about the problems on the farm with double-gees and a range of introduced species that our 
quarantine services are partly involved in protecting us from.   

During my time in the Australian Customs Service I experienced a few things that many people may not get a 
chance to experience.  I was looking at the incursions onto our north coast by foreign fishing vessels long before 
it became fashionable and newsworthy to do that.  One of the concerns that we could see at the customs-officer 
level was that monkeys might be taken as pets onto fishing boats, or onto boats that were carrying out low-level 
illegal immigrant operations, and if those monkeys were to carry some disease in their bloodstream and bite 
another animal, they could pass on rabies or some other form of exotic disease that could find its way into the 
pastoral stock of this state or even - heaven forbid - the food chain.  Therefore, a minor thing such as carrying a 
monkey on an Indonesian fishing boat as a pet could have colossal ramifications for Western Australia’s 
interests if that monkey were to contaminate a wild or even a domesticated animal onshore.  It was routine in my 
former occupation to come across people who were deliberately trying to introduce into the community goods 
that are subject to quarantine.  People are doing that now every day of the week.  In fact, every hour of every day 
there is a dill somewhere who thinks it is all right to bring in a sample of meat that he wants to consume.  He 
might even understand he is not meant to do it; he might understand, further, the consequences that might accrue 
from imported meat or meat products somehow entering the food chain in Western Australia and causing 
problems if they are contaminated or diseased.  However, that does not stop such people from trying to bring in 
their own tin of meat or some other product containing eggs, milk or honey; an artefact with feathers, rawhide or 
egg albumen attached to it; or straw products or wooden artefacts.  Quite often it will be really cheap, nasty, 
touristy things - the local equivalent of the proverbial little plastic bull that is sometimes seen on British comedy 
shows - being brought back from Spain.  In that example, it is a clichéd little joke about the tacky things that 
tourists bring back from holidays, that asks why they bother.  We have tacky things that tourists bring back from 
holidays on local sun-drenched islands, but the trouble begins when they come, say, from Bali or perhaps from 
Thailand.  I do not have anything against those sectors, but untreated products, such as straw goods and wooden 
carvings with perhaps some other attachments, all present the possibility of some form of quarantine risk being 
visited upon Western Australia, whether it be borer beetles, weevils or whatever it may be.   

This particularly applies to fresh fruit.  Something as apparently innocuous as an apple can pose a real threat in 
Western Australia.  This is not perceived as a remote threat; it has actually happened.  We have the damage bill 
and the heartbreak in people’s memories to show for it.  I remind members of the outbreak of codling moth in 
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this state’s apple industry not so many years ago.  I forget the year; the Minister for Agriculture and Food may 
know.  Was it the early 1990s? 
Hon Kim Chance:  Ernie Bridge was the minister then, but I think it may have been 1990-91.  There has been 
another one since then. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes; the exact date escapes me, but I recall that around 1992 I became the office 
manager at Perth International Airport.  I was not working shifts at that stage, I was in charge of the office.  I 
was handling complaints from members of Parliament with disgruntled constituents, and parliamentary questions 
from Canberra that had to be answered five minutes ago.  All this sort of nonsense took place when there were 
over 108 officers working on various day or night shifts or having days off, and reports were needed from all of 
them before these other matters could be dealt with.  Nevertheless, these are the jobs that 101 other office 
managers deal with every day.  
However, the thing that annoyed me was the matter of the codling moth.  I think the minister is right in his 
recollection; it was about 1991-92.  This was in the very near wake of the codling moth outbreak to which I 
refer.  I quite often had to deal with what happened overnight when all the planes arrived.  Draft prosecution 
briefs were plonked on my desk for my recommendation.  Sometimes matters proceeded to prosecution; at other 
times another recommendation was made.  These were quite often about potentially serious matters, but which 
might be seen by some as trivial or minor.  Everyone knows that if drugs or guns are being carried in the false 
bottom of a suitcase, they are very serious matters that require further investigation.  However, some times 
people think it is all right to try to bring in an apple or some vine cuttings from the old country, wrapped around 
their waist under their shirt, because they know they are not meant to have them, and that they will be in trouble 
if they are caught.  Their attitude is that it is “just this once” and “it’ll be all right”.  It is not all right.  I am sure 
that the vine growers of our state would agree that it is not all right, in the same way that the orchardists of our 
state would not like apples to be imported that might be contaminated.  A decision has to be made about what to 
do with someone who has been detected attempting to import an undeclared apple.  In such cases people have 
breached the Customs Act because they have failed to declare food; they have breached the Quarantine Act 
because without permission to import it, the item becomes a prohibited item.  What is to be done?  What 
particular book is there to throw at them, and what size book is appropriate, having regard to the culpability of 
the individual?  Sometimes it is very difficult to decide how far to go with something like that, because it 
involves people of all ages and there might be, perhaps, language problems.  The fact remains that officers are 
working jolly hard at all hours of the day and night, sometimes in airports, on the coast, on ships, on the 
wharves, at the central mail exchange, in a number of locations around this state, and in the case of the 
Australian Customs Service, all over the nation.  These officers are working their butts off to intercept such - 
what some might call trivial - items as pieces of fresh fruit.  All those officers know that it is not trivial; it is 
blooming serious, but some people do not realise how serious it is. 
It is an interesting subject, and clearly something that interests me.  I could stand here and tell war stories till the 
cows come home.  However, its relevance to the motion before us is that it reflects the street level importance of 
the subject we are talking about, but not the entirety of it; there is a heck of a lot more to this.  We just had a 
farmer stand up.  The minister is a farmer.  Farmers have other understandings.  Orchardists and a whole range 
of people rely, literally, on the health of our primary industries, animals, plants and the biosphere we inhabit.   
We also live in a time of rapid globalisation.  That word has not been heard much this year; perhaps it has gone 
out of fashion.  However, the globalisation of the world is proceeding at a very fast rate and is becoming all-
pervading.  When it comes to matters of international trade, the continent of Australia is suddenly not as far 
away or as hard to get to as it has been in the past.  We are confronted ever more frequently with the challenges 
surrounding the legal or illegal importation of items under quarantine.  This motion particularly contemplates 
legal imports rather than the illegal imports that I have been talking about; the wholesale importation of goods 
not specified in the motion, but implicit in the motion - goods that could be vectors for pests and diseases.  Just 
to mention two examples, it could include one apple with a coddling moth larva in it or it could include, as 
Hon Murray Criddle indicated, a commercial consignment of New Zealand apples contaminated by fire blight.  
The stakes are pretty high.  Successive governments have wrestled with trans-Tasman agreements and so on 
without resolving this matter.  This house is yet to have an opportunity to determine its final stance on this whole 
matter.   
I refer to a couple of articles from the World Trade Organisation Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary Measures, which has been referred to by previous speakers.  The opening paragraph reads -  

Members, 
Reaffirming that no Member - 

Meaning member state -  
should be prevented from adopting or enforcing measures necessary to protect human, animal or plant 
life or health, subject to the requirement that these measures are not applied in a manner which would 
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constitute a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination between Members where the same 
conditions prevail or a disguised restriction on international trade; 

That is the key rub.  The WTO agreement is often seen as a licence to engage in wholesale commercialisation 
and free exchange of otherwise quarantinable articles without having regard for the quarantine function; that is, 
to promote that sort of trade for the dollar without regard for the quarantine aspect.  I was reading on the WTO 
web site a 1998 version of some explanatory notes to the agreement.  Members might want to look at it; I cannot 
describe it better than that.  It is a discussion about just that matter.  It considers the question: how does one 
ensure that one’s country’s consumers are being supplied with food that is safe to eat by the standards considered 
appropriate?  I might extend that question to ask: how do we make sure that produce being brought into our state 
will not adversely affect our agricultural operations, but at the same time ensure that strict health and safety 
regulations are not being used as an excuse for protecting domestic producers?  That is the rub.  That is why we 
need world trade agreements.  At the same time, it is the natural antagonist of our very strong quarantine stance; 
a quarantine stance which I first raised in this place in May 1997 and which I have raised again this afternoon as 
a personal standard.  Discussion of these questions occurs within this article.  Members might like to have a look 
at it.  It is quite large.  In particular, I noted these comments about the agreement -  

It allows countries to set their own standards.  But it also says regulations must be based on science.  
They should be applied only to the extent necessary to protect human, animal or plant life or health.  
And they should not arbitrarily or unjustifiably discriminate between countries where identical or 
similar conditions prevail. 

It goes on to state -  

All countries maintain measures to ensure that food is safe for consumers, and to prevent the spread of 
pests or diseases among animals and plants.  These sanitary and phytosanitary measures can take many 
forms, such as requiring products to come from a disease-free area, inspection of products, specific 
treatment or processing of products, setting of allowable maximum levels of pesticide residues or 
permitted use of only certain additives in food.  Sanitary (human and animal health) and phytosanitary 
(plant health) measures apply to domestically produced food or local animal and plant diseases, as well 
as to products coming from other countries. 

Indeed it does that, and we have all seen the Western Australian quarantine officers at our borders inspecting 
vehicles and luggage for fruit from the eastern states.   

It is the second part of my former occupation that brings me into this debate, because I have also seen the 
evolution of trade barriers put up by Australia since 1981 through to the present time.  I have seen tariff barriers 
come and go, separate article directions, antidumping measures and a variety of licensing mechanisms, excises, 
goods and services tax, sales tax, import duties and so on.  I have applied them and I have given instructions on 
how to apply them.  That was before we were all student centred and outcomes-based education centred; when 
we used to call it giving lectures to trainees.  I have also seen the mechanism of prohibiting the importation of 
goods from another place, specifically if they originate in another place.  Although they have gone now, I can 
recall prohibited import regulations that banned all goods from places like North Vietnam and certain other 
countries.  I do not think any of those are applied at the moment.  I believe the Yanks still do not allow the 
importation of cigars from Cuba.  However, there are plenty of examples of non-tariff barriers being used as a 
protected mechanism.  One thing that can be done is that the quarantine card can be employed to introduce a 
non-tariff barrier to the importation of goods as a mechanism for protection.  Sometimes it is very hard to 
ascertain when a quarantine proposal is a genuine phytosanitary consideration or when it is being used 
disingenuously as a means to protect local suppliers and producers.  I am not saying that there is anything 
necessarily wrong with protecting local growers and producers, but that is what this agreement contemplates 
when it says that phytosanitary measures should not be used as a means to introduce a disguised restriction on 
international trade. 

Probably a lot more could be said about this subject on other occasions.  Some of those have already passed, but 
I am sure we will see some more.  I am very interested in this matter.  I thank Hon Adele Farina for moving this 
motion, because it is an interesting subject for the sort of exercise that we have all just engaged in.  I hope I have 
contributed something of interest for the sake of members.  It does not get us to our final resolution of the 
matters that are contemplated, but I hope it helps members to understand that these things are not necessarily 
straightforward.  They are important, but they are not necessarily as people sometimes make them out to be.  
That brings me right back to where I started: now the members in this place have to behave as members of a 
Parliament and must consider these complex matters while at the same time taking on board the considerations 
of those people in the field who must make real use of the results of our deliberations reflected in legislation that 
is passed by this place.  I support the motion, as do other members on this side of the house. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.00 pm]:  I thank members for their 
contribution to this debate and for their support of the motion.  The matter is of great importance to Western 
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Australia.  It is great to see bipartisan support for the motion and this particular issue.  In summary, the 
Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures provides for and recognises regional 
differences.  However, it does not provide an exhaustive guideline for implementing regional differences or what 
even constitutes regional differences.  The recognition of this fact led the federal and state ministers to enter into 
the memorandum of understanding and also the exchange of letters that occurred subsequent to the MOU.   

We need to recognise and be grateful to the Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Kim Chance, for his 
diligence in ensuring that important issues that needed to be addressed to adequately deal with this issue in the 
main were addressed in that exchange of letters.  Regrettably, not all the issues that Hon Kim Chance raised were 
accepted by the federal minister.  In moving this motion, I felt it was important to put on the record for the 
federal government that the Western Australian government does take this issue very seriously.  If over time we 
find that the MOU and the exchange of letters are not comprehensive or inadequate enough in addressing 
regional differences at a level that ensures protection for Western Australian farmers and growers, the Western 
Australian government will be pursuing changes and further amendments to that MOU and through the exchange 
of letters to ensure that that protection is in place.  I thank members for their support of the motion and commend 
the motion to the house.   

Question put and passed. 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Sessional Orders Suspension - Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [3.01 pm]:  I move without notice -  

That so much of sessional orders be suspended so as to enable the taking of messages and the 
consideration of orders of the day forthwith until 4.15 pm. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.02 pm]:  The opposition is pleased to support this measure.  
It makes sense at this time, noting that the parliamentary secretary who has responsibility for the next few 
motions on notice is away on urgent business.  Also, I recall that the government was very cooperative a few 
Wednesday evenings ago in rearranging matters to allow Liberal Party members to attend an important 
engagement.  We are more than happy to acquiesce and, hopefully, will return that favour by agreeing to this 
motion to effectively return to government business.   

[Quorum formed.] 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (OFFICIAL CONDUCT) AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Jon Ford (Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development), read a first time. 

Second Reading 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[3.07 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Local Government (Official Conduct) Amendment Bill 2005 represents a new and welcome initiative for the 
local government sector.  To date, when a local government has encountered operational problems that have 
been caused by an individual elected member or a small group of elected members, the state government’s only 
recourse has been to use provisions in the Local Government Act 1995 that affect all council members.  This bill 
provides for a new complaints system whereby the conduct of individual council members can be reviewed 
specifically.  It means that if an individual elected member or a small group of elected members act 
inappropriately, their behaviour can be addressed specifically.  Further, any punishment deemed necessary will 
impinge only on the member or members identified as causing the problem. 
The bill establishes a statewide standards panel to deal with complaints about minor breaches.  These are to be 
contraventions of a new code, or rules, of conduct.  If the standards panel determines that there has been a 
contravention of the new code, it can impose penalties, including public censure, public apology or an order to 
undertake training.  The bill also enables allegations of serious breaches - that is, a contravention of an act or 
regulations - to be referred to the Director General of the Department of Local Government and Regional 
Development.  The director general will then determine whether to refer the matter to the State Administrative 
Tribunal, refer the matter to another enforcement agency or to take direct prosecution action.  The SAT will be 
able to impose the same penalties as a standards panel on individual elected members.  However, in addition, it 
will be able to suspend a council member for a period of not more than six months or disqualify a council 
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member for a period of not more than five years.  The bill also enables the SAT to deal with elected members 
who repeatedly breach the rules of conduct. 
The original principles for the draft legislation were developed through a reference group chaired by the 
Department of Local Government and Regional Development, with representatives from the Western Australian 
Local Government Association, Local Government Managers Australia, the state Ombudsman’s office, the then 
Anti-Corruption Commission and the Law Society of WA. 
There has been close consultation with local government through the development of this legislation and, in 
particular, with the Western Australian Local Government Association.  Consequently, the key principles in this 
bill have the general support of the local government sector.  I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

MEDICAL AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly, and on motion by Hon Jon Ford (Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development), read a first time. 

Second Reading 
HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[3.10 pm]:  I move -  

That the bill be now read a second time. 
A comprehensive review of the Medical Act 1894 was completed in 2001 by a working party chaired by 
Professor Bryant Stokes and drawing its membership from the Department of Health, the Health Consumers’ 
Council, the Medical Board and the medical profession.  Final recommendation 6 relates to the membership of 
the Medical Board and recommends that the composition be amended to provide that one member is to be a 
nominee of the chief executive officer, the Director General of Health. 

Currently, section 4(1a) of the act provides for the constitution and proceedings of the board and provides that if 
the CEO is a medical practitioner, he or she must sit on the Medical Board.  If the CEO is not a medical 
practitioner, he or she is able to nominate a medical practitioner to sit on the board.  However, there is no 
flexibility provided if the CEO is a medical practitioner. 

The practice of a departmental nominee sitting on the board for many years was ratified by the Medical 
Amendment Act 1985, which provided for the automatic membership of the Department of Health’s CEO.  The 
duties and responsibilities of the CEO of the Department of Health are extensive, particularly with the 
implementation of the health reform, and as such it is not always possible for him or her to be available when the 
board meets.  It is considered appropriate therefore that the CEO be able to nominate a medical practitioner to sit 
on the board.   

In accordance with recommendation 6 of the review, the Medical Amendment Bill 2005 amends section 4(1a)(a) 
of the act to allow the nominee of the chief executive officer who is a medical practitioner employed within the 
public service or a salaried officer of a public authority who is a medical practitioner to sit on the board.  This 
means that the bill will allow the chief executive officer to nominate a medical practitioner employed within the 
public service, such as from the Department of Health, or a salaried officer who is a medical practitioner and 
employed at a public hospital or health service to sit on the board.  This will give the CEO greater flexibility 
when nominating a medical practitioner to sit on the board, and further enhance the membership of the board by 
comprising members with a range of interests and qualities.  I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

CENSORSHIP AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Assembly’s Message 

Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had agreed to the amendments made by the 
Council. 

MACHINERY OF GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL 2005 
Committee 

Resumed from 2 May.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Ken Travers) in the chair; Hon Kim Chance 
(Leader of the House) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 217:  Part 1A inserted -  
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON:  Before progress was reported on the bill yesterday, I asked the Leader of the House 
why we need a Coordinator of Energy and whether this is a new public sector department that has been 
established.  I want an understanding about the size of the department and how many new staff it will have.  I 
would like to know what the Coordinator of Energy, the staff and the delegation of authority will mean for 
energy coordination in the state.  Does it currently exist or is it an entirely new function or a new department? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The position of Coordinator of Energy already exists, and it currently owes its existence 
to the Energy Coordination Act 1994. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 218 to 245 put and passed. 

Clause 246:  Part IV Division 2 replaced - 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Is the Conservation and Land Management Executive Body an existing body or does 
this clause relate to terminology changes?  Is a new body being established? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The answer is similar to that given to the last question.  It is an existing body under 
section 38 of the Department of Conservation and Land Management Act 1984.  The corporate name at present 
is the Executive Director of the Department of Conservation and Land Management.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 247 to 272 put and passed.   

Clause 273:  Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move -  

 Page 126, lines 23 and 24 - To delete “, the Minister administering the Land Administration Act 1997 
and” and insert instead - 

 or the 

The amendment will clarify the fact that it is no longer required for the minister administering the Land 
Administration Act 1997 to fulfil the role that exists in clause 273(4).  Therefore, the amended clause will read -  

The Registrar of Titles or the Registrar of Deeds and Transfers may make any entry in, or any 
endorsement or notation on . . .    

It removes the requirement and, indeed, the power of the minister to make those notations.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Clauses 274 to 314 put and passed.   

Clause 315:  Section 3 amended -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move -  

Page 143, lines 17 to 27 - To delete the lines. 

This will delete subclause (1)(c) from clause 315.  If my memory serves me correctly, it refers to the repealed 
Community Services Act 1972.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Clauses 316 to 331 put and passed.   

Clauses 332 to 337 -  

Hon HELEN MORTON:  The minister might like to tidy up this part of the bill.  I think the Tobacco Control 
Act 1990 has also been repealed and replaced by the Tobacco Products Control Act 2005, which was proclaimed 
on 2 May. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Helen Morton for bringing that to our attention.  I will seek to postpone 
consideration of this clause until after clause 519.  Rather than acting immediately on Hon Helen Morton’s 
advice, we will need to check that.  Although the Tobacco Products Control Bill has passed the Parliament and 
may even be enacted, the relevant clauses of the new act may not yet have been proclaimed, in which case we 
will still have to refer in this legislation to the repealed act until the proclamation is completed on that part of the 
new act.   
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Ken Travers):  I suggest that the Leader of the House seek to postpone 
clauses 332 to 337 because they all relate to the Tobacco Control Act 1990. 

Further consideration of the clauses postponed until after consideration of clause 519, on motion by 
Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
Clause 338 put and passed.   

Clauses 339 to 396 - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will seek to postpone these clauses partly, as I explained yesterday, because all those 
clauses may be relevant to the Country Housing Authority.  Members have had the opportunity of a briefing.  
We also have amendments on this matter that I have not had an opportunity to consider.  I would like all 
members to have more time to consider anything concerning the Country Housing Authority.  When we get to 
the end of consideration of clauses I might wish to postpone consideration of the bill in committee until we have 
thought through the issues raised in the briefing and in the amendments.  I will leave those options open. 

Further consideration of the clauses postponed until after consideration of clause 519, on motion by 
Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 

Clauses 397 to 402 put and passed. 

Clause 403:  Section 19 amended - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move -  

Page 173, line 25 - To delete “Community Services Act 1972” and insert instead - 

Children and Community Services Act 2004 

This amendment removes a reference to the Community Services Act 1972.  In this case the amendment will 
insert the name of the new act, which is the Children and Community Services Act 2004. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 404:  Section 35 amended - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I ask members to vote against this clause on the basis that it refers to a repealed act - to 
wit, the Community Services Act 1972. 

Clause put and negatived. 

Clause 405 put and passed. 

Clause 406:  Section 48 amended - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I again ask members to vote against this clause for the same reason as was given for 
clause 404. 

Clause put and negatived. 

Clauses 407 to 434 put and passed. 

Clause 435:  Section 30 amended - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move - 

Page 183, line 3 - To insert after “in” - 

or by 

This amendment clarifies the intent of the clause by inserting after the word “in” the words “or by”.  Therefore, 
the third line of page 183 of the bill will read “person employed in or by a public authority”.  That makes it 
clearer in a legal sense. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 436 to 439 put and passed. 

Clauses 440 and 441 - 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I again ask honourable members to vote against these two clauses, which constitute all of 
division 3, the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959.  I ask members to vote against these 
clauses because the Planning and Development Act 2005 contains provisions that came into operation just a few 
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days ago, on 9 April 2006.  Those provisions replace the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959 
and the Western Australian Planning Commission Act 1985. 
Clauses put and negatived. 
Clauses 442 to 445 put and passed. 
Clauses 446 to 448 - 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I ask honourable members to vote against these clauses for the same reason as I have just 
given for asking members to vote against clauses 440 and 441.  These clauses refer to the Western Australian 
Planning Commission Act 1985. 
Clauses put and negatived. 
Clauses 449 to 458 put and passed. 
Clause 459:  Schedule V amended - 
Hon HELEN MORTON:  There is a reference in clause 459 to the Country Housing Authority.  I believe that 
this clause will have to be postponed. 
Further consideration of the clause postponed until after consideration of clause 519, on motion by 
Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
Clause 460 put and passed. 
Clause 461 postponed until after consideration of clause 519, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of 
the House). 
Clauses 462 to 475 put and passed. 
Clause 476:  Schedule 1 amended - 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  This clause refers to the Country Housing Authority. 
Further consideration of the clause postponed until after consideration of clause 519, on motion by 
Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
Clauses 477 to 494 put and passed. 
Clauses 495 and 496 - 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I ask honourable members to vote against these clauses because they deal with the 
Community Services Act 1972, which is a repealed act. 
Clauses put and negatived. 
Clauses 497 to 519 put and passed. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), read a first time. 

Second Reading 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [3.40 pm]:  I move - 
That the bill be now read a second time. 

Most of the proposals contained in this bill originated from the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) 
Amendment Bill 2003, which progressed to the second reading stage in the Legislative Council but lapsed on 
23 January 2005.  This bill makes certain improvements to the 2003 bill.  I will now outline the issues with 
which this bill deals.   
Building approval certificates:  The existing provisions in the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 
1960 do not provide the power to local governments to issue approvals retrospectively for unauthorised work 
that has been commenced or completed without a building licence, or which is not built in compliance with, or is 
a departure from, approved plans and specifications.  Local governments have been issuing orders to demolish 
unauthorised works so that the building owner has an opportunity to apply for review to the State Administrative 
Tribunal.  This causes a considerable administrative burden to be placed on the Department of Justice, local 
governments and members of the public.  This bill will provide for the issue of a building approval certificate for 
unauthorised building work when an owner has lodged plans with the local government, paid all relevant fees 
and demonstrated to the local authority that the building work complies with all of the relevant standards.  
Providing an approval of this nature retrospectively will allow local governments to be satisfied that a building is 
safe, complies with all requirements, and is included in the building records.  As a separate process, owners or 
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builders who carry out unauthorised building work may still be prosecuted by local governments under the Local 
Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act and/or the Builders Registration Board of WA under the Builders’ 
Registration Act 1939.   

Delegation of authority:  These changes will also provide the opportunity to meet some of the state’s national 
competition policy obligations to introduce a national accreditation framework for building surveyors, and to 
provide greater flexibility and contestability in the provision of building certification services.  This bill achieves 
this by providing a head of power for regulations to prescribe the qualifications of people to whom a local 
government may delegate the power to issue building licences or building approval certificates. 

Regulations prescribing the qualifications needed to be appointed to the office of building surveyor, or to receive 
delegated power to issue building licences, will include the national framework, as well as the existing 
Municipal Building Surveyors Qualifications Committee certificates.  A transitional arrangement will be 
negotiated with local governments and the building surveying profession to ensure currently employed building 
surveyors are able to remain in their positions and continue to carry out their normal functions, while steadily 
improving the qualifications of building surveyors certifying compliance with the building codes up to the 
national level in accordance with mutual recognition principles.  After the expiry of an agreed transition period, 
this may necessitate a local authority using the services of a more qualified building surveyor to certify more 
complex buildings.  The transitional regulations will include grandfathering provisions under which persons will, 
upon application to the qualifications committee, be granted a certificate that reflects their actual experience and 
current work.  The regulations will also provide a clear right of appeal in relation to any refusal by the 
qualifications committee to grant a particular certificate of qualification under the new qualifications framework.   

These provisions will allow considerable flexibility for local governments faced with difficulties in engaging 
qualified people in the current boom conditions, and will allow building owners and local governments to 
streamline the approval process by allowing independent building surveyors to certify compliance with the 
building codes concurrently with the design process, and present a fully certified proposal to the local 
government for approval through the issue of a building licence or building approval certificate without further 
scrutiny. 

Advice prior to approvals:  The great majority of local governments are currently required to appoint a person to 
the office of building surveyor.  Local governments with more than 15 000 people must appoint a person with a 
certificate from the MBSQC, but local authorities with 15 000 or fewer people do not have to appoint a person 
with any qualifications at all.  Even though a local government may have appointed a building surveyor, the act 
currently allows a local government to issue a building licence without any involvement of the building surveyor 
at all.  There are clearly risks from unqualified people, or unqualified local councillors, issuing building licences 
or building approval certificates without proper advice.  In practice, local governments usually do involve their 
building surveyor, but this practice is currently unregulated, and the existing act does not provide an adequate 
head of power for regulations.  To address this, the bill provides that when a local government elects to issue a 
building licence or building approval certificate in its own right, it must obtain advice from a person with at least 
the same qualifications as a person to whom that particular local government may delegate authority.  This will 
ensure that qualified people properly scrutinise buildings.   

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND REHABILITATION (SCALE OF FEES) AMENDMENT 
REGULATIONS (NO. 2) 2005 - DISALLOWANCE 

Discharge of Order 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [3.48 pm]:  I move without notice-  

That order of the day 220, Workers’ Compensation and Rehabilitation (Scale of Fees) Amendment 
Regulations (No. 2) 2005 - Disallowance, be discharged from the notice paper. 

By way of explanation, I advise the house that the concerns of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation have been met. 

Question put and passed. 

OPTICAL DISPENSERS REPEAL BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 4 April. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [3.50 pm]:  The Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill 2005 has been 
introduced as part of the Western Australian government’s obligations under the competition principles 
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agreement, which are to review and reform all legislation that restrict competition, unless it can be demonstrated 
that the restrictions are in the public interest.  Most other health practitioner legislation has been looked at, and as 
part of this the Optometrists Act 2005 has been enacted.  At the time the Optometrists Bill was being debated, I 
made the point that it was a shame that the Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill 2005 had not been debated first, as I 
would have liked to see optical dispensers continue to be regulated, not by the current arrangements but under 
the Optometrists Act 2005.  I am not sure to whom I am referring this, but am I correct in saying that if this bill 
goes through, optical dispensers will be the only health practitioner group that will be deregistered in Western 
Australia as a result of the competition principles agreement?  I know I am addressing Hon Ken Travers, but I do 
not know who will respond to the second reading debate. 
Hon Ken Travers:  The Leader of the House will respond.  I will make sure I pass it on to him. 
Hon HELEN MORTON:  I thank the member very much.  I note that the state’s obligations under this 
agreement are to review and reform legislation.  People should not confuse that with repealing legislation.  
Optical dispensers are currently registered in New South Wales, South Australia and Western Australia.  In 
Western Australia they have been registered since 1966.  Both New South Wales and South Australia have 
reviewed their legislation in accordance with the competition principles agreement, and both decided to retain 
their regulation, which is managed in conjunction with their Optometrists Acts.  In Queensland the Optometrists 
Act 1974 does not specifically regulate optical dispensers, but the effect of the legislation is that optical 
dispensers can operate only under the direct supervision of an optometrist.  In Victoria, Tasmania, the Northern 
Territory and the Australian Capital Territory there are prohibitions on the supply of spectacles except in 
accordance with the prescription of an optometrist or medical practitioner.  In Western Australia, if this bill is 
passed, we will have none of this.  Optical dispensers will have no regulation.  There will be no requirement for 
an optical dispenser to be trained and to have knowledge, skills or experience.  They will not need to operate 
with any form of supervision.  There will be no prohibition on them supplying spectacles for any person who 
comes in off the street and wants to buy a pair of readymade glasses off the wall.  That is how it will be, unless 
this house believes that some form of ongoing registration of optical dispensers is in the public interest, and I 
believe it is. 

In 1992 a working party was put together under the auspices of the Australian Health Ministers’ Advisory 
Council.  The working party on mutual recognition of health occupations looked at the registration of optical 
dispensers.  We should be very clear that this happened within a prevailing policy climate of mutual recognition 
and reducing obstacles to competition.  This working party was not inclined to strengthen registration but to 
deregulate wherever possible.  Those professions that did not have similar registration in every state were 
specifically targeted.  There were at least two attempts to deregister occupational therapy while I was 
chairperson of the registration board in Western Australia.  However, along with other health practitioner 
legislation, the Occupational Therapists Act 2005 was passed by this house last year.  That profession is not 
registered in New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania.  I do not think that we should be overly concerned with 
the report from the Australian Health Ministers’ Advisory Council working party saying that optical dispensers 
can be deregulated.  The report was very biased towards deregulation.   

In WA, a Department of Health committee headed by Professor Bryant Stokes, an eminent neurosurgeon and the 
previous Acting Commissioner for Health, conducted a review.  During this review all groups other than OPSM 
and the Optometrists Association Australia supported some form of regulation.  This included the Optometrists 
Registration Board, which was concerned about the dispensing of contact lenses.  The Office of Health Review, 
the Health Consumers’ Council of WA, the optical dispensers association, Central TAFE, the Optometrists 
Registration Board, other bodies and individuals all opposed the repeal of the bill.  Even the committee 
concluded that it was important that optical dispensers maintain a level of training.  However, under its terms of 
reference, the committee was not able to consider whether deregulating the profession and imposing no 
requirements for training, knowledge, skill or experience would pose a risk of harm to the public.   

The current level of licensing, as inadequate as it is, has ensured that practitioners must reach a level of 
knowledge and training to become licensed.  It has provided a preventive measure.  To suggest there is no 
evidence of harm to the public in Western Australia as a result of there being no regulation is an illogical way to 
consider this matter.  Let us look at the training and consider whether it is required.  Is not requiring training a 
risk we should take?  In the long run, will we be wishing that we had retained some form of regulation for optical 
dispensers to ensure that they are trained, skilled, experienced or supervised, as they are in other states? 

I have with me the competency units for optical dispensers prepared by the Australian National Training 
Authority.  I will run through some of them.  There are five units.  I will certainly not read them all, but I will 
mention a couple.  The first unit is on orientation to the ophthalmic industry.  It refers to the competency 
required to develop skills required by workers in the ophthalmic industry to perform work that reflects an 
understanding of the structure and profiles of the industry, and it refers to a general orientation to that industry.  
It has quite specific performance criteria etc, which I will not refer to.  The second unit is on performing 
workshop skills.  It refers to the training that workers must undergo to develop skills in their workshops.  The 
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unit of competency describes the skills and knowledge required to perform edging and fitting of spectacle lenses 
and to apply specialised techniques, treatments and processes to finish and/or repair spectacle frames and lenses.  
Work performed includes the workshop skills of edging and fitting spectacle lenses and undertaking corrections 
and repairs to optical appliances.  It again goes on to refer to performance criteria and various other elements. 
The third unit is about dispensing optical appliances and services.  This unit of competency describes the skills 
and knowledge required to dispense optical appliances and services.  Work performed may include fitting optical 
appliances and undertaking minor corrections to optical appliances.  All tasks are conducted in accordance with 
industry standards, organisational policies and procedures and infection control guidelines.  I will read some of 
the performance criteria in this unit -  

1.1 Review prescription or customer record and explain procedures to the client 
That is number one.  The second element for performance reads - 

2.1 Interpret prescription to determine the product most suited to the client’s needs 
2.2 Neutralise spectacles and take measurements 
2.3 Determine the style and performance requirements of the optical appliance in consultation with 

the client and in accordance with manufacturer’s recommended procedures and industry best 
practice 

Another performance criterion reads - 
2.7 Ensure optical appliances meet acceptable hygiene standards 

Another one reads - 
4.2 Modify and fit as required 

The required skills and knowledge to undertake this criterion is - 
•  Knowledge of visual physiology, including . . .  

There follows a range of things that I do not want to go through. It continues - 
•  Knowledge of light including: 

- How light is propagated and explain how commonly observed effects may occur . . .  
- Calculation of angles of incidence, refraction, deviation and critical angles 

•  Knowledge of spherical lenses including: 
- Refractive properties of spherical lenses surfaces 

I am omitting more than I am mentioning.  I am trying to impart to members the degree of training these people 
are getting. 

•  Knowledge of astigmatic lenses including: 
- Nature of astigmatism 
- The difference between cylindrical and astigmatic lenses 

I do not even know what that is. 
•  Knowledge of ophthalmic prisms including . . .  

Some of the knowledge required includes - 
- The six main types of aberrations which are encountered in specific lenses 
- How lens aberrations can be corrected or reduced 

It goes on.  It really does go on a lot about things that none of us would have any knowledge of, or ability to do, 
unless we had specific training in those areas. 
The fourth unit reads - 

Dispense atypical prescriptions 
An example states - 

This unit of competency describes the skills and knowledge required to identify atypical prescriptions 
and to use measurements and calculations for planning an effective dispensing strategy . . .  

Work performed may include dispensing atypical optical appliances and undertaking minor corrections 
and repairs to these . . .  

Again, it talks about the ability to - 
1.2 Analyse the prescription and identify areas of freedom and constraints  
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1.3 Assess the individual needs and requirements of the client . . .  
.1 Perform measurements necessary to accurately dispense atypical prescriptions . . .  
3.1 Select appropriate frames . . .  
3.4 Select appropriate lens treatments - 

So it continues.  There is a lot of knowledge required in atypical areas of optical dispensing.  Unit 5 is more 
about the marketing and promotion of services, which is probably the shopfront that most people recognise when 
they go to an optical dispenser.   
I really have to ask whether the house is prepared to completely deregulate a group of people who have to go 
through the sort of training necessary to attain the level of skill and precision they possess.  Members should be 
very clear that if this bill is passed, there will be no regulation; no requirement for any training, experience, or 
supervision; and nothing to prohibit these people supplying glasses off the wall to anybody coming in off the 
street.  My imagination was running wild in contemplating new, entrepreneurial optical dispensers.  They will 
now have fabulous new premises, very professional-looking, very modern; some might say they will even look a 
little like OPSM does now.  They will import, say, 1 000 pairs of glasses with mix-and-match lenses.  Some 
customers will have varying degrees of weaker or stronger left eye, and some varying degrees of weaker or 
stronger right eye.  I do not really know; I am not really very clever at ophthalmology, but I imagine it is 
possible to import lenses that have corrections favouring either the right or left eye. 
Customers can now go along and try each pair until they think they have it about right, and then buy them off the 
shelf and go home.  It is much cheaper.  If this repeal goes through, there will be no regulation.  There will be no 
requirement whatsoever for an optometrist to be involved in this new business.  It is a bit like searching for 
sunglasses, but instead they will be corrective glasses sold with no prescription.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  Is there no regulation? 
Hon HELEN MORTON:  This is not precluded in the Optometrists Act 2005, which was passed in this house 
during the past six months.  That act regulates optometry, which is defined as - 

(a) the employment of methods for the measurement of the powers of vision;  
(b) the prescribing of optical appliances - 

We are only talking about prescribing - 
to correct, remedy or relieve defects of vision; 

These people are not making prescriptions, they are letting the customer try on spectacles and buy them off the 
shelf.  The act continues - 

(c) the adaptation of lenses and prisms for the aid of the powers of vision - 
They are letting the customer come in and buy those adaptations as they are already made.  It continues - 

(d) fitting contact lenses . . .  
At no time have optical dispensers been allowed to fit contact lenses. 
The real problem with deregulation will be the lack of checking and management of eyesight problems, 
particularly for the elderly.  A trained optical dispenser is a front-line person dealing mostly with customers in 
the shop.  My optometrist has about three or four shops throughout the city; I may have to wait one or two weeks 
for an appointment to see him.  However, dispensers are available every day and can solve many of my small 
problems if they have the knowledge.  They also have the knowledge to recognise a potentially serious problem, 
which can alert both the customer and the optometrist to the risk. 
My dad is 87 years old and does not wear glasses all the time, but he buys non-prescription magnifying 
spectacles from the garage.  He drives a car and uses a lathe for wood-turning, but he is very unsteady when 
walking, and uses a walking stick.  He injured both his knees while living with me; one knee was injured when 
he slipped on a gumnut that he did not see, and the other when he misplaced his foot on an incline, due to his 
peripheral neuropathy resulting from diabetes.  My father is very typical of many older people.  He is at very 
high risk of adding to the alarming statistics for seniors’ falls.  He uses front-line people in shopfronts for all his 
needs.  Falls pose potentially devastating consequences for older people; optical dispensers are key front-line 
people in helping to prevent seniors from falling.  I would like to take the opportunity to talk about how big an 
issue this is in Western Australia.  In the short term, the worst possible consequence of a fall has been recognised 
as the fear of being unable to get up and get help, and remaining alone, in pain and frightened, with possibly fatal 
consequences as a result of injury.  Members may wonder why I am focusing on this issue.  In the other house, 
when most members thought about repealing the Optical Dispensers Act, they thought about people buying a 
pair of glasses that do not fit and consequently having a vehicle accident.  However, I can tell members that the 
commonplace phenomenon of elderly falls as the result of ill-fitting or badly made glasses is a far greater 
problem.  A fall may lead to a prolonged period of incapacitation as the result of a broken limb.  This can result 
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in further loss of freedom, control and independence, as the older person may rely upon family members for 
assistance. 
In the longer term, this is recognition that a fall can trigger the commencement of a downward spiral in the 
elderly, particularly in the devastating effect a bad fall may have on an older person’s confidence.  If the fall 
occurs in a public place, feelings of humiliation and embarrassment may accompany the shock and pain of the 
fall, and in some cases may lead to older persons no longer leaving their homes.  All these consequences 
contribute to the person who has fallen feeling as though they are losing control over their life and hence their 
freedom.  What department is putting this document out?  The health department is trying to repeal the Optical 
Dispensers Repeal Bill.  I quote from a document about falls -  

Why bother?  
Falls are one of the most significant public health issues in Australia with estimated health system costs 
of $498 million in 2001.  They are the leading cause of injury deaths and hospitalisation for people aged 
65 years and over.   
In Australia in 1998, there were 1,104 falls deaths and 45 069 episodes of falls-related hospital care for 
those aged 65 years and over.  . . .  
In Western Australia during the period 1995-2000, falls were the leading cause of injury death in people 
aged 75+ years, and the leading cause of injury hospitalisation in people aged 65+ years.  . . .  
The health system costs of falls injuries for people aged 65 years and above were $83 million in 
2001/02.   

That is in WA.  It continues - 
This accounted for approximately 1.5% of health expenditure in Western Australia.  The incidence and 
cost of falls in WA is expected to double in less than 20 years.  By the year 2021 it is forecast that 
39,000 people will present to emergency departments as a result of falls, at a cost of $174 million to the 
health system.   

Part of the reasoning for repealing the Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill is that it may cost a dispenser $50 or $60 a 
year to register.  It continues - 

Seniors falls are a health priority area in Western Australia.  With our rapidly ageing population, 
falls among seniors will continue to be a priority issue.   

The risk factors in falling are linked to eyesight and glasses.  The Stay on Your Feet WA program outlines the 
risks in a chart listing personal and environmental factors.  The third risk under personal factors is impaired 
vision, acuity and depth perception.  The second risk under environmental factors is inadequate footwear or 
spectacles.  I wanted to bring those things to the attention of the house because these people really do fulfil a role 
in the front line in helping to minimise and reduce the level of falls in Western Australia.  Finally, the Stay on 
Your Feet WA program puts out a nine-step plan.  Number 7 is “regularly check eyesight”.  The sorts of changes 
that can occur gradually and insidiously in old age are mentioned.  The plan states -  

Many of these changes are gradual and you may not notice them immediately.  It is important that you 
see an eye care professional (optometrist or ophthalmologist) regularly, usually every two years, . . .    

They want these old folk to see some of these specialists every two years.  My mum and dad go to the local 
shopping centre to see the optical dispenser, who sees them far more regularly than every two years.  The optical 
dispenser is in the front line.  It continues - 

Some people assume that if they can still read the headlines in a newspaper or watch television then 
their eyesight is fine.  This is not necessarily true.  You may be able to watch television but still be at 
risk of falling from eyesight deterioration, for example by misjudging the depth of a step. 

The last topic on falling that I will talk about is how people can look after their eyes and reduce the risk of 
falling.  The document states -  

•  have your vision tested regularly, at least every two years . . .  
The people in the front line will see people more frequently and will be able to notice if there is some change and 
refer the customer on or alert the optometrist to the problem -  

•  regularly do simple eye checks yourself . . .  

Once again, this advice is undertaken by the front-line people - 

•  have your glasses and eyewear checked annually by your optometrist  
I can assure members that that is done by the front-line people -  

•  wear your prescribed glasses or eyewear as recommended . . .    
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In the competency skill, the advice on how to do that is given by the optical dispenser -  
•  allow up to two weeks to get used to new eyewear, . . .  

Once again, that is advice given by the optical dispenser -  
•  if you wear bifocal or multifocal glasses take care when walking up and down steps and when 

stepping off road verges   
Once again, this is advice given by the optical dispenser.  It is a bit of a worry when on one hand the health 
department puts out information about the huge cost to the state of people falling, and identifies ill-fitting glasses 
as a major cause of that, and on the other hand puts out a bill to try to reduce the level of expertise and the ability 
to minimise such falls.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders.   
[Continued on page 2042.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
PERTH TO MANDURAH RAIL PROJECT - BUDGET 

222. Hon SIMON O’BRIEN to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
I note the intention of a principal contractor to seek release from the troubled Perth to Mandurah rail project. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The acting Leader of the Opposition is asking a question.  I heard the interjection.  
Let us allow the member a bit of leeway. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I ask -  

(1) Given the history of cost blow-outs, does the Treasurer have any confidence that the costs of the project 
will not escalate further? 

(2) What are the potential impacts upon the imminent and future budgets of the latest row over the project? 

(3) Has the Treasurer discussed with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure the likely need to make 
further budget allocations to the project, now or in the future; and if not, why not? 

Hon JON FORD replied: 
The Minister for Education and Training, who represents the Treasurer, has provided the following answer - 

(1) The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has advised that the latest decisions about the budget and 
timing for the project have been made based on the best information available at the time. 

(2) This question should be directed to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  However, I have not 
been informed of any potential impacts on the budget for the project. 

(3) No. 
PERTH TO MANDURAH RAIL PROJECT - STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY 

223. Hon SIMON O’BRIEN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure: 

I refer to the troubled Perth to Mandurah rail project. 

(1) In light of publicly expressed misgivings about the adequacy or otherwise of insurance coverage for the 
city section of the project, has the government been advised of any concern for the structural integrity 
of buildings above the tunnel route, either currently or after further tunnelling? 

(2) Has any data been obtained from either tilt meters, other recording or measuring devices or from 
physical inspection that gives cause for concern about the structural integrity of buildings above the 
tunnel route? 

Hon ADELE FARINA replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question.  The Perth to Mandurah rail line is making 
strong progress and is now 65 per cent completed.  This is no doubt troubling for the opposition. 

(1) No; please see response to (2).  In any case, the publicised insurance dispute relates to material damage 
insurance, which covers damage to the contract works only.  There is no dispute over the public liability 
insurance policy, which covers third party loss or damage, including existing buildings above and 
adjacent to the tunnels. 
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(2) No.  On the contrary, data from the extensive array of more than 3 000 instruments distributed across 
the project site confirms that settlements due to bored tunnelling have been well below design 
expectations.  As a consequence, to date there has been no reported damage of any sort associated with 
the bored tunnelling operation. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS - AMALGAMATIONS 

224. Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development: 
I refer to the report of the Local Government Advisory Board titled “Local Government Structural and Electoral 
Reform in Western Australia: Ensuring the Future Sustainability of Communities”.  
(1) Was the submission prepared by the Western Suburbs Regional Organisation of Councils which 

comprises the Towns of Claremont, Cottesloe and Mosman Park, the Shire of Peppermint Grove and 
the Cities of Nedlands and Subiaco, ignored by the board? 

(2) Are these councils at present sustainable? 
(3) If yes, how did the board come to the decision to recommend that they amalgamate? 
(4) Does the minister agree that the proposal to amalgamate the western suburbs councils could be seen as a 

blatant political strategy? 
Hon JON FORD replied: 
(1) No. 
(2) There are various dimensions of sustainability, many of which are not easy to measure.  The board 

commissioned an analysis of the financial position of local governments, which considered aspects of 
financial sustainability.  For some western suburbs councils, the level of general purpose funds - rates 
and general purpose grants - required to meet operating requirements is generally high, which means 
less funds are available for maintenance and replacement of assets.  Asset deterioration is, of course, 
one of the biggest challenges for local governments everywhere.  The board’s consultant, using an 
approach recently developed in South Australia, rated the local governments’ financial position, ranging 
from category 1, a very substantial margin of comfort - City of Nedlands - to category 6, unsustainable - 
Town of Cambridge.  It was suggested that a cautious approach be taken in drawing conclusions from 
this information due to issues associated with data accuracy and variations in councils reporting such 
items as depreciation. 

(3) The board came to the same conclusion as previous inquiries that amalgamation was necessary after 
considering a broad range of information about the communities and local governments of the area.  
The board concluded that an amalgamated local government would be able to address gaps in services 
and issues of equity in access to services, provide more balanced and consistent town planning and 
environmental management and address region-wide economic development.  The board deemed that 
amalgamation was logical for environmental, equity and efficiency reasons, and that it would eliminate 
duplication and overlap in governance in the existing western suburbs councils. 

(4) No. 
REGIONAL INVESTMENT FUND 

225. Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development: 
I refer to the government’s 2004 commitment to allocate $80 million over four years to the regional investment 
fund, with funding becoming available in 2005-06. 
(1) How much of the $80 million has already been allocated to projects under the regional investment 

fund? 
(2) What funding will be made available under each of the five RIF programs over each of the three 

remaining years of the initiative?   
(3) Why is no funding available through the regional infrastructure funding program for 2006-07? 
Hon JON FORD replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 
(1) To date, $31.182 million has been allocated to projects under the regional investment fund.  This 

amount does not include the $18 million over four years that has been allocated to the nine regional 
development commissions to operate their own regional development schemes. 

(2) Under the regional infrastructure funding program, $9 million will be made available - $3 million in 
2007-08 and $6 million in 2008-09.  From the regional headworks development scheme, $6.482 million 
will be allocated - $2.482 million in 2006-07, $2 million in 2007-08 and $2 million in 2008-09.  Under 
the indigenous regional development program, $8.77 million will be funded - $2.77 million in 2006-07, 
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$3 million in 2007-08 and $3 million in 2008-09.  Under the Western Australian regional initiatives 
scheme, $2.866 million will be available - $0.866 million in 2006-07, $1 million in 2007-08 and 
$1 million in 2008-09.  To deliver strategic commitments, $2.95 million is allocated - $0.2 million in 
2006-07 and $2.75 million in 2008-09.  The excess regional development scheme will provide funding 
of $0.75 million - $250 000 for 2006-07, 2007-08 and 2008-09.   
A regional development scheme is operated by each of the nine regional development commissions, and 
each commission is allocated $500 000 a year to benefit regional Western Australia. 

(3) The 2005-06 funding round for the regional infrastructure funding program was heavily oversubscribed, 
and two years of allocated funding of $6.75 million was delivered as approved funding for successful 
projects this financial year. 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT - LIABILITY FOR SMOKE 
DAMAGE 

226. Hon GEORGE CASH to the minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 
(1) Does the Department of Conservation and Land Management maintain a current insurance policy to 

cover liability for damages to crops as a result of smoke damage caused through CALM prescribed 
burns; and, if not, why not?   

(2) Has legal action been initiated against CALM in the past five years by plaintiffs seeking to recover 
damages for smoke damage to crops; and, if so, what was the type of location of the affected crops and 
were damages paid; and, if so, what was the quantum of each claim; and, if not, why not?   

(3) Does CALM enjoy any immunity greater than would a member of the public that would prevent a 
successful action for crop damage as a consequence of a CALM prescribed burn; and, if so, what is the 
nature of the immunity? 

Hon JON FORD replied: 

On behalf of the minister representing the Minister for the Environment, I thank the member for some notice of 
this question.  The Minister for the Environment has supplied the following answer -  
(1) In accordance with government policy, CALM participates in self-insured government arrangements 

through the RiskCover division of the Insurance Commission of Western Australia.  Claims for 
damages are assessed on their merits, and liability is not determined unless negligence is established at 
law.   

(2) Yes.  Legal action has been initiated by four vignerons near Pemberton alleging that smoke from 
CALM prescribed burns has damaged grape and wine production at the vineyards.  Three claims for 
damages are presently before the Supreme Court of Western Australia but have not yet been 
determined.  One claim is before the Magistrates Court of Western Australia and has not yet been 
determined.   

(3) Section 132 of the Department of Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 provides exemption 
from liability to any person employed by CALM while performing the functions of the CALM act.  The 
Civil Liability Act 2002 provides additional defences to CALM, as an entity, over and above those that 
are available for private individuals. 

ST JOHN OF GOD HOSPITAL - CANCER CENTRE 

227. Hon PETER COLLIER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
(1) Does the minister support the establishment of the comprehensive cancer centre at St John of God 

Hospital?   
(2) Will the government provide financial assistance to aid in essential research at the St John of God 

cancer centre?   

(3) If not, why not? 

Hon KATE DOUST replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.  On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Minister for Health, I provide the following reply - 
(1) Yes.   
(2)-(3) The recent establishment of the cancer and palliative care network will support cancer services for 

public and private patients across the state, including promoting quality research in cancer and its 
treatment and its early application to cancer care where appropriate.  The state government has 
committed $6 million over four years to ensure that essential cancer research is undertaken.  This is part 



 [COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 2031 

 

of an overall $26 million commitment over a four-year period by the state government to significantly 
improve a wide range of cancer services.  Additional funding will be provided for the establishment of 
two comprehensive cancer centres at Sir Charles Gairdner and Fiona Stanley Hospitals.  Construction of 
phase 1 of the cancer centre at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, which is the expansion of the 
radiotherapy department, has now been completed, and two additional linear accelerators will be 
operational in the first week of July 2006.  A replacement machine will be ready around September 
2006.  The estimated cost to complete stage 1 of the cancer centre is $12.27 million. 

BUNBURY REGION - MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

228. Hon HELEN MORTON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
(1) Is the day centre in Bunbury Regional Hospital’s mental health unit currently providing services to 

outpatients?  
(2) If not, why not?   
(3) Does the emergency department at Bunbury Regional Hospital have dedicated mental health liaison 

nurses based full-time in the department on weekends?   
(4) How many psychiatrist positions are allocated to the south west?   
(5) Are all the positions filled?   
(6) If not, what plans are in place to fill them?   
(7) Is there a current strategic plan for mental health services in the south west?   
(8) If yes, can it be made available to interested staff and members of the community? 
Hon KATE DOUST replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.  On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Minister for Health, I provide the following reply - 
(1) No.   
(2) Facilities at the Bunbury Regional Hospital mental health unit are used for inpatients.  Clients 

discharged are provided outpatient services from the Bunbury Mental Health Community Clinic.   
(3) No.  However, following an assessment of needs, the Bunbury Regional Hospital management is 

undertaking a recruitment process to enable 16 hours a day, seven days a week of dedicated mental 
health liaison nursing services for the emergency department.   

(4) There are 6.5 full-time equivalent psychiatric medical staff.   
(5) No.   
(6) A recruitment process has commenced to fill a 0.8 FTE vacancy in child and adolescent mental health 

services. 
(7) The WA Country Health Service is currently engaged in a whole-of-service strategic process with the 

development of foundations for country health services.  Program planning has occurred for the south 
west, including the development and implementation of single point of entry, case management, care 
planning and psycho-social risk assessment.   

(8) Internal consultation is being conducted for the foundations for country health services.  External 
consultation with the community is planned to commence in July 2006. 

CHIEF SCIENTIST DR BRUCE HOBBS  - RESIGNATION 

229. Hon BARRY HOUSE to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Science and 
Innovation: 

(1) Has Dr Bruce Hobbs, the first Chief Scientist for WA, appointed in 2003, left the public service?   
(2) When did he leave?   
(3) Did Dr Hobbs resign or were his services terminated?   
(4) What were the reasons for the changes in Dr Hobbs’ employment?   
(5) Will he be replaced; and, if so, when and by whom? 
Hon KIM CHANCE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.  I am advised in the following terms -   
(1)-(2) Dr Hobbs’ resignation takes effect as of 4 May 2006.   
(3) Dr Hobbs resigned.   



2032 [COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 

 

(4) Dr Hobbs has stated that he is keen to pursue his research interests.   

(5) Dr Hobbs’ resignation was not anticipated; therefore, no potential replacements have been considered. 

PALM, ROCKINGHAM AND KWINANA BEACHES - BACTERIA LEVELS 

230. Hon BARBARA SCOTT to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
(1) What were the bacteria levels recorded at Palm Beach, Rockingham Beach and Kwinana Beach over 

the summer of 2005-06?   

(2) What status was given to each reading?   

(3) If “code red - action required” status was given to any of those beaches, has this information been made 
public and what measures have been taken to rectify the levels? 

Hon KATE DOUST replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health, I thank the member for some 
notice of this question.   

(1) The 2005-06 summer season sampling runs from November to April.  I seek leave to table the risk table 
and to have it incorporated into Hansard.   

Leave granted.   

[See paper 1491.]  

The following material was incorporated -  
 

Site 
Code 

Collection 
Date 

Site Description Test 
name 

GTLT Result Test definition Unit 

 

EV3/700 03-Nov-05 Palm Beach ENT  20 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 17-Nov-05 Palm Beach ENT  10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 28-Nov-05 Palm Beach ENT  20 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 20-Dec-05 Palm Beach ENT  20 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 06-Jan-06 Palm Beach ENT  31 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 24-Jan-06 Palm Beach ENT  180 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 07-Feb-06 Palm Beach ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/700 24-Feb-06 Palm Beach ENT  20 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 03-Nov-05 Rockingham Beach ENT  20 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 17-Nov-05 Rockingham Beach ENT  10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 28-Nov-05 Rockingham Beach ENT  140 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 20-Dec-05 Rockingham Beach ENT  20 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 06-Jan06 Rockingham Beach ENT  31 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 18-Jan-06 Rockingham Beach ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 24-Jan-06 Rockingham Beach ENT  86 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 07-Feb-06 Rockingham Beach ENT  10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/701 24-Feb-06 Rockingham Beach ENT  74 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 03-Nov-05 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 17-Nov-05 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT  10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 28-Nov-05 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT  74 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 20-Dec-05 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 06-Jan-06 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 24-Jan-06 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT  10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 07-Feb-06 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

EV3/751 24-Feb-06 Kwinana Beach (On Beach) ENT ‹ 10 Confirmed Enterococci MPN/100 mL 

*GTLT: Risk Table: Risk of contracting a gastro or respiratory illness. 
**MPN: Most probable number. 
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Hon KATE DOUST:  Please note that the results for March and April 2006 are not available.   

(2) The status given to each reading was acceptable under the standards referred to in part (3).  The ocean 
waters for the three beaches have not been provisionally assessed against the 2005 National Health and 
Medical Research Council guidelines for managing risks in recreational waters.   

(3) No sampling results were code red under the Department of Environment standards because they were 
less than 500 most probable number per 100 millilitres.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS - AMALGAMATIONS 

231. Hon BRUCE DONALDSON to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development: 
I refer to the release of the report by the Local Government Advisory Board on proposed changes to local 
government boundaries in Western Australia, and recommended amalgamations of some councils. 

(1) Will the Shire of Murchison fall into that category and be encouraged by the government to 
amalgamate? 

(2) Will the government quarantine all local authorities in the Mining and Pastoral Region from many of 
the proposed reductions in the number of councils in Western Australia? 

Hon JON FORD replied: 

(1)-(2) The report is a report by the Local Government Advisory Board that I have released for public 
comment.  It does not represent the government’s position.  I will consider the report when I have 
received feedback.  One of the most important things I want to do is listen to the views of the 
ratepayers.  The chairman of the board told me that the biggest single omission in the submissions was 
the ratepayers.  I will make it clear to members: it is a report to me and it does not represent the 
government’s position.  I do not have a position on any of those matters outlined in the member’s 
question.  I will form a position once I receive feedback from the ratepayers. 

YARRAGADEE AQUIFER - MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY 

232. Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Water 
Resources: 

I refer to questions without notice 9 of 14 March and 97 of 23 March regarding the management responsibilities 
for the Yarragadee aquifer. 

(1) Given that the Department of Water does not expect to complete an assessment of the environmental 
water provisions of the Blackwood River until 2007, how can the proposal to extract water be 
considered before this proposal is completed? 

(2) Why is the work being carried out by the Department of Water and not the Department of 
Environment? 

(3) How can the minister assure the house that there will be no conflict of interest between the Minister for 
Water Resources, who is responsible for the extraction of water from the Blackwood River and the 
Yarragadee aquifer by the Water Corporation, and the Department of Water when providing advice on 
ecological water requirements? 

Hon KIM CHANCE replied: 
I thank Hon Paul Llewellyn for some notice of the question. 

(1) It seems that the government owes an apology with regard to the first question.  The Department of 
Water has advised that the assessment of the environmental water provisions for the Blackwood River 
from Nannup to Hut Pool should be completed by mid-2006, not 2007.  There appears to have been a 
typographical error in reply to part (7) of question without notice 97. 

(2) The Department of Water is the state’s primary water resources management agency.  In administering 
the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, the department has responsibility for the provision of water 
for the environment as part of its water allocation role. 

(3) The Department of Water has no vested interest in the taking of water and it provides objective advice 
to the government on water allocation matters, including water for the environment.  For 
environmentally significant proposals, the proposed environmental water provisions are reviewed by 
the Environmental Protection Authority under the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, 
part IV, “Environmental impact assessment”.  The final environmental water provisions are determined 
by the Minister for the Environment in consultation with the Minister for Water Resources. 
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CANNABIS INFRINGEMENT NOTICES 

233. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the minister representing the Minister for Justice: 
I refer to cannabis infringement notices issued by the police under the Cannabis Control Act 2003. 

(1) Since 23 March 2004, how many notices have been referred to the Fines Enforcement Registry as a 
result of the non-payment of the modified penalty or the non-completion of a cannabis education 
session as prescribed in the act? 

(2) Of those matters referred to in (1), how many infringements currently remain outstanding? 

Hon JON FORD replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.  The Minister for Justice has supplied the following answer: 
the Department of Corrective Services advises - 

(1) 3 432. 

(2) 2 369, which includes matters that are subject to time-to-pay arrangements. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE AND ELECTORAL REFORM 

234. Hon RAY HALLIGAN to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development: 
I refer to the tabled document “Local Government Structure and Electoral Reform in Western Australia:  
Ensuring the Future Sustainability of Communities”. 

(1) Which minister authorised the undertaking of the research? 

(2) What was the budgeted cost of the research and the report? 

(3) Which agency will be responsible for the cost? 

Hon JON FORD replied: 
(1)-(3) My predecessor in this role, Hon John Bowler, initiated the report with a view to seeking ways to find 

sustainability measures to assist local government.  My agency will pick up the cost. 

I will take the second question on notice. 

NURSES EMPLOYED BY NURSEWEST 

235. Hon MARGARET ROWE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
(1) From December 2005 to 1 March 2006, have any nurses taken leave from any of the following 

hospitals: Royal Perth Hospital, excluding Shenton Park; Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital; Joondalup 
Health Campus; and Fremantle Hospital? 

(2) Have any of the nurses who have taken leave referred to in (1) subsequently been employed by 
NurseWest? 

(3) If yes to (2), how many nurses have taken leave and subsequently been employed by NurseWest? 

Hon KATE DOUST replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health, I thank the member for some 
notice of this question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) Four.  I note that Joondalup Health Campus was unable to provide a list of nurses who had taken leave.  
Therefore, it is not known whether the nurses on leave from the Joondalup Health Campus from 
December 2005 to 1 March 2006 have been employed by NurseWest. 

JANUBURU SIX SEASONS DEVELOPMENT, BROOME - LANDCORP BLOCKS 

236. Hon KEN BASTON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure: 

I refer to the LandCorp ballot for 49 residential blocks, valued between $188 000 and $230 000, in the Januburu 
Six Seasons development in Broome. 

(1) How were the prices of these blocks determined, and how do they compare with the prices of recently 
released LandCorp blocks at Karratha? 

(2) How many requests have been made for ballot packs for the Six Seasons blocks to date? 
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(3) How many of these were requests from current Broome residents? 

(4) Given that the minister stated in her press release that this will go a long way towards alleviating 
pressure on housing prices, has the cost of these blocks been factored into the affordability of homes for 
first home buyers? 

(5) Given that the purchaser is required to build a home within 30 months of settlement but is not required 
to live in the building, how will a balance between home purchasing and rental speculation be ensured 
so that the local residents of Broome are not disadvantaged in their endeavours to own a home? 

Hon ADELE FARINA replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) LandCorp determined the list prices in consultation with advice from two private valuation firms, the 
appointed local real estate agent and the Valuer General.  The average price for the 49 lots balloted is 
$210 500, which compares with an average price of $143 000 for the lots in the recent Karratha ballot. 

(2) Some 574 ballot packs have been requested and posted.  The closing date for requests for a ballot pack 
is 5.00 pm on 22 May 2006.  It should be noted that the average conversion rate of ballot packs 
requested to conforming ballots received is between 10 per cent and 20 per cent. 

(3) Approximately 51 per cent. 

(4) LandCorp has addressed affordability by providing a range of lot sizes and a product mix that includes 
medium density sites.  In addition, it has made land available to the Department of Housing and Works. 

(5) A healthy rental market is important to Broome.  The 30-month development condition will ensure that 
the homes are built within that time frame, which will benefit Broome’s economy, including land 
speculation pressures.  The delivery of rental accommodation in addition to owner-occupied dwellings 
is a positive outcome to provide housing for Broome residents. 

LOCUST PLAGUE - WHEATBELT 

237. Hon ANTHONY FELS to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
Will the minister outline his and the Department of Agriculture’s plan to monitor, manage and contain the 
potential locust plague threatening the wheatbelt in the spring? 

Hon KIM CHANCE replied: 
I thank Hon Anthony Fels for the question, and for providing some notice of it.  The question that Hon Anthony 
Fels really wanted to ask, however, was whether, at this afternoon’s hearing of the Australian Football 
Commission, the Fremantle Dockers were awarded the four points.  I know Hon Barbara Scott at least will need 
to know the answer to this question.  The answer is yes; the Dockers were awarded the four points.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It should have been five to allow for the stress and aggravation! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I knew Hon Anthony Fels would want to know the answer as well.   

In response to the specific question asked by Hon Anthony Fels, the Department of Agriculture and Food is 
carrying out surveys of locust populations across the wheatbelt and will use that information to forecast the 
possible extent and severity of any predicted outbreak of Australian plague locusts in spring.  The department is 
providing advice to landholders on the management of the risk to early crop and pasture establishment and is 
working with the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority to ensure that a range of appropriate 
insecticides is available for landholders to control locusts in spring.  It is expected that by late this month an 
accurate outlook for spring will be available, at which time plans will be developed to ensure that the outbreak is 
managed in the most effective way.  As the member will be aware, we have experienced a number of outbreaks 
of Australian plague locusts throughout the wheatbelt, particularly the eastern wheatbelt, since 2000.  Those 
previous outbreaks have been accurately predicted and effectively managed so that damage to susceptible crops 
and pastures has been minimised.  We have every expectation that that will be repeated this year.  The indication 
from the monitoring we have done so far is that the severity of the locust plague for this spring will be mid-
range.  It will probably be not as severe as that experienced in 2000 but more severe than other outbreaks in 
subsequent years. 

QUESTION ON NOTICE 3357 
Answer Advice 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.01 pm]:  Pursuant to standing order 
138(d), I inform the house that the answer to question on notice 3357 asked by Hon Giz Watson on 21 March 
will be provided by 23 May 2006.   
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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair.   

Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Eighth Report - Matters Referred to the Committee and 
Other Miscellaneous Matters 

Resumed from 12 April. 

Consideration of the report postponed until the next sitting, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the 
House). 

Grain Industry Funded Skeleton Weed Program - Statement by Minister for Agriculture and Forestry 

Resumed from 25 May 2005. 

Motion 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move -  

That the ministerial statement be noted.  

On 25 May last year the Leader of the House, in his capacity as the then Minister for Agriculture and Forestry, 
gave the house an update on the grain industry funded skeleton weed program.  It is interesting to note that since 
the 2002 review, the cost of the program has been contained, and the area searched each year for skeleton weed 
has increased considerably from 150 000 hectares to more than 500 000 hectares.  As the minister pointed out on 
25 May, 787 properties are now infested with skeleton weed in Western Australia.  The minister was pleased to 
report also that during the 2004-05 summer search season, 99 per cent of landholders with infestations complied 
fully with the program requirements.  The Skeleton Weed Committee has established 16 active local action 
groups in the regions.  The establishment of these groups has led to increased ownership of the program in 
regional areas.  The operational program budget for 2005-06 has been set at $4 million.  There is apparently no 
need at this stage to increase the levy on grain grown in the 2005-06 crop year.  As this statement was made 
almost 12 months ago, I believe this would be a good opportunity for the minister to outline to the house how the 
program has progressed from that point.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am happy to support the motion that the statement be noted.  I take the point made by 
Hon Bruce Donaldson that a year has passed since the statement was made, and I therefore accept his invitation 
to review the current situation.  I am happy to report that in the past month or so I have been briefed by the 
Agriculture Protection Board.  The report from the APB was very encouraging.  Since the change of direction in 
the way in which the skeleton weed program is being rolled out, improvements are continuing to be made in this 
area.  The most important thing to note - these are the figures that Hon Bruce Donaldson picked up from the 
statement - is that the area searched each year for skeleton weed has increased from 150 000 to more than 
500 000 hectares.  That is still less than our target, because we are hoping to increase the search area to close to 
750 000 hectares.  However, it is a good start.  I believe it has also justified the confidence in the program that 
was expressed so clearly by the Western Australian Farmers Federation in its minority report in response to the 
report that was prepared by our former colleague Hon Dexter Davies.  The Western Australian Farmers 
Federation indicated in its report that it wanted to retain ownership of the program.  It indicated also that it 
believed that to fall back on control rather than eradication was a step that it would rather not take.  The 
Parliament needs to understand that the skeleton weed program is funded almost entirely by farmers.  Only a 
limited amount of government money goes into the skeleton weed fund.  Although there is quite a lot of in-kind 
support, the farmers are fundamentally funding their own eradication program.  Therefore, because the Western 
Australian Farmers Federation represents the majority of the people who pay for this program, I took its report 
on board at the time.  The argument put to me by the Western Australian Farmers Federation at the time was that 
it is the farmers’ money; therefore, the farmers should be making the final decisions about how the money is 
spent.  I accepted that argument and advice from the Western Australian Farmers Federation, particularly 
because it was indicated to me that if the farmers had a more direct say in the control program, the program 
would be more effective.  I am happy to say that I believe my confidence in that advice has been more than 
amply rewarded.   
There is something we must recognise about skeleton weed, as with almost any other weed threat before us.  
However, since this is only about skeleton weed we will concentrate on that.  We have been able to show that 
skeleton weed is technically entirely eradicable.  It is not a difficult weed to totally eradicate.  Even though it has 
that seed type that can get up almost into the upper atmosphere and travel great distances, it is a controllable 
weed.  There is no reason for us to be despondent about our capacity to eradicate skeleton weed, but in order to 
eradicate skeleton weed we need to know where it is, and when we locate it, it must come under a control 
program.  If both those things happen, a farm that has an infestation of skeleton weed can be cleared in a very 
short period.  We have demonstrated that over and over again. However, we had considerable difficulty and also 
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a lack of faith that we knew where it all was; in other words, we believed that people on a number of properties 
were turning a blind eye.  What is happening now, particularly in the Shires of Narembeen and Yilgarn, is that 
people are coming forward, saying that they have the infestation and asking for help to deal with it.  That is 
because they are dealing not with a government officer directly but with their own people; they are dealing with 
farmers.  It is very encouraging to me.  I am getting reports all the time that people are coming forward and 
asking whether they can be helped because they have a problem.  Of course, a farmer could have a problem, but 
his neighbour could also have a problem because he had a problem.  That is the way that skeleton weed and a 
number of other weeds work.  It is encouraging to see what is happening. 
Further to that, those changes that have occurred in the way in which the skeleton weed program is administered 
have allowed us to develop a model for plant and even feral animal control, which we have sought to incorporate 
in the Biosecurity and Agricultural Management Bill, which will shortly be before the Parliament but is already 
out as a green bill now and has been all summer.  I think that is the way to control all threats to agriculture.  I 
believe that when there is direct landholder involvement in management of the eradication process - I say 
landholder rather than farmer because this goes to a somewhat broader area than agriculture - frankly, we get 
better results.  I am keen that the skeleton weed model be used as a model for the control of all weeds.  I do not 
put down the spirit of optimism that I have given in respect of this, but there are serious concerns in my mind 
about a number of existing and potential weed threats from weeds that are potentially far more dangerous than 
skeleton weed.  I do not rank bedstraw among those more serious weeds, although it certainly is a serious weed. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  There is the Noogoora burr. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Noogoora burr is a very serious weed for the pastoral zone in particular.  I do not 
know that we can apply all the same processes to it.  For agriculture, the weed that really bothers me is that in 
Murray Bridge, South Australia, which is branched broomrape.  It really concerns me.  Although we have paid a 
lot of attention to skeleton weed, people inside and outside the department say that perhaps we have oversold the 
dangers of skeleton weed and have made people concentrate so much on skeleton weed that they do not regard 
other weeds as a threat.  If that is the case, we need to get over that and at least rank some of those other weeds at 
the same level as skeleton weed.  That is why I am really looking forward to getting the Biosecurity and 
Agricultural Management Bill before the house this year, so that we can make progress by putting weed and feral 
animal management on a much sounder footing than it is now.  Having said that, I want to make it quite clear 
that in expressing my enthusiasm for the way in which skeleton weed has been managed, I am not suggesting for 
a moment that it should be a common rule that all programs be wholly funded by farmers, as is the skeleton 
weed program effectively.  I believe there is a need for a partnership for funding and management, but the point I 
was trying to make with the skeleton weed fund and the influence it has had on my thinking on the Biosecurity 
and Agricultural Management Bill is that it has proved to me the benefit of having farmer management and 
control over programs of this nature. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have obviously had a bit to do with this area, since I did the initial report.  The 
minister mentioned the fact that skeleton weed is more manageable.  That observation must be taken in the 
context of the technology we have in place now.  The techniques of managing skeleton weed have certainly 
improved out of sight from 10 years ago, which has made an enormous difference to the way in which we 
manage skeleton weed with crop rotations and other methods.  There have been some advantages.  To a 
reasonable extent skeleton weed has been managed pretty well and is controlled pretty well.  I am pleased to see 
that. 
The funds of the farmers have been used for some work on searches and sensors for identifying the weed and so 
forth.  Has the program for mobile broadacre machines progressed and is there any update on it?  The minister 
said that he would have an update, but if he has not had the update, maybe we could get that information some 
other time.  There has been a lot of expenditure in that area on sensors and so forth.  Rather than having guys 
sitting on the outriggers, technological or mechanical means could be used for that role.  Perhaps the minister 
could expand on that.  Certainly the 16 active groups have done a great job.  It is interesting to move towards 
farmers being used to look after their own, but I do not think that we need to get too far away from recognising 
that the Department of Agriculture and Food and the Agriculture Protection Board need to play a serious role.  
This goes back to the debate we were having this morning about pests and diseases coming into the state.  The 
minister mentioned an infestation at Murray Bridge.  We must be cognisant of that sort of thing and recognise 
that we do not want such weeds in this state.  The best thing to do is to keep them out, rather than spray them or 
whatever we must do to control them once they arrive in this state.  The Noogoora burr could well stay in the 
north of the state, which would help us enormously.  I believe programs are in place to do that, but we need to 
make sure that there are no local infestations.  There may be occasional outbreaks, but keeping on top of such 
weeds would be of enormous advantage to broadacre farming in particular and the wool industry, of course, in 
the case of the Noogoora burr. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will get back to Hon Murray Criddle in more detail on the issue that he has raised of 
automation, and the investment that has been made in the automation of detection and eradication of skeleton 
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weed.  As Hon Murray Criddle has indicated, considerable expenditure from funds managed by the Skeleton 
Weed Committee, rather than the Agriculture Protection Board, has been made to support the proponents of 
equipment aimed at an automated response to not only skeleton weed, although it was designed for skeleton 
weed.  We were certainly hoping for a practical outcome.  Indeed, we were hoping for a machine that could be 
put into operation.  I am not sure that we have achieved that objective yet, but we have certainly learnt a great 
deal in the process of designing equipment that can not only detect skeleton weed automatically, but also apply a 
chemical to that weed once it is found.  I think we have probably been more successful in detecting and GPS-
plotting the location of plants.  The equipment that has been developed by the proponents at this stage is 
probably commercial to the extent that it can quite rapidly traverse a paddock and GPS-plot the locations of any 
known or even suspected locations.  Some weeds do look rather like skeleton weed.  A GPS is very accurate, 
depending on the system, and can plot locations to within a few millimetres.  This accuracy, even in this 
underdeveloped state, is already several times more accurate than the human eye.   

Going beyond that to the next stage of being able to cover the paddock and deal with the weed is another matter.  
By far the more important of the two functions is the accurate location of the weed.  Even if a machine were built 
that could locate and apply chemical to the weed, we would still need the GPS plot to know where to go back to 
for second and subsequent applications of chemical or to monitor whether there had been a strike of new plants 
from seeds set the previous year.  I am reasonably happy with the investment that we have made.  I know it has 
been expensive.  It was that search for a technological answer to the weed that encouraged me to accept the 
advice that we needed to press on in our bid to eradicate the weed rather than control it. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I wouldn’t argue in any way with that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I appreciate the honourable member’s support.  There were two views that influenced 
me.  The first was that even if we do not have the means of eradication now - it was certainly argued by some 
that we did not - we could at least hold the expanding rate of skeleton weed so that when we get a technological 
answer, we can then deal with the weed.  The proposal was to take a holding pattern and spend a lot of money - 
perhaps even spend it in an unsustainable way - for a short period until new technology is developed that will 
enable us to do that.  That was a powerful argument.   

We have had skeleton weed in this state for 33 years.  We had the first outbreak in 1973.  Now the total area in 
the state that has or is suspected of having skeleton weed is only 3 500 hectares.  Given that we farm 19 or 
20 million hectares of agricultural land in Western Australia, that is pretty good.  When people were inclined to 
say that it has failed and that we should give up, I thought that I could accept that kind of failure if, out of 
19 million or 20 million hectares, all that was infested was 3 500 hectares, the size of one medium wheat farm.  
Had we let it go, we would have been where South Australia is now.  I was flying over the South Australian 
wheatbelt the other day.  Even from the air it is possible to see what skeleton weed has done in that area and how 
it has added to the cost of producing wheat.  That is unacceptable.  The profit margin in wheat growing is so fine 
that to add another $25 a hectare minimum simply as a result of skeleton weed would be unacceptable.   
Farmers now pay 45 cents for each tonne of wheat they deliver for skeleton weed control.  For the vast bulk of 
the campaign, they have been paying only 15 cents a tonne of wheat they deliver.  It is not a huge cost, even 
though it is a substantial cost when we add it up.  Farmers have been polled on a number of occasions about their 
willingness to continue contributing.  The last poll was conducted by Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd on behalf 
of the industry.  I think it is the only time I have ever seen a poll of farmers that says that not only are they 
willing to continue paying the levy but also they would like to pay a bit more.  I thought that was quite 
remarkable.  I will refrain from quoting the figures because I would not recall them accurately, but a very 
considerable proportion of farmers who supported the levy, about 87 per cent, said they would pay more if it did 
the job.  They just wanted proof that it would work.  Ultimately, that is what it comes down to.  If we show 
landowners that we are not there to take money off them and play around with when controlling noxious 
substances but that we are able to fix the problem, they will quite happily pay the levy because they can see an 
end to it, or at least see that they are getting some protection.   
I would like to see the opportunities continue for investment in new technology, even in some more blue-sky 
fields.  There are a number of areas where we need more blue-sky investment.  I think particularly of feral 
animal control and more specifically the area of pheromone attractants, which could allow us to deal with dogs 
and cats much more efficiently and effectively in an environmental sense.  I think pheromones are the way to do 
that.  There are opportunities to control insects, for example, that are pests.  Insect repellent chemicals may well 
be a much more acceptable alternative to the use of insecticides on live animals.  We use insecticides widely on 
live animals to protect them from insect predation.  We would rather not use insecticides on an animal that is 
going to be eaten.  The idea of using insect repellents to protect the animal in the same way as we spray insect 
repellents on ourselves may be a much better alternative.  I would like to see more blue-sky science and ways in 
which we can attract investors into that field because I think it is not only a desirable field but also a highly 
commercial field.   

Question put and passed. 
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Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Eleventh Report - Alcoa Refinery at Wagerup Inquiry - 
Motion 

Resumed from 12 April on the following motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson -  

That the report be noted. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  This report is 513 pages long.  I do not intend going through it page by page.  
We have only 55 minutes to consider this report.  We made 29 recommendations.  We received 72 submissions 
and had 21 sessions of witnesses.  We also conducted onsite visits and held public meetings in Yarloop and 
Waroona while investigating the problem with the emissions and the reports of sickness amongst a lot of people 
who live in close proximity to the Wagerup refinery.  It was a very comprehensive overview, sprinkled with a lot 
of emotive responses.  We could liken it to some women being allergic to and unable to wear certain perfumes, 
for argument’s sake.  So certain people were sensitive to multichemical emissions.  It became a saga.   

In 1978 the Environmental Protection Authority approved Alcoa’s proposal for the construction of an alumina 
refinery at Wagerup, subject to certain conditions being met.  That refinery was commissioned in 1984.  In 1988 
the first liquor burner facility in Western Australia was installed at Alcoa’s Kwinana refinery.  In 1989 Alcoa 
received approval to increase its production from 0.94 million tonnes to 1.53 million tonnes.  A Healthwise 
project commenced in 1994.  In 1995 noise levels were monitored, and at the same time the EPA approved the 
expansion of alumina production at Alcoa’s Wagerup refinery to 3.3 million tonnes.  In October 1996 a liquor 
burner facility was commissioned to reduce total organic carbon in the caustic liquor stream.  Members have to 
understand that the quality of our bauxite, which is the feedstock for alumina, is contaminated compared with 
other deposits around the world.  It may be asked why Alcoa would continue refining poor quality bauxite.  The 
answer is political stability.  That is a simple fact of life.  I believe that there are excellent deposits of bauxite in 
Papua New Guinea - but would anyone invest $1.5 billion in a bauxite project there?  The answer is no. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Bauxite tends to select politically unstable locations.  Nobody really knows why. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is a fact.  There were inherent problems upfront.  One of the other 
problems was the site.  There are katabatic winds off the Darling escarpment.  Members who have lived close to 
that escarpment will be aware that the easterly wind that roars down, and the inversion layers that occur at 
certain times of the year, cause problems.  If Alcoa were to start all over again, the refinery would probably not 
be built at its current site.  That is a fact of life; but it is there. 

Certain things have overtaken this report - the report was tabled in October 2004 - because Alcoa has been given 
approval to lift its production, but it has put that on hold simply because the acceleration of costs of projects 
makes it a financially unviable proposition to increase tonnage at Wagerup when it would not come close to 
repaying the high capital outlay.  However, it seems that the liquor burner was shut down in November 1997.  
Alcoa installed appropriate emission control equipment at the same time.  In 1998 a catalytic thermal oxidiser 
was installed on the liquor burner facility to reduce emissions, and the facility was recommissioned.  At the same 
time, the Alcoa Wagerup Community Health Awareness Working Group (Inc) was established.  There followed 
cases of people’s health being affected.  I do not doubt the doctors and others who were saying that there was a 
flow-on effect to a number of the people who lived in and around the area - in Hamel and Yarloop.   

Alcoa then commenced buying up farmland as a buffer strip.  There was no requirement for a buffer strip when 
the refinery was first established.  In this day and age, with a project involving this sort of refinery, a substantial 
buffer zone would be required.  Alcoa then extended an opportunity to those people who had sold up to go back 
and lease those properties, or it would operate the properties as a beef production venture itself.  In fact, the 
Alcoa Farmlands pastoral cattle enterprise is now regarded as one of the most successful beef herds in Western 
Australia, and attracts a tremendous number of inquiries when it holds sales.  However, others who lived in the 
area said that they had problems because some of their livestock were not able to reproduce.  There was a 
withering of their condition and problems with some of the poultry. 

Alcoa then went ahead and made sure air emission controls were put into place.  There is no doubt amongst 
members of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs that it was this very inquiry that 
triggered off a greater emphasis on emissions and air quality.  Issues of health were generated for the simple 
reason that this committee of inquiry was happening.  It did change attitudes. 

When Mr Wayne Osborn took over as managing director of Alcoa Australia, he came to the committee and 
apologised to the community because Alcoa had not really realised the depth of the problem.  Although it had 
sent over one of its top people, an eminent doctor from the United States, who made certain recommendations, 
the problem was nevertheless not considered a real priority at that time.  Mr Osborn also apologised to the 
committee for not having taken the problem more seriously at the time.  To Alcoa’s credit, Mr Osborn was 
certainly very upfront and made a number of apologies.  Alcoa did not want to have a refinery that would divide 
and create havoc amongst the community.  This is evident in the conclusion of Mr Osborn’s opening statement 
to the committee - 



2040 [COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 

 

Looking back in conclusion, it is clear that Alcoa stumbled 7 years ago in not addressing emission 
issues and health concerns.  We were not responsive, and as a result we lost the trust and confidence of 
some in our workforce and our community. 

Since then, we have worked hard to reduce emissions and address employee and community concerns. 

We have invested around $36.5 million to significantly reduce emissions at Wagerup.  Emissions are 
well below levels prior to the installation of the Liquor Burner.  Production has increased and 
complaints have fallen significantly. 

Wagerup Refinery emissions are subject to the most stringent and comprehensive monitoring for any 
comparable industrial plant in Australia. 

We have developed unparalleled knowledge on the composition and nature of refinery emissions.  The 
Wagerup Refinery is now, in my view, one of the lowest emitting refineries in the world. 

While we have significantly reduced emissions and addressed employee problems, we recognise that 
resolving the community issues will require long-term planning and commitment by all stakeholders. 

. . .  

Alcoa understands the Yarloop community needs time to heal and it will take time for us to regain a 
constructive relationship. 

We will continue to work closely with government and residents, and to support the community as we 
look to the future together. 

There was a guaranteed buy-back, either straightaway or in the future, in what Alcoa called plan area A.  The 
boundary went through the centre of Yarloop.  Alcoa gave people on one side of the road who were fearful of 
those emissions a guarantee against any increase in emissions.  Those home owners were given a guarantee that 
they would not suffer, that they would be able to move and that they would receive a guaranteed price for their 
property if other factors came into being.  The trouble was that that guarantee was not given to home owners on 
the other side of the road.  We put forward a strong suggestion because we cannot tell a private business what to 
do.  We suggested that the company look very closely at its residential program and increase that to at least allow 
people in the town of Yarloop to meet those requirements.   
Many people sold to Alcoa and then leased back their houses.  Therefore, some of us on the committee asked 
why people would remain living in an area that they felt was putting their health at risk.  It was understood that 
some of them wanted to remain in Yarloop, and they have remained there.  Alcoa has had some significant 
impacts on the surrounding districts including Harvey, Waroona and Yarloop, and even Mandurah.  Many in the 
work force live in Pinjarra, and I think the operation at Pinjarra employs over 600 employees.  The company has 
also been very generous to the shires of the districts surrounding their operations and some of the money 
provided to the local governments has been substantial.  It has helped establish infrastructure in the towns.  In 
that sense, Alcoa has always been a very good corporate citizen.  The committee also found that the company 
was open and up-front with it.  It responded very quickly to questions, queries or inquiries from the committee.  
Many of the hearings were open hearings with the press present, and not once did the company try to do 
anything other than cooperate with the committee.  However, I also think it recognised that the committee was 
not going to go away and it, like the committee, wanted to get to the bottom of some of these problems because 
it was important for the area and it was also important for the economy of the state and particularly that region.   

Hon Barry House is on urgent parliamentary business at the moment.  However, we thought we had put together 
a fairly big report of some 514 pages.  His committee, the Standing Committee on Public Administration, put 
together a report of over 700 pages.  Therefore, ours was like a Readers’ Digest version compared with that 
report.   
I know there are others who wish to speak to this committee report, and so I will not go on much longer.  
However, before I close I acknowledge the work of the committee staff.  These hearings led to some very robust 
debates around the committee table.  They became very emotive at times.  My very good friend Hon Jim Scott 
and I disagreed on many occasions, and I am sure that the rest of the committee got sick and tired of our arguing 
across the table.  However, we managed to reach some compromises.  A minority report was written, but it only 
concerned a couple of issues relating to expansion.  Generally, the committee agreed with all of the 29 
recommendations.  It was to the credit of the staff that it had to sift through, sort out and listen to the debate and 
then write up reports.  Our deliberations took two or three days in a row, but the staff was able to put together an 
excellent report from that at times very heated argument.  Alcoa indicated to the committee that it was very 
impressed with the professionalism and standard of the report.  It felt it was unbiased and that it spelt out the 
evidence given to the committee, either orally or through submissions, in a fair way.   

I will not go into the information provided to the committee on the different toxins and chemicals or the 
chemical sensitivity problems, because there are pages and pages of evidence in that regard.  Members would 
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have to spend a day going through it in detail to understand it.  However, Alcoa has now stepped back, not 
because of its concerns or fears of additional emissions from the greater volume throughput, but because of the 
high capital cost of expanding the project or developing a new project.  The costs have risen dramatically and 
many of Alcoa’s and other new projects that have been announced are now on hold because of the cost blow-
outs.  It therefore makes the projects unviable for the amount of tonnages that will be produced.   

It was a most interesting and informative report with which to be involved.  I feel we are now better informed, 
and we now understand the difficulties that many people down there faced.  The unions have indicated that they 
are going fairly well and that they are not now getting any of the complaints that the town committee was given.  
The unions were fairly comfortable with that, which was a surprise to us in one way and yet, not in another, 
because we felt that if the unions had grievances, they would have made them very clear to us.  The complaints 
did not come from the work force.  The main complainants seemed to be the people in the surrounding districts.  
They were concerned about the emissions that were transported to their areas by wind.  Some of those people 
had a very low resistance to certain chemicals.  As I said at the start, many women are allergic to certain 
perfumes.   

I am happy to have been a contributor to this report.  Hon Chrissy Sharp, who was the chairman of the 
committee, had a very difficult job at times watching Hon Jim Scott and me going into orbit.  However, at the 
end of the day, the report was put together and we walked out of the committee still friends.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I thank the committee for its indulgence in placing the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs’ report on the notice paper for consideration.  This report was tabled in 
Parliament in October 2004; nonetheless, it has considerable relevance to ongoing community debates today.  
Some debate has occurred among members about the scale and nature of this inquiry to the effect that the 
practices of parliamentary committees must be sustainable; they should be able to address terms of reference 
while managing their workloads.  This report of almost 500 pages represents an inquiry that took place over 
more than two years and required a considerable effort by the committee.  I endorse the committee’s 
deliberations.  The government generally supported 28 of the 29 recommendations, and has already implemented 
a great many of them.  The government has also responded on an ongoing basis, as did Alcoa to the issues that 
the committee heard about during the couple of years of its inquiry.   

The history of this issue should be acknowledged.  It first came to light a number of years ago in the 1990s when 
liquor-burning technology was installed at the refinery, as Hon Bruce Donaldson stated, to take account of the 
changing nature of the bauxite.  As the nature of the bauxite became dirtier, new cleaning technology had to be 
installed.  That involved the installation of liquor-burning technology imported from Japan.  That happened at 
the same time as considerable expansion occurred at the Wagerup refinery.  As a result, the complaints from the 
local community about odours and emissions increased dramatically.  It took Alcoa some time to acknowledge 
that it had a problem with its relationship with the local community.   

In addition, a number of industrial incidents occurred at the refinery site.  A number of workers’ concerns were 
raised after they had been exposed to emissions and had complained of multiple chemical sensitivity symptoms.  
Members are aware of the considerable value of the alumina industry to the state’s economy and the role of the 
refinery in providing employment, for example, for small communities such as Waroona and Yarloop.  Although 
the community was very upset with its loss of amenity, the odours and the health impacts, there was also a great 
deal of community support for Alcoa in light of the key role the company played in local employment.  That is a 
significant issue that must be acknowledged.   

The standing committee’s report investigated the bauxite mining and processing facility extensively.  The 
committee needed to understand the emission process and the source of the community impacts from that 
process to come to grips with the issue.  Members may have questions about how that was done.  It was quite a 
scientific exercise for members of the committee, as lay people, and involved studying a lot of data to understand 
the technical processes.   

The community lodged a considerable number of complaints in the 1990s, which peaked, I think, in early 2001.  
The complaints covered adverse health effects, noise emissions and an unpleasant odour.  There were also 
community concerns about the company’s land management strategy.  Initially, the complaints process was not 
adequately handled by either Alcoa or the Department of Environmental Protection, with accusations that the 
department was not managing the complaints well, while Alcoa was not tracking the complaints properly.  That 
caused a dramatic community response that led to the community compiling its own complaints record.  As a 
result, complaints mechanisms were installed all over the place.  Consequently, the number of complaints leapt 
from a minimal number to many hundreds.   

People complained of headaches and nausea associated with emissions and unpleasant smells.  Indeed, both 
residents in the community and employees reported significant long-term health impacts.  The Standing 
Committee on Environment and Public Affairs undertook some research into multiple chemical sensitivities, 
which is a significant issue in modern society whereby people live with health conditions that are not detected by 



2042 [COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 

 

an epidemiological diagnosis.  In other words, it is not possible to specifically diagnose the chemical or other 
causes of a person’s health condition.  In some cases, people who complain of multiple chemical sensitivity 
symptoms are accused of having psychosomatic illnesses or of effecting symptoms in some way.  Alcoa initially 
claimed that people’s irritations and complaints were psychological reactions to the unpleasant odours, which led 
to a self-fulfilling effect.  They were accused of attaching the odours to other health issues from which they were 
suffering.   
However, as a result of the inquiry, Alcoa eventually acknowledged that the community was suffering real health 
impacts and it acknowledged responsibility for them.  However, complexities around multiple chemical 
sensitivity remain; for example, it is not recognised within WorkCover as a compensable disease because its 
cause and diagnosis cannot be recognised by a medical practitioner.  It is important to note that, as a result of the 
efforts of the Australian Manufacturing Workers Union, a number of employees from the Alcoa work force won 
compensation for their suffering and for injuries that resulted from exposure to emissions at the Alcoa Wagerup 
facility.  However, the problem of lack of compensation remains for a great many workers in Western Australia 
suffering from multiple chemical sensitivity because of the lack of recognition of this condition.  That issue has 
remained outstanding since the committee reported.  Further work must be done within the health profession - 
and probably some legal solutions sought - on how compensation can be provided to people whose illness stems 
from unspecified causes.  As a result of the level of complaints, a comprehensive review is being undertaken of 
the local population’s health, including statistics on the rates of cancer.  I think the term for that process is a 
community health audit.  Those processes are ongoing for the population living around the refinery.   
The committee reported also on a number of environmental impacts the refinery has had.  However, in light of 
their technical and complex nature, I will not discuss them now.  I endorse Hon Bruce Donaldson’s comments 
about the significance of dispersion modelling for refineries.  Indeed, the Alcoa Wagerup refinery is not well 
located for a facility of that type.  That brings me to chapter 7 of the committee’s report. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to sessional orders. 
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

OPTICAL DISPENSERS REPEAL BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [7.30 pm]:  During the debate on this bill earlier today, I talked 
about the importance of ensuring that people are not disadvantaged by this bill.  I said that I believe this bill is 
not in the public interest.  I said also that this bill has been introduced as part of Western Australia’s obligations 
under the competition principles agreement, which are to review and reform all health practitioner legislation 
that may restrict competition.  I indicated also that it is a shame that this bill was not considered before the 
Optometrists Act 2005 was enacted.  I also asked the Leader of the House to confirm for me that this is the only 
health practitioner group that will be deregistered if this bill goes through.   
I mentioned also that New South Wales, South Australia and Western Australia have legislation that provides for 
the registration of optical dispensers.  In Queensland, optical dispensers can operate only under the direct 
supervision of an optometrist.  In Victoria, Tasmania, the Northern Territory and the Australian Capital 
Territory, there are prohibitions on the supply of spectacles except in accordance with a prescription; therefore, 
optical dispensers are not able to set up shop and supply spectacles to the public.  However, in Western 
Australia, if this bill is passed, we will have none of this.  Optical dispensers will not be subject to any 
regulation.  There will be no requirement for optical dispensers to be trained and to have knowledge, skills or 
experience.  They will not need to operate with any form of supervision.  There will no prohibition on optical 
dispensers supplying spectacles to any person who comes in off the street and wants to buy a pair of spectacles.  
That is how the situation in this state will remain, unless this house believes that some form of ongoing 
registration of optical dispensers is necessary and in the public interest, as I believe it is. 
I mentioned also that one of the major reasons that we believe a form of regulation should be maintained is the 
level of training that these people need to undertake.  Earlier today I read out the five units of the training 
program.  The first unit is orientation to the ophthalmic industry.  The second unit is on how to perform 
workshop skills.  That includes such things as how to edge and fit spectacle lenses, and how to undertake 
corrections and repair optical appliances.  The third unit is on how to dispense optical appliances and services.  
This involves reviewing prescriptions and customer records, and explaining to clients how they can make the 
best use of their glasses etc.  The fourth unit is on how to market and promote optical products and services.  
That is the shopfront area that we see mostly.  The fifth unit is on how to dispense atypical prescriptions, and in 
particular some of things that optical dispensers need to know in order to be able to do that appropriately.   
I then went on to say that the main problem with this bill is that these optical dispensers are front-line people 
who in many cases are dealing with customers who are elderly.  If elderly people do not having well-fitting 



 [COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 May 2006] 2043 

 

glasses and regular eyesight check-ups, it may have a huge impact on their ability to prevent falls.  I have talked 
about the huge cost for the Western Australian health system of falls by the elderly.  In 2001-02 the cost to the 
health system in Western Australia of injuries sustained in falls by people aged 65 years and above was 
$83 million.  One of the other costs associated with falls by the elderly is the number of bed days in hospital.  In 
Australia in 1998 there were 1 104 deaths as a result of falls, and 45 000 episodes of falls required hospital care 
for people over the age of 65.  Falls are the leading cause of injury and death in people aged 75 and over.  The 
cost to the Western Australian health system for falls is about 1.5 per cent of the total health budget.  It is a 
significant cost to Western Australia if elderly people do not have appropriately trained people at the shopfront 
to do their optical dispensing.  I then went on to talk a bit about how that relates to my family.   

I now want to talk about why the Department of Health in Western Australia, which is incurring massive costs 
because of falls by the elderly, would want to introduce a bill that will deregulate optical dispensers.  It is 
because the current arrangements in the Department of Health to regulate optical dispensers are so poor that it no 
longer wants to be held responsible for optical dispensers.  The Optometrists Association - not the Optometrists 
Registration Board, but what some people might call the union or lobby group for optometrists - does not want 
optical dispensers in its patch.  The Optometrists Association has made it absolutely clear to me that it does not 
want optical dispensers to come under the Optometrists Act, because it is fearful that optical dispensers may start 
to assume roles and take on services that optometrists believe are exclusive to them, and it does not want any 
blurring of the respective roles.  I believe the optometrists see this bill as protecting their patch.  However, I 
believe the Department of Health sees this bill as a way of allowing it to get totally off the hook for its extremely 
poor practices.  The Department of Health should be thoroughly ashamed of the fact that it has done an 
absolutely appalling job in monitoring and maintaining the registration of optical dispensers.  This bill is about 
allowing the Department of Health to get rid of its role in registering optical dispensers, no matter what the cost.   

Under the current system, a person who wishes to practise as an optical dispenser must pay a fee of $5 or $10 - I 
cannot remember the exact amount - to the Commissioner of Health.  That is the only call that is made on the 
time and effort of optical dispensers in any way, shape or form.  They are never checked again.  There is no way 
of knowing how many people on the list of optical dispensers are still working, or even how many have since 
died.  There is no way of knowing whether these people are maintaining their skills or doing anything wrong.  It 
is just a list of people who at some time over the past however many years have practised as optical dispensers.  
That is the so-called process within the Department of Health for the licensing and regulation of optical 
dispensers.  It is no wonder the Department of Health wants to wash its hands of that process.  It is certainly a 
very poor process.   

I actually agree that the Department of Health should not be in the business of licensing or regulating optical 
dispensers.  The Department of Health should not be responsible for monitoring and maintaining registration of a 
health group like this.  No other group is registered in this manner.  Quite clearly, the Department of Health has a 
conflict of interest in heading up a committee of inquiry; choosing the terms of references; choosing those to 
participate in the inquiry; choosing the subsequent interpretations of those terms of reference; and drawing its 
conclusions from a vast array of advice that it chose to ignore.  I remind members that I said previously that, out 
of all the organisations that responded to its request for information, only two supported the repeal of this bill.  
The remaining 15 organisations supported the maintenance of regulation.   

Government members will probably not be aware that the Dental Bill 2005 will soon come into this place.  
Dental prosthetists will be included in that legislation.  In the other place, an argument was raised that a self-
funded scheme would pass on considerable cost to the customer.  That is an absolute nonsense.  The cost to the 
Western Australian health system of attending to elderly people who suffer falls is in the hundreds of millions of 
dollars.  The cost of running a self-funded registration scheme to licence optical dispensers and maintain their 
registration on a yearly basis is around $50 a head.  The infrastructure is already set up under the Optometrists 
Board of Western Australia.  Such a self-funding scheme under the optometrists legislation would not be costly.  
I know that because I was the chairperson of the Board of Occupational Therapists in Western Australia for a 
number of years.  About 1 500 occupational therapists are registered in this state and they have a self-funded 
registration board.  The annual registration fee for an occupational therapist would be around $65 a year.  The 
Health Department does not have any idea of the number of optical dispensers who operate in Western Australia 
because its registration mechanism does not give them the opportunity to know that information.   

Another argument put was that the Fair Trading Act 1987 and the Trade Practices Act 1974 will suffice.  They 
will not.  They will apply only if the goods are not of merchantable quality or if the dispensers do not render due 
care and skill in the provision of their services.  It is not the goods not being of merchantable quality in a 
deregulated market that we should be concerned about; it is that the goods might not be the right type for a 
particular individual.  I am sure that the new entrepreneur optical dispenser will render due care and skill in the 
provision of its services.  Elderly people will be seated, assisted, given time and given refreshments.  The skill 
will be in the options for the customer to choose and the fitting of the frames to ensure the glasses feel good.  
The skill will not be in ensuring that the prescriptions are specific to that individual.  There will be no 
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requirement in this arrangement for an optical dispenser to refer to an optometrist if any developing problems are 
evident.  These people will become a shopkeeper of glasses providing maintenance to existing glasses and they 
will have no other specific training or skills in optical dispensing.  Training will not be a requirement if 
deregulation takes place.  Of course, it would be an offence if an optical dispenser referred to himself as an 
optometrist and said that the glasses on their wall would cure or fix problems.  Like my dad, whom I have 
already mentioned, many old people will not know the difference if someone calls himself an optometrist or 
optical dispenser.  So long as they wear a white coat, look and sound professional and have the gift of being a 
good communicator with the elderly, my dad will take their advice and prefer to deal with them especially as 
they are readily available in the local shopping centre.   
The suggestion that optical dispensers should self-regulate and undertake some form of accreditation to make 
sure they are appropriately trained is an absolute waste of time.  This is a Clayton’s registration without any 
ability to hold any optical dispenser accountable for attaining any level of training.  We do not support 
deregulating optical dispensers and will not support the Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill 2005 unless, and until, a 
suitable alternative is in place.  In my view, this should be by amendment of the Optometrists Act 2005. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [7.45 pm]:  I have considered the Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill 
2005 on behalf of the Greens (WA).  My reading of it was that it was a relatively uncontentious bill.  According 
to the synopsis of this bill, the bill is introduced as part of the Western Australian Government’s obligation under 
the competition principles agreement to review and reform all legislation that restricts competition unless it can 
be demonstrated that the restrictions are in the public interest.  That was the review that led to the proposed 
repeal of this bill.  I know the Greens are not the greatest fans of competition policy and my former colleague is 
not here to give the house a 45-minute speech on competition policy, which is probably a relief to all of us -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I hear your telephone ringing? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Only because she has so eloquently put the case before.   
I was surprised because I had been led to believe that the opposition would support the bill.  I listened with 
interest to Hon Helen Morton’s contribution to this debate.  She has raised some issues to which I will be 
interested to hear the government’s response.  Certainly we support the intention of protection of the consumer 
and ensuring that the consumer gets good service in the area of optometry.   
I have not prepared any notes on this bill because my consultations indicated that it had widespread support, was 
not controversial and would not have a huge consequence.  I will listen with interest to the minister’s response to 
the points raised by Hon Helen Morton and, depending on that response, a decision on the Greens’ position will 
be made. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [7.48 pm]:  I am in the same position as Hon Giz Watson.  When I 
first saw the Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill 2005 come before us, I thought it would require nothing more than a 
stamp and away we would go.  I have listened to Hon Helen Morton and I have great respect for her knowledge 
in the health field.  She has been chairman of the occupational therapists association -  

Hon Helen Morton:  No, the registration board. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That makes it even better.  The member has had some interest in this area.  I 
pricked up my ears when reference was made to competition principles agreement and the amount of money that 
may be saved by, in this case, repealing a bill which will satisfy the National Competition Council with regard to 
funding.  I wonder how much money will be saved.  I know the minister has dealt with this issue many times.  
They usually come as a whole parcel in a bill and we do not find out how much money will be saved. 
I have great concerns with the licensing requirements of those people who will be dispensing glasses.  I realise 
the impact of having a pair of glasses, because I have come to a point where I need to wear them.  I have an 
elderly mother who has the same problem.  She has had a few prangs, as Hon Helen Morton put it, and has fallen 
over as a result.  The resultant cost to the Department of Health is very large, because bringing people back to 
full health after they have had such an accident is very expensive.  As this has happened to my mother several 
times, my ears pricked up immediately I heard the wide-ranging presentation given by the opposition 
spokesperson on health.  She mentioned Professor Bryant Stokes, for whom I have a very high regard.  We had a 
fair bit to do with each other when I was Minister for Transport and he was on the Road Safety Council.  In fact, 
I was the instigator of funding of $500 000 a year for the council, and I hope to goodness that this government 
will continue to fund it, because it is, for example, looking into spinal injuries.  It is a very good mechanism for 
finding solutions to such problems in the medical field.  I quite often talk to Professor Beazley about it.  Every 
time I see her she reminds me that it was a good initiative to put in place.  As I say, I have a great regard for 
Professor Stokes. 
What really concerns me is that a mechanism should be put in place so that optical dispensers can be registered 
somewhere or another.  The Leader of the House will have to convince me, because the issue of self-regulation 
in a field that is so vital to us needs to be addressed.  I will not be comfortable until such time as we see 
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something like that in place.  We need a briefing on this before it goes to a vote or perhaps the minister can 
satisfy my concerns in his reply.  My vote might not make any difference, but I think Hon Giz Watson is in the 
same boat.  We need to understand exactly what is happening.  At the end of his second reading speech the 
Leader of the House said that people may be prosecuted under the Fair Trading Act 1987.  That would happen 
after the event, and that is the problem I have with many of these issues.  The government says that it will go 
back and fix the problem up after the event.  If those people were registered in the first place, we might not need 
that sort of mechanism.  That concerns me greatly.  If the Leader of the House wants my vote on this issue, he 
must convince me.  There might be financial implications, but they are minimal when compared with the damage 
that may be done to someone who has the wrong pair of glasses.  I have great respect for Bryant Stokes and his 
advisory committee.  They have obviously looked at the issue, but I am the person who votes here, so I need to 
be convinced. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [7.53 pm]:  May I thank all honourable members 
for their contributions, in particular Hon Helen Morton, who led for the opposition on this bill.  I generally found 
her contribution to be interesting and clearly indicative of the fact that she has been extremely rigorous.  I do not 
often pay such compliments, so perhaps Hon Helen Morton should frame this one.  With two bills in a row, 
Hon Helen Morton has been extremely rigorous.  In this case the bill is fairly simple but in the previous case the 
bill was very complicated and involved.  Hon Helen Morton has ascribed a number of fairly hypothetical reasons 
to the repeal of the bill, including one that I am sure she made with her tongue slightly in her cheek, which was 
that the Department of Health simply wanted the matter removed from the scope of its responsibilities.  I do not 
think that is true, but while it is hypothetical, it is an interesting point. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Even though you might think that of Hon Helen Morton’s views, we need to take these 
issues very seriously because the ramifications of having somebody dispensing glasses that may not be of the 
right standard are very serious.  That is the issue. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Murray Criddle.  I will get to my response to the question he raised, which is 
a very serious question indeed.  It would have more currency, however, were it the case now that the Department 
of Health took any responsibility for the practice of optical dispensers. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Somebody has got to. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The department does not. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  But somebody has got to.  That is what I am saying to you. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  When we talk about the repeal of a body and with it the services that the body provided, 
before we ascribe what we have lost as a result of that repeal, we must understand what it actually did.  I will go 
into this in more detail later, but in point of fact it did not do a damned thing.  The Department of Health 
certainly took no responsibility for what optical dispensers did.  I think that was the point Hon Helen Morton 
made.  What is it that we have that we are losing?  Why is it the decision that has been made through the process 
of national competition policy review and then analysed by government to get to this point -  

Hon Helen Morton:  People could not go on the list or have a licence from the Department of Health unless 
they had achieved that level of training.  That is the only good thing that the current approach of the Department 
of Health does.  People cannot get onto its register, as badly as it is kept, unless they have satisfactory training 
levels. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member is saying that there is an entry level standard.   
Hon Helen Morton:  Yes, and that will be lost. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I accept that.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  That expresses it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but beyond that it was basically the payment of $5 a year and people stayed on the 
list.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  Yes, they had to get on it first. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  Hon Helen Morton also asked if I would confirm that this body was the only 
health-related registration body to be repealed as a result of analysis under the national competition policy 
guidelines.  I can do that: no other bodies have been repealed as a result of the national competition policy within 
the health-related area, of which I am aware or on which I have been able to get advice.  I think there are two 
reasons for that.  The first, which I think is a fairly cogent reason, is that most registration bodies in the health 
area are professional and relate to professional standards.  An example is physiotherapists.  Optical dispensers do 
not have a professional body that sets professional standards; theirs is a technical one.  If it sets standards at all, it 
sets only technical standards and is not in any sense a professional body.  The second and more obvious reason is 
that the national competition policy review, which we as a government are obliged to carry out, found no reason 
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for the continuation of the body.  The fact is that the proposed repeal of the optical dispensers legislation is far 
less conspiratorial and far more straightforward than has been imagined.  It is clear though that there are quite 
different views about the desirability of the practice of optical dispensers being regulated, if indeed “regulated” 
is the right word to use in this context.  I will use the word because I am sure that we all understand what it 
means.  I am concerned that some of the arguments presented provide what might be an inaccurate view of the 
role of optical dispensers.  I have already tried to make the distinction between a professional and technical 
body.  This builds on that.  Hon Helen Morton linked the poor eyesight and the falls of the elderly with optical 
dispensers.  Both those events are extremely distressing.  I know because my father now has almost total 
blindness.  It does not have a lot to do with optical dispensers.  Poor eyesight requires the attention of an 
optometrist and/or an ophthalmologist.  An optical dispenser is a person who relays the instrument of eyesight -  
Hon Helen Morton:  They advise people how to wear glasses properly.  They also determine whether glasses fit 
properly.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Perhaps.  However, that is not central to the issue.  Poor eyesight - to the extent that we 
are talking about the elderly and people with severely diminished eyesight - is a matter for professionals, not 
technicians.  Older people should be encouraged to attend proper eye examinations.  They should not be 
encouraged to rely on optical dispensers whose only technical qualification is to ensure that the lenses fit 
properly in the frame - that is important, certainly - and that the frame fits properly on the face.  That is about the 
extent of what optical dispensers can do. 
Hon Helen Morton:  They actually make the lenses. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  They can do.  Generally lenses are made by specialist manufacturers.  They may be able 
to make lenses; however, that area is highly specialised.  As I said, people who have eyesight problems should 
be encouraged to attend proper professional services rather than rely on optical dispensers who are simply not 
qualified to provide those professional services and who may be in breach of the Optometrists Act if they 
provide such a service.   
The existing registration scheme does little or nothing to protect the public.  The act provides for optical 
dispensers to pay a one-off licensing fee of $5 to the Department of Health.  They are not even required to pay 
$5 a year.  There is little monitoring to determine whether compliance is undertaken.  A separate registration 
would, indeed, be expensive to establish and maintain.  If it were self-funded, it would increase the cost of 
optical dispensing and ultimately the cost to consumers and, in the government’s view - members may have a 
different view - it is simply not justified on the basis of identified protection of the public. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  Will the Leader of the House explain, having said all that, why the National Competition 
Council has an issue with this bill? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I am getting to that now.  That is the crux of the argument.   
The need to regulate optical dispensers was addressed as far back as 1992 by the Australian Health Ministers’ 
Advisory Council.  The working party on mutual recognition of health occupations concluded that government 
regulation of optical dispensers was not justified on public health and safety issues, but that deregulation should 
not lead to the control of optical dispensers by other health professionals.  More recently the regulation of health 
professionals has been reviewed in accordance with the national competition policy agreement between the state 
and commonwealth governments.  As I said, the state has an obligation under that agreement to review 
legislation and to repeal legislation that is shown to have the effect of lessening competition, unless it is 
necessary to protect the public from harm that might arise from that competition.  The review of the Western 
Australian health practitioner legislation indicated that the objective of protecting the public from harm is less 
evident for optical dispensers than for some other health professions.  I am getting closer to answering Hon 
Murray Criddle’s question.  It was recommended that there should be a further opportunity for stakeholders and 
the public to provide submissions on the practices of optical dispensers and the reasons for continuing to regulate 
their practice.  It was at that point that a committee was formed that comprised the president of the optical 
dispensers’ association, an optometrist and an ophthalmologist under the chairmanship of Professor Bryant 
Stokes.  The committee was not able to identify evidence to suggest that optical dispensers posed a risk of harm 
to the public.  That committee is a pretty powerful group, and one that has a better professional understanding of 
the particular role than we could ever hope to have.   

Hon Helen Morton:  Under the terms of reference, that did not include training. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not know; I could not possibly comment on that.  It does not seem that that group 
was established for the purpose of considering training; rather, it was established to determine whether the 
functions of the body had any value.  Training would seem to be an issue that would have been considered only 
if it had a value; and, if it did, the group would have decided what to do with it.   

Hon Helen Morton:  They made a comment about the problem of deregulation in that optical dispensers would 
not have to be trained but because that was not in their terms of reference, they could not report on that. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  Hon Helen Morton is taking one step too far and then trying to build a logic that 
cannot exist. 
Hon Helen Morton:  It is stated in the report. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Helen Morton used the term “deregulation”.  I would not describe this legislation as 
deregulation legislation; rather, it is deregistration legislation.  What regulation is being repealed other than the 
regulation that requires people to make a one-off payment of $5 to the Department of Health to get their name on 
a list?  That is not deregulation. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  You just destroyed your own argument.  Why are we talking about competition policy if 
it not an issue? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Because registration of that nature falls within the ambit of the national competition 
policy.  My government was not the government that entered into this arrangement, my friend.  Hon Murray 
Criddle was a member of the government that committed Western Australia to this arrangement.  This 
government is obligated to the agreement that was committed to by the coalition government, and it is fulfilling 
those obligations.  That is what the obligations require us to do, and that is what we have done.  When we put it 
to a committee of experts, they said that there was no point keeping the body because it does not perform any 
useful role.  Perhaps training was canvassed in the committee’s report.  I have not read the committee’s report.  
However, it is pointless talking about training when the only function of the body was to hold a list of names. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  I think the Leader of the House is way off the point. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  What else does it do?  It holds a list of names. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  We are talking about competition policy.  You are talking about a group that is saying it 
does not make any difference. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  What the competition policy requires the state government to do - I thought I had 
explained this - is to identify any areas in which there is or may be anticompetitive conduct.  Anticompetitive 
conduct is the process by which a person may be prevented from engaging in a field of endeavour as a result of 
having or as a result of not having registration in a particular area.  A person cannot practise as an optical 
dispenser without having his or her name on the list.  The existence of the list, therefore, is an anticompetitive 
form of conduct.  It has to be repealed unless the government is able to show that the anticompetitive conduct is 
justified in the public interest.  When the committee looked at this issue, it could not find a reason to justify the 
anticompetitive conduct. 
Hon Helen Morton:  Have a look at the third point in the summary of conclusions in the report. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not have the report. 
Hon Helen Morton:  Would you like me to read it? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  No. 
THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  The opportunity to read that will occur during the 
committee stage.  If the Leader of the House addressed the second reading summing-up, we could move to the 
committee stage and we could have all the discussion we want for the rest of the night. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I can hardly wait.  Perhaps I should focus myself and stop getting misled by these unruly 
interjections - 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  If the Leader of the House did, he could make some progress. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  - especially from Hon Murray Criddle. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  I am here to keep you to account, Leader of the House, and I will continue to do so. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  He does that very well.  I thank the honourable member for that.  The recommendations 
made by the committee were consistent with previous recommendations that had been made over 13 years at 
both national and Western Australian level.  It is the government’s position that the existing consumer protection 
legislation - again, this picks up a point made earlier by Hon Murray Criddle - provides adequate regulation of 
the practice of the optical dispensers.  The point that Hon Murray Criddle made in his contribution was that the 
use of the Fair Trading Act in WA and the Commonwealth Trade Practices Act for the more serious offences is 
after the event.  He objected to that.  That is true enough.  The use of the Fair Trading Act, or the Trade Practices 
Act possibly to a lesser extent but in a narrower field, is after the event because it is consumer protection 
legislation.  When we think through consumer protection legislation, the sanctions that can apply in that 
legislation are almost all after the event.  Some elements of the Trade Practices Act, though, are prospective 
rather than retrospective.  Issues such as the misuse of market power arise.  For example, if we had one optical 
dispensing company - some very big ones are dominating the market and using that domination to force out 
competitors unreasonably - that is an area in which the Trade Practices Act would operate pre-emptively through 
the provisions of part 6 of that act.  The Office of Health Review was established under the Health Services 
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(Conciliation and Review) Act 1995.  It also can investigate complaints about optical dispensing services and 
order remedial action in appropriate cases. 
Hon Helen Morton:  It supported the maintenance of the regulation.  It supported the retention of registration. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That may have been the advice but the fact is that the Office of Health Review is able to 
carry out those functions itself.  It may well have supported the continuation of the optical dispensers’ body on 
the basis that somebody else can look after its problems.  The way legislation is structured in this state is that that 
is a matter that falls within the legislative ambit of the Office of Health Review.  Again, the Office of Health 
Review can operate in a pre-emptive manner.  The Western Australian Fair Trading Act 1987 and the 
commonwealth Trade Practices Act 1974 both contain provisions for offences relating to the supply of goods 
that are not of merchantable quality or a failure to render due care and skill in the provisions of services, as well 
as offences relating to misleading and deceptive conduct that are relevant to the practice of optical dispensing.   
In the area of the adequacy of a legal framework to protect the interests of consumers, I do not think there is any 
shortage of capacity to enable the repeal of this legislation to pass entirely unnoticed by consumers.  Following 
deregulation, optical dispensers will still be available to provide appropriate assistance to customers of 
businesses that supply prescription eyewear.  That role will still exist.  Consumer protection laws are there to 
ensure that they will have the expertise to provide those services.  Optical dispensers in all jurisdictions, except 
New South Wales and South Australia, are not subject to registration and there has been no observable impact on 
the level of services provided in those jurisdictions. 
Hon Helen Morton:  But they do have other legislation that protects -  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  So do we.  I have just been through a list of them. 
Hon Helen Morton:  Specific to optometrists and optical dispensers. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  They may do, but they do not have a registration board as such.  That is the effect of this 
legislation. 
Hon Helen Morton:  We’re going to have nothing. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  We are not left with nothing.  I have just been through an extensive list of legislation 
which is there to guard the interests of consumers.  Queensland amended its legislation quite recently, and 
optical dispensers there are also no longer required to practise under the direction and supervision of an 
optometrist.  I believe the question was raised in relation to competition policy payments.  I know Hon Helen 
Morton touched on it towards the end of her speech. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  I did. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sorry; it was Hon Murray Criddle.  Because competition policy payments are very 
broadly disaggregated, so broadly that it is extremely difficult to separate one function from another, it is not 
possible for me to answer the question in detail about the degree to which national competition policy payments 
were made to Western Australia as a result of the repeal of optical dispensers.  In fact, that would still be in the 
suspension pool because we have not done it yet. 
Hon Helen Morton:  But it is the review that is required.  That’s really important.  It doesn’t say it has to be 
repealed; it says it has to be reviewed.  Reviewing it and deciding to keep it or reviewing it and amending it is 
still reviewing it. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Does Hon Helen Morton really believe that? 
Hon Helen Morton:  I know it to be true because we have done it to all the other health practitioner legislation 
so far. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will tell Hon Helen Morton something about the difference between “review” and 
“repeal”.  I know that is what the words say but the words are there for the naive.  The words are there to make 
sure that competition policy is warm and fuzzy.  The commonwealth does not want to take over the state’s 
jurisdiction in how we run our businesses.  That is what the words say.  They say, “You only have to review it.  
It’s all right; we won’t fine you if you do the job properly and you review it.”  It is rubbish.  Members should 
look at what was done to the state of Western Australia with the potato marketing regulations.  We reviewed it to 
the nth degree.  The result of that review was that it was sustainable in the public interest.  The review 
recommendation was that we should keep the potato marketing regulations.  Potato marketing in Western 
Australia is a tiny business, worth $20 million gross.  The commonwealth fined us $3.5 million a year for a 
$20 million business.  The whole of the South Australian grain industry, a $900 million industry, also refused to 
deregulate.  It was fined $3 million a year, less than the fine for our little $20 million potato industry.  I do not 
want to hear people tell me that all we have to do is review it.  We do have to review, but we should not ever 
believe that reviewing is enough.  National competition policy was about us deregulating.  If we do not 
deregulate, we get fined.  It is as simple as that. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Isn’t the competition policy winding up? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I hope so.  We never know.  Yes, it is.  The current form of the existing COAG 
agreement terminates this year, I think. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It is this year. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, 30 June 2006.  That is a relief.  Who knows what COAG will come up with to 
replace it.  I hope we have seen the end of it. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  It has to be signed off.  Are you blokes going to sign off on it? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not know.  That question has not been put to me yet.  I think I know the answer I 
would give. 
Hon Helen Morton:  It costs us $178 million a year if people fall over and go to hospital. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not take that lightly.  I am suggesting that if the honourable member thinks optical 
dispensers will substantially change that, and if we ever let people outside this chamber, especially the elderly, 
think that optical dispensers will be a key to changing that, we are not doing them a service.  As I said, wherever 
eyesight deficiency is an issue, it is worth talking to an optical dispenser, but that should be the last person talked 
to.  People should first talk to professionals in the field.  
Hon Helen Morton:  How do you get to them?  They go through the optical dispensers to get to them.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  They go through spectacle sellers to get to their medical practitioner? 
Hon Helen Morton:  They go not to the medical practitioner, but to the optometrist.  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members.  Let us deal with those matters in the 
committee stage.  There are other members who are not interjecting who wish to speak during the committee 
stage.  If we deal with the second reading and then get on with the committee process, those members will have 
their chance.  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you very much, Mr Deputy President.  I have concluded my comments on the 
second reading stage.  I believe that I have responded to all the comments made by honourable members.  I hope 
that has satisfied them, but if it has not, I look forward to dealing with those specific issues in greater detail in 
the committee stage.  I commend the bill to the house.  
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (14) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Sheila Mills Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kim Chance Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ken Travers  

 

Noes (13) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Helen Morton Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Barry House Hon Margaret Rowe  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Sue Ellery Hon Norman Moore 
 Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Anthony Fels 
 Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ray Halligan 

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) in charge 
of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title -  
Hon HELEN MORTON:  Given that the committee concluded that it was important that optical dispensers 
maintain a minimum level of training and that, within the terms of reference the option for retaining statutory 
regulation to achieve this was not available - that is, the terms of reference were too narrow to enable that to 
happen - can the minister indicate the way in which he believes that there will be some assurance that the 
training we talked about and all agreed was important would be achieved? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I would like to think so, but that question has nothing to do with this bill.  That question 
derives from the recommendations of a committee that was established to give advice to the government in 
relation to this bill, but the question asked by the honourable member is a professional question - a training 
question.  It has nothing to do with the repeal of the act itself.  The report the member referred to, and which was 
provided to the government - I have that conclusion in front of me - had terms of reference that were limited to 
those applicable to a national competition policy review.  That was certainly one of the recommendations, 
although it does seem to be somewhat outside the terms of reference, and it will be considered by the 
government.  I hope that that will be the case, because it is a sensible recommendation that I hope the Minister 
for Health will act on.  However, I cannot give an indication outside the scope of the bill in the manner the 
member requested.  

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Is it the minister’s understanding that the Optical Dispensers Repeal Bill 2005 will 
allow an optical dispenser to operate with absolutely no training, knowledge, skill, experience or supervision, 
and the optical dispenser will not be prohibited in any way from dispensing glasses from a shop and doing all the 
things we talked about?  So long as such a person does not hold himself out to be an optometrist or an 
ophthalmologist or misrepresent himself under fair trading provisions, will the repeal of the Optical Dispensers 
Act enable him to do all those things?  

The CHAIRMAN:  Before the Leader of the House answers the question, I remind members that we are dealing 
with clause 1.  The scope for debate on clause 1 is relatively narrow.  The questions being raised relate to 
clause 3, which deals with the repeal of the Optical Dispensers Act.  This is a relatively short bill, and the only 
opportunity Hon Helen Morton has to discuss the impact of the repeal of the Optical Dispensers Act 1966 and 
the Optical Dispensers Regulations is in relation to clause 3.  If the minister cares to answer that question on 
clause 1, I will put the question on clause 1 if there is no general debate on that clause, and then move to 
clause 3, where some specific questions can be asked by Hon Helen Morton, who obviously seeks some 
clarification on a number of issues.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you, Mr Chairman, I will answer the question now.  The answer in respect of the 
Optical Dispensers Act is yes, because it will not exist.  However, it is quite possible that a person would be 
caught under another act, in particular the Fair Trading Act 1987, but I cannot give Hon Helen Morton legal 
advice of that nature; it would depend on the evidence and the circumstances.  It is quite possible that a person in 
those circumstances would be operating in breach of the Fair Trading Act, but it would depend on what the 
person did.  I bought the glasses I am wearing from a newsagent.  Hon Helen Morton’s father buys his glasses 
from a garage.  I doubt that the newsagent or the garage proprietor pretend to be specialists in the field, and are 
probably not in breach of the Fair Trading Act.  It really, therefore, depends on the circumstances. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Repeals - 

The CHAIRMAN:  Any member can now ask questions on the impact of the repeal of both the Optical 
Dispensers Act 1966 and the Optical Dispensers Regulations.  I believe that is what Hon Helen Morton was 
getting at in her interjections in the second reading debate, and that is why I wanted it done now. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  The Leader of the House is a very fortunate man, as he obviously has eyesight that 
needs only magnification.  That is easy, simple and straightforward, as the sight in both eyes - or whatever it is 
that he needs glasses for - have diminished at the same rate. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Thank you, and I agree with both of you when you say that! 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  The minister, like my father, is a very fortunate man.  However, many people, 
including me, have eyes that develop problems at a different rate from each other. 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Yes, I am a bit one-eyed!  However, having magnified glasses makes no difference 
to my ability to judge distance and read, or whatever.  Therefore, buying magnifying glasses from a garage or 
newsagent would not be of assistance to me.  I ask the Leader of the House to say what he thinks it would be like 
for people with eye problems that those sorts of glasses cannot rectify. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I understand what Hon Helen Morton is saying and I am certainly aware that it is quite 
unusual for eyesight to diminish equally in both eyes.  Hon Helen Morton’s dad and I are indeed fortunate.  That 
comes from living a pure life, actually! 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What is it that actually causes weakness in eyesight? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not think we will canvass that in the context of this debate! 
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  You will have to cut it down to three or four times a night! 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes. 
There are more sophisticated requirements for eyesight that diminishes for different reasons sometimes and to 
different degrees in each eye.  Indeed, in some people the quartiles of the eyes can be different.  That obviously 
requires dispensing and manufacturing; that is, technical skills of a very high level.  It requires a much higher 
level than can be proved by the payment of $5 to the Department of Health.  Anybody who sets up a business to 
manufacture and supply spectacles or other sight aids at that level, beyond the garage and the supermarket, is in 
the business of saying that he or she is a skilled, qualified provider.  If that person is not a skilled, qualified 
provider, that person would be in breach of the Fair Trading Act, which carries very heavy penalties.  That is 
why I just do not believe we are in any sense letting down consumers by getting rid of the registration 
requirements that have as their only responsibility the once-off payment of five bucks to the health department.  I 
actually believe in the quality of our legislation and, at the more serious end of the business, admittedly probably 
the wholesale end of the business, in the commonwealth legislation, the Trade Practices Act.  I believe in that 
legislation.  I cannot bring myself to believe in this act. 
Hon HELEN MORTON:  Is the minister aware that if this legislation is repealed, as intended in clause 3, 
Western Australia will be the only state of Australia to have absolutely no regulation whatsoever for the supply 
of glasses to the people of the state?  Currently optical dispensing is registered in Western Australia, New South 
Wales and one other state - I have forgotten which one.  In one state - I think Queensland - people are prohibited 
from supplying glasses to anybody without a prescription, even from a garage or newsagent, as the minister said.  
Optical dispensers in other states are required to be supervised by opticians.  The report to that effect is the report 
that went to the minister.  In New South Wales and South Australia optical dispensers are regulated. 

Hon Kim Chance:  They are registered. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Yes.  I think that means regulated.  Does it or does it not? 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, not to me. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  There are prohibitions on supplying spectacles in Victoria, Tasmania, the Northern 
Territory and the Australian Capital Territory, except in accordance with a prescription from an optometrist or 
medical practitioner.  In New South Wales and South Australia optical dispensers are registered, and I 
understand there is also some form of regulation in Queensland.  Western Australia will have absolutely no 
regulation at all. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, I am not aware of that because it is simply not true.  The Western Australian 
Optometrists Act makes a very clear distinction, and indeed provides very clear regulation in the real sense, as 
distinct from registration, about who can prescribe.  It is absurd to imply that this mickey mouse, once-in-a-
lifetime $5 registration will do anything to improve professional standards for the care of consumers’ eyes.  
Other legislation does that; that is, legislation that applies to professional services.  It is absurd to mix the 
provision of technical services from people who sell a pair of specs with the professional requirements for 
diagnosing problems and prescribing to ensure that people have the appropriate sight aids.  New South Wales 
and South Australia have a carryover form of registration; that is it.  That is the only difference in where Western 
Australia is going with this legislation.  None of the other states, including Queensland, has a requirement to 
register.  However, all states, including New South Wales and South Australia, have professional legislation 
which regulates those who can diagnose and prescribe.  They are quite different issues.  One is a professional 
issue, the other is a commercial/technical issue about who can sell what.  Let us not confuse the two. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I have to pick the minister up on one of his comments.  The report by the committee 
to the Director General of Health clearly states that, in Queensland, the Optometrists Act 1974 does not 
specifically regulate optical dispensers, but the effect of the legislation is that optical dispensers can operate only 
under the direct supervision of an optometrist.  We do not have that in the optometrists legislation and there will 
be no requirement for supervision, education or training, and there will be none of the prohibitions that are in 
place in Victoria, Tasmania, the Northern Territory or the Australian Capital Territory on supplying spectacles 
except with a prescription from an optometrist or medical practitioner.  People will be able to pick a mix-and-
match pair of glasses off a shelf from a thousand pairs of glasses imported by an optical dispenser and buy them.  
They will be able to try on pairs of glasses until they get a pair that fits both eyes okay and walk out with them.  
There is no requirement for the people dispensing to have any training or supervision or to provide glasses from 
a prescription. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  What the member quoted from the report was true at the time the report was written.  
The case now is that - I am happy to repeat it because this is exactly what I said in my second reading response - 
Queensland has amended its legislation, and optical dispensers are no longer required to practise under the 
direction and supervision of an optometrist. 

Clause put and passed. 
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Clauses 4 and 5 - 
Clauses put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (14) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Sheila Mills Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kim Chance Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ken Travers  

Noes (13) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Helen Morton Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Barry House Hon Margaret Rowe  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Sue Ellery Hon Norman Moore 
 Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ray Halligan 
 Hon Graham Giffard Hon Anthony Fels 

Clauses thus passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, without amendment. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 

Report of committee adopted. 

Third Reading 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [8.49 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (14) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Sheila Mills Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kim Chance Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ken Travers  

Noes (13) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Helen Morton Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Barry House Hon Margaret Rowe  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Sue Ellery Hon Norman Moore 
 Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ray Halligan 
 Hon Graham Giffard Hon Anthony Fels 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [8.51 pm]:  I am about to move that order of the 
day 207 be taken forthwith.  However, before I do so, I advise members that I do not intend to call any other 
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items of business after the completion of debate on order of the day 207, so if we finish that motion quickly, we 
can all go home early! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Ken Travers):  Order, members!  It is not home time yet!  The Leader of 
the House still has the motion to deal with. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move -  

That order of the day 207 be taken forthwith.   

Question put and passed.   

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1090/33 - LAKE KARRINYUP COUNTRY 
CLUB - DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Pursuant to standing order 152(b), the following motion by Hon Giz Watson was moved pro forma on 
16 March -  

That the metropolitan region scheme amendment 1090/33 - Lake Karrinyup Country Club published in 
the Gazette on 4 November 2005 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 8 November 2005 under the 
Metropolitan Region Town Planning Act 1959, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.52 pm]:  I have moved this disallowance motion for the 
proposal to rezone part of the land that is owned by the Lake Karrinyup Country Club for a number of significant 
reasons, and particularly the concerns with the environmental impacts and the potential human health impacts.  I 
will quote from the Western Australian Planning Commission’s report entitled “Metropolitan Region Scheme 
Amendment No. 1090/33 - Lake Karrinyup Country Club” dated April 2004.  It states -  

The purpose of this proposed amendment is to transfer a portion of Lake Karrinyup Country Club from 
the Private Recreation zone to the Urban zone in the City of Stirling.   

. . .  

The amendment proposes the transfer of approximately 2.8ha of Lot 240 North Beach Road, Karrinyup 
from the Private Recreation zone to the Urban zone to facilitate residential subdivision.   

Concerns have been raised with me about this rezoning.  The main issue I will focus on tonight is that the 
rezoning will occur in an area that has been identified as having a high risk of actual and potential acid sulfate 
soils less than three metres from the surface.  I will give members a bit of information about acid sulfate soils, 
because it is an issue that is only just being understood in Western Australia.  It has been understood for a little 
longer on the eastern seaboard of Australia.  Its impacts on water quality and the difficulties of either 
remediating or reducing the impacts once acid sulfate soils are exposed to oxygen are quite significant and 
should not be underestimated.  I will quote initially from planning bulletin 64, dated November 2003, which was 
also published by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  On the first page of that bulletin it states -  

2.1 What are acid sulfate soils? 
Acid sulfate soils is the common name given to naturally occurring soil and sediment 
containing iron sulfides.   

In Australia, the acid sulfate soils of most concern are those that formed in the Holocene 
geological period (the last 10,000 years) after the last major sea level rise.   

During the sea level rise new coastal landscapes were created as a result of rapid 
sedimentation, and acid sulfate soils were created when bacteria in these organically rich 
waterlogged sediments converted the sulfate from the seawater, and iron from the sediments, 
into iron sulfides. 
These naturally occurring iron sulfides are generally found in a layer of waterlogged soil or 
sediment, and are benign in their natural state.  When disturbed and exposed to air, however, 
they oxidise and produce sulphuric acid, iron precipitates, and concentrations of dissolved 
heavy metals such as aluminium, iron and arsenic.   

2.2 Why are acid sulfate soils a planning issue?   
Release of acid and metals as a result of the disturbance of acid sulfate soils can cause 
significant harm to the environment and infrastructure.   
The principal environmental, social and economic impacts of acid sulfate soils have been 
documented as follows:  
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•  Adverse changes to soils and water quality. 

•  Deterioration of ecosystems and the ecosystem services associated with soils, 
groundwater, wetlands, watercourses and estuarine environments. 

•  Local and regional loss of biodiversity in areas affected by acid sulfate soils leachate. 

•  Loss of groundwater and surface water resources used for irrigation and other 
purposes. 

•  Reduction in opportunities for agriculture and aquaculture. 

•  Human health concerns particularly from arsenic contamination of groundwater in 
areas affected by acid sulfate soils. 

It is worth noting that some of those human health concerns include skin cancer, circulatory disorders and 
nervous system damage.  The release of arsenic as a result of sulfuric acid is of significant potential human 
health concern.  It continues -  

•  Corrosion of engineering works and infrastructure such as bridges, culverts, 
floodgates, weirs, drainage pipes and sewerage lines. 

•  Conflict between activities that depend on healthy surface and groundwater regimes 
(e.g. commercial fishing, recreation and tourism) and activities that may have resulted 
in disturbance to acid sulfate soils (e.g. agriculture and urban development).   

•  Loss of visual amenity from plant deaths, weed growth and invasion by acid tolerant 
waterplants and algae. 

•  Costs to the community in terms of financial outlays and the community’s and 
government’s time and effort in minimising and rehabilitating disturbed areas. 

In Western Australia the main impacts associated with acid sulfate soils to date have been: 

•  Wetlands degradation. 

•  Localised reduction in habitat and biodiversity. 

•  Deterioration of surface and groundwater quality. 

•  Loss of groundwater for irrigation. 

•  Increased health risks associated with arsenic and heavy metals contamination in 
surface and groundwater, and acid dust. 

•  Risk of long-term infrastructure damage through corrosion of sub-surface pipes and 
foundations by acid water. 

•  Invasion by acid tolerant waterplants and dominance of acid tolerant plankton species 
causing loss of biodiversity.   

The presence of acid sulfate soils is, therefore, a planning issue that should be taken into 
account in planning decision-making.   

That was a rather lengthy quote.  I understand that many members probably would not have even considered acid 
sulfate soils and their potential impact on the environment and human health.  It is important to understand the 
gravity of the challenge we face, in that Western Australia has significant areas of acid sulfate soils, and we are 
only now coming to grips with how to ensure that those acid sulfate soils are not disturbed.  It is worth noting 
also that there has been a particular problem in the Stirling area where this rezoning proposal applies.  I note 
from a newspaper report that a monitored bore that is relatively close to this rezoning proposal has recorded a 
2 000 microgram per litre measurement of arsenic.  It is also worth noting that the considered safe level of 
arsenic for drinking is seven micrograms per litre.  Roughly 70 micrograms per litre is considered safe for an 
irrigation level.  The rate of 2 000 micrograms per litre is a very high reading.  From research on this rezoning 
proposal and from the discussions I have had with advisers from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
and the Department of Environment, I am aware that nobody is disputing the fact that this rezoning is in an 
identified high-risk area.  At least we are on common ground on that aspect. 

The second issue associated with this rezoning proposal that I consider significant is the loss of the wetland 
buffer.  A 50-metre buffer zone is usually considered appropriate for a wetland.  The buffer zone earmarked for 
this proposal is approximately 40 metres.  The third point is that the bushland, albeit a relatively small area of 
2.8 hectares, provides a significant link between Lake Gwelup and Lake Karrinyup-Carine swamp.  Therefore, 
the vegetation on this site has significance in providing that linkage.  Less than 10 per cent of the City of Stirling 
has retained remnant native vegetation.  This rezoning site has important mature jarrah, marri and tuart trees.  A 
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huge number of tuart trees have been lost on the coastal strip between Busselton and just north of Perth.  Each 
mature tuart tree has a very important role to play in maintaining some integrity of the tuart ecosystem that once 
existed much more extensively on the whole coastal plain.   

I refer now to my concern about the process of assessing this rezoning proposal, which is at the core of my 
disallowance motion.  Having outlined the problems associated with this site, the Environmental Protection 
Authority has failed to adequately assess the potential impact of acid sulfates.  I refer to the guidance statement, 
in appendix 1 of planning bulletin 64, entitled “Planning guidelines for acid sulfate soils” Guidance statement A2 
states - 

Where the presence of acid sulfate soils has been confirmed by a Preliminary Site Assessment, the 
change of zoning should also be accompanied by a Detailed Site Assessment -  

That is obviously a specific requirement.  It continues -  

(prepared in accordance with the Department of Environment’s guidelines) that determines the capacity 
of the land affected by the change to sustain the proposed land uses having regard to:  

•  The extent and severity of acid sulfate soils.   

•  Potential impacts on surface and groundwater quality and quantity.   

•  Potential impacts on ecosystems and on biodiversity.   

•  Potential impacts on existing land uses in the vicinity.   

•  Any likely engineering constraints and impacts on infrastructure.   

•  Cumulative impacts.   

I will be very interested in the parliamentary secretary’s response to this aspect.  I have been unable to locate a 
detailed site assessment.  On those grounds, I argue that the proper assessment process has not been followed for 
this rezoning proposal.  The contrary argument put to me is that the rezoning stage is not the appropriate time to 
undertake a detailed assessment of acid sulfate.  However, this planning bulletin says a detailed site assessment 
should be done at the change of zoning.  In this process, the proponent, as proponents do, has employed an 
environmental consultant to produce a report that was presented to the EPA for assessment.  I have examined in 
some detail that environmental assessment entitled “Lake Karrinyup Country Club Subdivision Environmental 
Assessment Version 3, November 2002”.  It was prepared by Alan Tingay and Associates Environmental.  At 
the beginning of the document is a disclaimer that is worth noting.  It reads -  

This document is published in accordance with and subject to an agreement between ATA 
Environmental and the client for whom it has been prepared Lake Karrinyup Country Club and is 
restricted to those issues that have been raised by the client in its engagement of ATA . . .  

Hon Adele Farina:  That is fairly typical. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes.  That is a problem in itself.  The scope of the environmental assessment should not 
be determined by the proponent.  It is a minor point in this argument but it is worth noting.  The report contains 
two sentences about soils, both of which are excessively broad.  Under the heading “Geomorphology and Soils” 
at page 2, it states -  

The soils over most of the site consist of deep pale and olive yellow medium to coarse grain sands 
derived from Tamala Limestone.  The soils close to Lake Karrinyup comprises dark grey and black 
peaty clay with variable sand content.   

The reference is to a geological survey of WA in 1986.  If the extent of the assessment of the soils by the 
environmental company that has been asked to make an assessment is reference to a 20-year-old geological 
survey, I am not very impressed by it.  The other part of the report that is worth noting and that the planning 
department raised with me is on page 3.  It states - 

Parts of the lake have been lined, and one part has been excavated adjacent to the 3rd green . . . 

It bothers me that the environmental assessment can simply claim that part of the lake has been lined but provide 
no reference supporting that.  The Department for Planning and Infrastructure could not tell me how much of the 
lake is lined, what it is lined with, when it was lined and what effect that has on the levels of the lake.  The 
departmental advisers told me that the lake was lined, whereas the report indicates that it is only partly lined.  
Again, there is a significant lack of information about the nature of the lake, which is 40 metres away from the 
subdivision.  The EPA considered the Tingay assessment and then responded by saying that the scheme would 
not be assessed, and it provided only informal advice.   

In a series of letters that I have here - rather than read from them I will lay them on the table at the end of my 
contribution - the EPA initially advised that there should be a standard buffer zone but later indicated that it 
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would not require the 50-metre buffer zone.  The size of the zone was changed apparently on the basis of a site 
visit by someone from the Water and Rivers Commission.  In trying to piece together the information on this 
rezoning, it seems that the site assessment by the officer from the Water and Rivers Commission has not been 
detailed in a written report, so I do not know what that person saw or did on site that led to her advising that the 
usual buffer zone of 50 metres would not be required.   

There is a further study, which has been used in this assessment.  It is a geotechnical study by Coffey dated 
23 March 2002.  It is interesting to note that the study does not mention acid sulfate soils.  It is not clear to me 
where this information was put into the Environmental Protection Authority process.  Indeed, the Alan Tingay 
and Associates report does not mention this study.  The geotechnical study has not been cross-referenced.  The 
study was primarily to assess the capacity of the soil to handle housing.  It does not deal with the acid sulfate 
issue.  The acid sulfate problem has not been adequately assessed.  The EPA has given a quick yes without 
adequate information.  I dare say it was against the advice of some of its own departmental experts.  Do not 
worry, we have been told that the proposal will be assessed at the next stage, which is the subdivision stage.  
Will it?  I have also looked into the issue of when the EPA formally signed off on a proposal.  This is an adjunct 
to a lengthy legal debate in this state about at what stage the EPA has completed its assessment and set 
conditions so that a project can go ahead.  From what I understand, the EPA has given a quick yes on informal 
advice based on what I argue is a lack of in-depth information about acid sulfate.  It has said that it can be 
managed under Department of Environment guidelines primarily by putting in two metres of fill and ensuring 
that there is no disturbance below that level.  I am aware of the argument that has been put to me and the Liberal 
Party to persuade it that this is not really a problem because it will be assessed later.  Is that the case?  In a letter 
dated 29 March 2004 the EPA advised the Western Australian Planning Commission - 

After consideration of the likely environmental factors related to the above scheme amendment and 
based on the information provided by you, the EPA decided that the overall environmental impact of its 
implementation would not be severe enough to warrant assessment under Part IV of the Environmental 
Protection Act, the preparation of an Environmental Review and the subsequent setting of formal 
conditions by the Minister for the Environment. 

The letter went on to note key environmental factors, including wetland and acid sulfate soils, and provided 
advice about those factors.  The letter concluded by stating - 

Under the provisions of Section 48A(a) - 

That reference to that section is an error; it is not that section - 
of the Environment Protection Act the above scheme amendment is now deemed assessed by the EPA. 

The EPA has said that it deems that the project has been assessed at the zoning stage.  There is no requirement 
for any further assessment.  This sort of letter would ordinarily mean that a later subdivision proposal would be 
protected from EPA assessment.  This is for two reasons.  The first is that, given the view it has taken on the 
metropolitan region scheme amendment, the EPA is unlikely to see a related proposal as having an overall 
environmental impact worthy of assessment.  Secondly, the WAPC is not required to refer a subdivision 
proposal under an assessed scheme to the EPA unless it is environmentally significant and one or more of the 
environmental issues raised by the proposal were not assessed in an assessment of the scheme.  In relation to the 
second point it should be noted that in cases in which the EPA defers consideration of an environmental factor to 
a later stage, such as the subdivision stage, it identifies the environmental factor as a deferred factor.  That has 
not been done in this case.  The Environmental Protection Authority’s advice did not say that it is a deferred 
factor.  It made a comment on the acid sulfate soil.  Therefore, to that extent it considers that the assessment is 
deemed assessed by the EPA.  It might be worth noting at this stage that despite the fact that neither the  Alan 
Tingay and Associates Pty Ltd nor the Coffey report specifically mentioned acid sulfate, the issue of acid sulfate 
has been raised with the EPA, and I assume that it was raised by the Department of Environment itself.  
Unfortunately, despite my requests to the Minister for the Environment, I have not been provided with the 
correspondence between the Department of Environment and the EPA, which would have given me the 
information on whether that was where the EPA got its trigger to look at acid sulfate.  Unfortunately, the 
minister has been unable to provide me with that documentation.  A briefing note on the scheme dated 3 March 
states - 

There is a safeguard in the Act to ensure that where new information comes to light it is possible to 
formally assess a proposal under an assessed scheme.  The EPA can “call in” a proposal under an 
assessed scheme where it is environmentally significant and where the EPA did not, when it assessed 
the scheme amendment, “have sufficient scientific or technical information to enable it to assess the 
environmental issues raised by the proposal.” 
It should be noted that the proponent is able to refer a proposal under an assessed scheme to the EPA.  
There is also the power for the Minister, if it appears to him that there is public concern about a 
proposal, -  
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This proposal has raised considerable public concern and a significant number of submissions to the assessment 
process have been made.  The briefing note continues - 

to refer a proposal to the EPA.  This is not subject to any explicit restriction on dealing with proposals 
under assessed schemes, so this power could arguably be used in the present case. 

This argument can be used in this case.  I raise this with the parliamentary secretary as a big hint; that is, if this 
allowance motion does not stand, the government should seriously consider calling in this proposal at the 
subdivision stage.  As it currently stands, the EPA has deemed this proposal to be assessed.  The briefing note 
continues - 

Finally, it should be noted that it would be possible for the EPA to give informal advice that would 
inform the WAPC assessment of a subdivision application.  One of the functions of the EPA is  
 to advise the Minister on environmental matters generally and on any matter which he may 

refer to it for advice, including the environmental protection aspects of any proposal or 
scheme, and on the evaluation of information relating thereto.   

This is sometimes called “16(e) advice” after the section in the Environmental Protection Act that it is 
taken from. 

My significant point is that in the eyes of the EPA this rezoning proposal has been deemed to be assessed.  
Therefore, the EPA believes that there is no requirement for a further environmental assessment or for a detailed 
soil analysis.  If the minister chose to call in this proposal at the subdivision stage, it is arguable that a further 
assessment could be made. 

I am asking the house to support this disallowance motion for the following reasons.  This process sets a very 
bad precedent for how the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, the EPA and the government deal with 
the issue of acid sulfate risk areas.  More and more often we will see pressure for urban infill in areas that are 
adjacent to wetlands or are identified - in this case areas that are not even accurately assessed and identified - as 
an acid sulfate risk area.  What are the dangers?  The dangers are that if acid sulfate soil is disturbed by putting 
in deep sewerage or bores, or there is another impact on the acid sulfate layer, it will set off an acidification 
process that will be very difficult to reverse.  The officers from the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
were at pains to tell me that there were other examples of places where acid sulfate has been managed 
successfully in Western Australia by certain processes.  However, they were hard pressed to provide me with a 
concrete example.  It is very early days in our understanding of the dangers associated with disturbing acid 
sulfate.   

I think if this house sends a message back to the government, the EPA and the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure to say that the assessment must be done at the zoning stage and that they must take a much more 
precautionary approach when dealing with acid sulfate soils, it will ensure that the EPA does not simply give 
informal advice and then wipe its hands of the matter.  I am very critical of the fact that the EPA has not done its 
job with regard to this rezoning.  The process is flawed and needs to be revisited.   

I again appeal to the Liberal Party to consider this matter very seriously.  I understand that the local member had 
taken this matter very seriously.  However, I am disappointed that has not flowed through to action in the 
Parliament.  We have certainly had some lengthy conversations with the conservation and community sector to 
try to get the Liberal Party to understand the issues that arise with acid sulfate soils, but perhaps it will take a 
little longer to get the Liberal Party to fully understand.  Unfortunately, the consequences for the environment, 
and potentially for human health, of not managing these issues properly are extremely significant. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.21 pm]:  As Hon Giz Watson has pointed 
out, the metropolitan region scheme amendment that we are dealing with proposes to transfer approximately 
2.8 hectares of lot 240 North Beach Road, Karrinyup, from the private recreation zone to the urban zone to 
facilitate residential development.  Advice has been sought from the Environmental Protection Authority with 
regard to the proposed amendment, and the EPA has determined that it does not require a formal assessment.  
However, in providing that determination, the Department of Environment, acting under delegated legislation 
from the EPA, has provided advice on fill, drainage, interface with a wetland, mosquito management and 
management of potential acid sulfate soils.  The EPA has advised that while the site was identified as having a 
high risk of acid sulfate soils, this could be managed at the subdivision stage by the application of the Western 
Australian Planning Commission’s planning bulletin 64.  This planning bulletin requires the preparation of a 
management plan that clearly identifies the issue of the management of acid sulfate soils.  It requires also that the 
preparation of such a management plan be done to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment.   

Hon Giz Watson raised a concern about the WA Planning Commission’s planning bulletin 64, in particular 
guidance statement A2, which, as she correctly states, requires that a detailed site assessment be prepared at the 
time of the change of zoning.  That guidance statement forms part of part A of appendix 1 to that bulletin.  
Part A of the appendix refers to the application of general principles to new town planning schemes and town 
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planning scheme amendments involving land where there is evidence of a significant risk of disturbing acid 
sulfate soils.  What the Parliament has before it tonight is an amendment to the metropolitan region scheme.  It is 
not an amendment to the town planning scheme, which follows the amendment to the MRS.  That means there 
will be a capacity at that time to deal with that matter.  There are occasions when a town planning scheme and a 
metropolitan region scheme amendment are run jointly.  However, there are two separate processes that conclude 
it.  Therefore, there is still the capacity to deal with that issue.  Also, as the beginning of the planning bulletin 
clearly identifies, where disturbance of acid sulfate soils is unavoidable, subdivision and development should be 
undertaken in a certain manner, and it outlines how it should be undertaken.  Clearly, it deals with the issue of 
development within rezoning and subdivision.  There are two further opportunities for those issues to be dealt 
with and at that point it is a requirement to provide the detailed assessment.   

With respect to the acid sulfate soils, the site lies within an area of high risk and that has been clearly recognised 
by all the parties.  However, these problems arise only with the disturbance of the soil.  In this instance, the site 
will require fill rather than cut, so the concern with acid sulfate soils is not likely to occur and can be adequately 
managed, in the view of the Western Australian Planning Commission, the Department of Environment and the 
Environmental Protection Authority, through the application of the Western Australian Planning Commission’s 
planning bulletin No 64 - acid sulfate soils.  The consultant for the Lake Karrinyup Country Club has advised 
these agencies that there are no proposed activities that will lead to an acid sulfate soil problem.  Given the 
former use of the site for sand extraction, it is presumed that the site will be filled prior to development, thus 
negating an acid sulfate soil problem.   

The state has participated in a national committee that has been established to consider the management of acid 
sulfate soils.  Clearly, the view that has come through that work is that the existence of acid sulfate soils is not 
fatal to a development, and it is an issue that can be managed through the planning process.  Fundamentally, acid 
sulfate soil management is a detailed planning issue that can be addressed at the subdivision stage through the 
application of the condition which requires the preparation and implementation of an acid sulfate management 
plan to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment.  It is consistent with the advice the state received 
from the Department of Environment and reflects the government’s policy on the management of acid sulfate 
soils, which is consistent with the national approach.  Very clearly, the existence of acid sulfate soils within the 
amendment site is not a fatal flaw to the proposal.  We recognise that it is an environmental constraint, but it can 
be managed.   

The Perth Convention Exhibition Centre is an example of an acid sulfate soil high-risk area that has been 
successfully managed to allow for construction. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  We are following a national approach, and Hon Giz Watson admitted that in the 
eastern states for a long time there has been an awareness of acid sulfate soils and the management of them.  The 
guidelines that have been put in place through the planning bulletin have adopted the measures and guidelines 
that have been used in the eastern states.   

With respect to the loss of vegetation, the Environmental Protection Authority has advised that the proposed 
amendment did not require formal assessment; however, as I indicated, advice has been provided.  The advice 
did not refer to any concerns relating to vegetation in the first instance.  However, subsequent advice received on 
24 December 2004 requires that there be no impact on the paperbarks adjacent to the wetlands, and that the 
understorey should be improved.  The vegetation is not within the Bush Forever area, and the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management advises that it has no record of any populations of threatened flora or fauna 
or threatened ecological communities occurring within the site.  The vegetation has become degraded by 
infestations of weed species via the excavation of sand for the golf course and the storage of green waste 
material.  The proponents have stated that mature tuarts will be retained within the public open space.  Although 
it is acknowledged that there will be removal of vegetation, it will equate to only 4.8 per cent of the total 
bushland on the site and 2.9 per cent of the total site area.  The majority of the vegetation will be retained as a 
green corridor and wildlife habitat. 

I have photographs of the degraded state of the bushland if members would like me to table them.   

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  They are coloured.   

Hon Giz Watson:  Those are much nicer.  I wish I had those. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  For the purposes of the Hansard, the photos are of where the site has been previously 
excavated for sand and the storage of green waste material.  There are also photos of the significant weed 
infestation and the state of the vegetation.  There are also photos of the better vegetation on the site, which it is 
proposed to protect and retain in open space adjoining Willow Bank Entrance.  There are also photos of the 
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paperbarks that are fringing Lake Karrinyup and will be retained.  The comment is also made that the setback 
has been supported by the Water and Rivers Commission.  I seek leave to table those. 

Leave granted.  [See paper 1492.] 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  In respect of the issue of the wetland buffer, Hon Giz Watson is correct that the 
Environmental Protection Authority, in its advice to the commission dated 29 March 2004, referred to a 50-
metre buffer requirement.  However, it has since been acknowledged that this advice did not take into account 
the previous examination of the site by the Water and Rivers Commission and advice from that authority on 
25 August 2000 that the buffer area could be reduced subject to retention and rehabilitation of adjoining 
vegetation.  It is on that basis that the buffer area has been reduced.   

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I do not have that information.  Fundamentally, the metropolitan region scheme 
amendment process is a strategic planning tool that aims to assess the proposal at its highest level to ensure that 
there are no fatal flaws to the proposed rezoning of the site.  As members will be well aware, the planning 
process involves town planning scheme amendments and structure planning, although that is not likely to be 
required in this instance.  It involves subdivision and development applications.  Quite a hierarchy of planning 
processes need to be completed prior to a development being realised.  Detailed assessments of proposals occur 
at these stages and not at the MRS stage.  Potential risk from acid sulfate soils is not a fatal flaw to the realisation 
of the site for residential development.  The Western Australian Planning Commission’s planning bulletin 
provides advice on the process to be adopted in such high-risk areas and necessitates actions to be undertaken to 
the satisfaction of the Department of Environment.  We also have in place Department of Environment 
guidelines for the preparation of the management plan.  This process has been clearly considered by the WA 
Planning Commission, the Department of Environment and the Environmental Protection Authority, and the 
planning bulletin and the guidelines have been prepared on that basis to ensure that such sites are afforded the 
highest level of consideration for their future use.  It is not correct to say that the government is ignoring the 
situation by not formally assessing it.  Our clear position is that we recognise the issues involved in acid sulfate 
soils.  There have been significant discussions and, as a result of those discussions, the Environmental Protection 
Authority has put in place a series of guidelines to deal with the issue.  Further, the WA Planning Commission’s 
planning bulletin clearly outlines the process that should be undertaken through the planning process to deal with 
the issue.  I note that Hon Giz Watson also made reference to her concern about the capacity to formally assess 
the proposal at a later stage.  Having made that comment, Hon Giz Watson also identified some instances in 
which that assessment could take place at a later stage.  It is not correct to say that there are no avenues for 
assessment at a later stage. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  No, it has been said that there is a requirement at those later planning stages for 
detailed information to be provided and for the preparation and implementation of a management plan to deal 
with that issue.  There are guidelines in place for the preparation of that management plan. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  That is exactly right.   

Hon Giz Watson:  It is not an assessment. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  There is a fundamental difference in the position; namely, in adopting the national 
approach and on the advice of the Department of Environment, the EPA and the WA Planning Commission, the 
state does not consider acid sulfate soils to be a fatal flaw to development.  Rather, it is considered a planning 
issue that can be managed.  It has been successfully managed in other instances.  Clearly in that assessment, and 
with those guidelines and policy positions in place, the EPA formed the view that there is no requirement for a 
formal assessment.  However, in the preparation of that management plan and the more detailed assessments that 
must be undertaken, if the problem is larger than originally anticipated, there is the capacity for the matter to be 
referred to the EPA for assessment, as Hon Giz Watson pointed out in her contribution.  The situation from the 
state government’s point of view is that the matters raised by Hon Giz Watson are not a fatal flaw in 
consideration of the metropolitan region scheme amendment.  They are matters that government agencies have 
advised can be dealt with in later stages of the planning process, which is quite extensive.  The matters raised by 
Hon Giz Watson do not warrant the disallowance of the amendment.  On that basis, I commend the MRS 
amendment to the house and ask members to vote against the disallowance motion.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Before I call the next speaker, I indicate that I am required 
to interrupt this debate at 9.42 pm for the purpose of putting the question.  This is the last day on which this vote 
can be taken.  Therefore, approximately five minutes remain in this debate.  I also indicate that this is the 
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substantive motion, and that the mover has the right of reply if time permits.  Having said that, the question is 
that the motion be agreed to.   

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [9.37 pm]:  I rise to speak to the disallowance motion on 
behalf of the opposition.  As has been mentioned, we are dealing with the proposed transfer of approximately 
2.8 hectares of lot 240 on North Beach Road, Karrinyup, from private recreation zone to urban zone to facilitate 
residential subdivision.  Like other members, the opposition has received representation from the Urban 
Bushland Council of WA and others regarding this particular motion.  At the outset, I and other opposition 
members acknowledge the issues that were put by the council regarding the proposed development, particularly 
with respect to the issues relating to wetlands and acid sulfate soils.  In assessing its concerns, the opposition 
looked specifically to the WA Planning Commission’s report on submissions, advice that was provided by 
relevant government agencies and briefings involving ATA Environmental, which undertook an environmental 
assessment.   

The parliamentary secretary addressed a number of the concerns raised by Hon Giz Watson and others, but I 
want to raise a couple of significant issues on behalf of the opposition.  The environmental assessment shows 
that the vegetation of the site is degraded.  According to page 7 of the report, submissions of no objection and 
comment on various aspects of the proposal were received from the Swan River Trust and the Departments of 
Environment, Indigenous Affairs, Planning and Infrastructure and others.  We noted that the Environmental 
Protection Authority amendment did not require formal assessment.   

With respect to the buffer, we took into account a letter from the Water and Rivers Commission, entitled 
“Proposed Subdivision of Portion of Lake Karrinyup Country Club”.  I do not intend to go through that, given 
the limited amount of time available.  It was referred to by Hon Giz Watson and the parliamentary secretary.   

We noted that the report stated - 

The site lies within an area of high risk with respect to acid sulfate soils, however these are only a 
problem if disturbed.  Since this site will require fill, rather than cut, this is not likely to occur.  The 
presence of acid sulfate soils can be managed adequately through the application of the WAPC’s 
Planning Bulletin No. 64: Acid Sulfate Soils.   

Being conscious of the concerns raised, the opposition sought further advice on this issue.  We took advice from 
ATA Environmental that referred to preliminary work by Coffey Geosciences.  It indicated that the land did not 
identify any peat, concluding that the risk of acid sulfate soils at this site was particularly low.  We are aware of 
the concerns raised by Hon Giz Watson with respect to further testing.  In the past couple of days I sought 
further advice from the parliamentary secretary.  She has raised the issue tonight in response to those concerns.  
It is the opposition’s understanding that it is now required practice for the WAPC, as part of the subdivisional 
approval, to impose a condition requiring further testing of acid sulfate soils.  As the parliamentary secretary has 
mentioned, there will also be further requirements and at least two other opportunities for this testing to be 
undertaken.   

The opposition is cognisant of the issues raised with respect to acid sulfate soils.  We fully support these 
requirements, which will be placed on any potential development.  We will monitor the compliance by the 
departments in fulfilling their roles with respect to this issue.  I also understand that the proponents are fully 
aware that these requirements will be placed upon them.  Given the time, I will not go through any of the other 
issues; suffice to say that given the statements made by the parliamentary secretary, the fact that there will be a 
further requirement to test acid sulfate soils and, taking on board the comments by the various government 
agencies, the opposition will not be supporting the disallowance. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.43 pm]:  While I am speaking, it will give my colleague enough 
time, especially if he is listening, to join me in the chamber.  I am understandably disappointed that neither of the 
major parties has been dissuaded on this issue.  If this disallowance were supported, it would mean that the 
proposal could be adequately and formally assessed by the EPA, as I believe it should have been in the first 
instance.  I am not convinced that the production of a management plan is adequate to deal with the significant 
risks posed by acid sulfate.  I think this sets a very bad precedent for any future proposals involving acid sulfate 
soils, which should be fully and comprehensively assessed.   

Question put and negatived.  

WILLIAM RIVERS DICKINSON 
Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [9.45 pm]:  I stand tonight to pay tribute to William Rivers 
Dickinson, known as Bill Dickinson, who passed away last night, having lost his battle with motor neurone 
disease.  Bill was a unique individual in many respects, particularly as a genuine giant in the field of education.  
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He served with numerous state and national educational bodies, including the Secondary Education Authority, 
the Western Australian Institute of Technology - now Curtin University of Technology - and the Western 
Australian Post Secondary Education Commission.  He served as chairman of the Association of Heads of 
Independent Schools of Australia, both state and nationally; on the WA chapter of the Australian College of 
Education; as deputy chairman of the National Council of Independent Schools’ Associations; as chairman of the 
Secondary Education Authority operations committee; as a member of the Beazley commission; as a member of 
the McGaw inquiry; and as chairman of the Western Australian College of Excellence.  Bill Dickinson was a 
giant in the field of education.  In addition, he was made a member of the Order of Australia and elected a fellow 
of the Australian College of Education.  

Although this list of accomplishments is outstanding, I am of the opinion that Bill Dickinson will be most 
affectionately remembered as headmaster of Scotch College from 1972 to 1997.  It would not be an 
overstatement to suggest that, during that period, Bill Dickinson and Scotch College were synonymous.  In an 
article on the incoming headmaster in the 1971 Reporter, the Scotch magazine, Bill Dickinson stated that his 
commitment to a broad general education, including a wide range of co-curricular activities, would give the best 
possible chance for each boy to discover and develop his own particular potential.  His philosophy was that the 
aim of the school should be to produce men with a social conscience who would stand up for what they believe 
in and at the same time recognise that others may have different views and be no lesser men for it.  What a 
visionary.  I remind members that Bill Dickinson espoused these views in 1971, and they would be just as 
relevant, if not more relevant, to contemporary society.   

Bill’s contribution to Scotch and his positive impact upon thousands of boys in their journey through life during 
his 26 years as headmaster is immeasurable.  Bill’s introduction of the house system at Scotch was visionary, 
and its model has been replicated across the nation.  Mindful of the changing demands society was placing upon 
schools and teachers, the primary role of the house system was one of pastoral care.  Boys were allocated to a 
house, based upon Scottish clans, such as Ross, Cameron, Alexander and St Andrews, which provided identity 
and ownership for them.  Through their house, boys could participate in a wide variety of activities, including 
drama, debating, athletics and swimming, to name just a few.  Emphasis within the houses has always been on 
participation rather than on winning, to reinforce Bill’s original philosophy of developing and pursuing an 
environment in which boys could pursue their individual strengths.   

Bill’s tall and imposing figure in itself would normally command respect, but the respect Bill received from all 
who knew him had little to do with his physique.  He was an outstanding intellect and a consummate orator.  He 
was tolerant and forgiving and at the same time resolute and determined.  Bill will also be remembered for his 
remarkable memory.  Teachers and parents alike would watch with amazement as Bill would regularly identify 
individuals in an assembly of 800 boys by their surname, one, two or three initials, year group and house.  He 
would also regularly stop a boy in his stride, offer his best wishes for the boy’s birthday and then swiftly move 
on.  Bill Dickinson was a unique headmaster.  He really was a headmaster with vision and incomparable 
wisdom.  He was a compassionate headmaster.  He was in many respects before his time, while being a 
headmaster of his time, due to his innate skills in generating changes in educational philosophy to meet 
contemporary demands.  Bill Dickinson touched the lives of thousands of young men at Scotch College, 
ensuring that they received quality education and he pursued excellence in their teaching.  He also held a genuine 
regard for their personal welfare.   

Finally, Bill Dickinson will be fondly remembered by the Scotch community.  I emphasise that Scotch College 
really is a community.  The teachers, ancillary staff, ground staff, coaches, kitchen staff, parents and friends were 
all an essential component of Bill Dickinson’s Scotch College community.  I know that I speak on behalf of the 
entire Scotch community in farewelling Bill, and in saying “Farewell, Bill”, I thank him for all that he was and 
all that he provided for us.   

Personally I have lost a valued friend and mentor.  Bill Dickinson employed me at Scotch College after I 
returned from the tennis tour in 1989.  I had no intention of applying for a position at Scotch.  However, Bill 
phoned me to have a chat on the recommendation of a mutual friend.  After an hour, we finished our “chat” by 
my committing to commence at Scotch in 1990 - a move that was life-changing for me.  Before long, I had a 
deep passion for Scotch due to the direction and wise counsel of Bill Dickinson.  In 1994 I had no intention of 
taking over from the legendary Ian Shortland-Jones as head of Ross House.  My teaching, tennis coaching and 
political responsibilities left me precious little time to commit to a house head position, which in itself was 
consuming in every respect.  “Let’s have a chat”, said Bill.  Needless to say, I left his office as head of Ross 
House.  I am indebted to Bill for providing me with that opportunity.  My 10 years as head of Ross House 
provided me with some of the most rewarding experiences of my teaching career.  In 1997 I phoned Bill to tell 
him that I was resigning from Scotch to take up a position with the government.  “Let’s have a chat” was his 
response.  I do not know how he did it, but as Bill shook my hand at the conclusion of our “chat” I was once 
again absolutely bewildered at his ability to articulate things in such a manner as to have me question why I had 
considered the option of leaving Scotch in the first place.  It was not time to leave teaching, and in retrospect I 
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can see that.  I remained at Scotch for another seven rewarding years of teaching politics and history, coaching 
the First VIII and nurturing the boys of Ross House - thanks to Bill Dickinson.   

Very few people profoundly impact upon the direction of our lives.  Bill Dickinson had an enormous influence 
on the direction that my life has taken - all of it positive.  For that I thank him and I will be eternally grateful.  To 
Julie, Amy, Brigid, Adam and the rest of Bill’s family, I pass on my sincere condolences.  May he rest in God’s 
care. 

ANZAC YOUTH PARADE AND SERVICE - CITY OF COCKBURN 
Statement 

HON SHEILA MILLS (South Metropolitan) [9.51 pm]:  I had great pleasure this morning attending the City 
of Cockburn Anzac youth parade and service, attended by approximately 500 schoolchildren from all the 
primary schools in the City of Cockburn, as well as by veterans and parents.  The students marched from the 
City of Cockburn offices to the monument in Hamilton Street, accompanied by a police escort.  It was a very 
fine sight with all of them waving the Australian flag.  I congratulate the Cockburn branch of the Returned and 
Services League of Australia, particularly the RSL parade commander, Mr Arthur Stanton, for organising such a 
terrific event, which involved many young people.  I could not think of a better way of passing on the traditions 
and experiences of those who have gone before than involving young people.  It was very gratifying to see all the 
schools that had taken time out to be involved, and particularly all the students who took part.   

Getting young people involved in society and the community is a strong commitment of the state government.  
Under the Office for Children and Youth, the government involves young people so that we can discover issues 
that young people believe are important.  In the past couple of years the government has also greatly expanded 
the cadets program, which aims to get young people involved in the community and which now includes police, 
emergency services, Red Cross cadets and the Army and Navy cadets.  The government has also introduced a 
program in which schools can “adopt” a war memorial.  This has given students an opportunity to conduct 
projects researching the lives of their adopted memorials.  This is a great opportunity to put a face and a story to 
those names and it helps young people realise that the men and women who fought and died for this country 
were real and not too different from them.  When I looked around today and saw the respect evident in the faces 
and actions of the students and the strong interest in the tradition that has gone before, I feel confident that the 
Anzac spirit will remain strong. 

BALLAJURA WAR MEMORIAL AND PEACE PARK 
Statement 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [9.53 pm]:  In keeping with the thoughts of Hon Sheila 
Mills tonight, I will also make a few brief comments on a very special ceremony that I had the opportunity to 
attend this morning in Ballajura.  The particular event was a dedication ceremony for the establishment of the 
first Ballajura War Memorial and Peace Park at Ballajura Community College.  The ceremony was attended by 
the Premier, the member for Ballajura, the federal Minister for Justice and Customs, the federal member for 
Cowan and a host of other dignitaries, including the Western Australian President of the Returned and Services 
League of Australia, Mr Bill Gaynor, and other members of the local community.   

I was told today that the Ballajura War Memorial and Peace Park was first conceptualised at a meeting at the 
college just two years ago today.  Since that time, so much has been done.  As the foreword in the ceremony 
booklet says - 

The Ballajura War Memorial Peace Park has been developed as a partnership actively involving the 
W.A. State and Federal Governments, the city of Swan, the R.S.L Association of W.A., business and 
private benefactors and the Ballajura Community College and the wider community.  The creation of 
the War Memorial and Peace Park initiative has been a community building activity.  It provides the 
opportunity for residents to come together as a community to celebrate our heritage as a nation. 

The booklet also states - 

It is hoped that this Park delivers an aura of respect, reverence and peace; upon first sight; on entry to its 
precinct and upon participation in any ceremony. 

The design of the memorial and peace park is worthy of particular comment.  The memorial has a contemporary 
feel and has been designed along a central axis with the focal point being the memorial itself with rammed earth 
panels and a granite water sphere.  The panels are adorned with traditional symbols associated with ANZAC and 
Remembrance Day including poppies as well as an inscription of the Ode to the Fallen.  At one end of the axis, 
an olive tree avenue and circular lawn comprise the peace park and a Gallipoli lone pine was planted at the 
conclusion of the ceremony.  The park around the circular lawn includes, and I quote from the booklet - 
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. . . small scale intimate spaces for every day use of student groups in break times or in open air classes, 
by community groups and individuals so that they may simply rest quietly and enjoy the space or reflect 
on their memories and emotions. 

The principal landscape architect from the City of Swan, Ms Wendy Seymor, is to be particularly commended, 
as is the advisory architect from the WA branch of the RSL, Mr Ean McDonald.  I had the opportunity to speak 
to Mr McDonald after the ceremony and found that he was also the architect of the wonderful and very 
significant Blackboy Hill memorial that I mentioned in this place just a couple of weeks ago.   

Memorials have a very important place in our community.  They enable one to quietly reflect on the lives of the 
many thousands of brave soldiers who stepped out from the safety of their homes and their families and gave 
selfless service in defence of Australia and the allied countries in the war.  The memorial dedicated today is also 
now a constant reminder of these soldiers, many of whom never came home. 

In conclusion, today’s ceremony shows the great value of bipartisan support at both a state and federal level for 
projects that undoubtedly bring enormous benefit to the whole community.  I congratulate the many people 
involved in the development of this memorial and peace park.  In particular, I congratulate the principal of 
Ballajura Community College, Dr Stefan Silcox, who I understand has been the key driver in this project.  Dr 
Silcox is very committed to the college, its students and the community, and today’s ceremony reflects an 
outcome of this drive in ensuring that such projects come to fruition.  

KALGOORLIE-BOULDER JUVENILE REMAND CENTRE 
Statement 

HON VINCENT CATANIA (Mining and Pastoral) [9.58 pm]:  I wish to inform the house of the progress of 
the development of the new 12-bed Kalgoorlie-Boulder juvenile remand centre.  I want to give the house a bit of 
background on how it came about.  In February 2005, the state government pledged $12 million to develop new 
juvenile remand centres for the Kalgoorlie-Boulder and Geraldton regions.  The Kalgoorlie-Boulder centre is 
scheduled to be operational by the end of 2008.  The remand centre will be a secure facility for young people 
from the goldfields region aged between 10 and 17 years who have been remanded in custody by the court, 
refused bail on arrest or who are unable to meet bail requirements.  The facility will hold only juveniles on 
remand; that is, those who are waiting to appear before the court to be sentenced.  Sentenced juveniles will 
continue to go to the Banksia Hill Detention Centre in Perth.  The state government is committed to seeking 
community stakeholder input into the development of the Kalgoorlie-Boulder juvenile remand centre to ensure it 
reflects regional needs, particularly those of the goldfields.  The community consultation has already begun by 
way of a community reference group.  The community reference group meets monthly to provide local input to 
the development of the remand facility.  The CRG, of which I am privileged to be the chair, includes 
representatives from the community, the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder, Aboriginal groups, regional government 
departments and non-government organisations.  As well as our monthly CRG meetings, information briefings 
have been held for local stakeholders, authorities, the judiciary, justices of the peace and other interested parties.   

The juvenile remand centre will allow young people to stay close to their families and maintain their social and 
cultural ties.  The remand centre will also free up police time.  At the moment, juveniles are held in the lockup 
while they await police transport to Perth.  This has been occurring for quite some time in Kalgoorlie.  Young 
juveniles who have been arrested have spent weekends in the Kalgoorlie-Boulder lockup.  The juvenile remand 
centre will free up police time, as they will not need to be at the police station while the juveniles are in the 
lockup or await police transport to the Banksia Hill Detention Centre in Perth.   

I will inform members of the site selection for the remand centre.  Initial investigations of potential unallocated 
crown land sites in the Kalgoorlie-Boulder region for the remand centre are under way.  To be considered, sites 
must meet the following criteria: they must be within 12 kilometres of the city centre, be a minimum of 12 
hectares, including land amalgamations and subdivisions, and be greenfield sites or have existing buildings.  
Each potential site is being put through a preliminary evaluation process to determine any other constraints, such 
as environmental issues or mining leases.  A short list of land sites will be identified by the end of the month, 
and there will be an opportunity for the residents of Kalgoorlie-Boulder to have their say before the preferred site 
is selected.  Displays will be erected in public areas and will be featured on the Department of Corrective 
Services web site, identifying the most suitable sites and providing opportunities for comment.  Once the public 
comment period closes, the Department of Corrective Services will examine the feedback and undertake any 
further consultation required.  A preferred site will then be nominated, and a formal submission for rezoning will 
be presented to the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  Subject to rezoning approval, it is anticipated that construction 
should start by late 2007.  Once the preferred site has been secured, people in neighbouring areas will be able to 
provide comment and advice on design and landscape considerations.   

I will also mention the level of support that the juvenile remand centre has received throughout the goldfields, 
and particularly from the police, because it will free up their time and that means that there will be more police 
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on the beat in Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  The City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder has got right behind this project.  I look 
forward to updating members once the site for the remand centre has been chosen, and to informing the house 
that this project is well on track for completion in late 2008. 

KARRAKATTA CEMETERY - RENEWAL PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[10.03 pm]:  I refer to the speech made in the house yesterday by Hon Robyn McSweeney in which she referred 
to the renewal program at Karrakatta Cemetery.  I offer her an invitation to attend the cemetery with the director 
of the Metropolitan Cemeteries Board and me to go through those issues and consider them on-site at a time that 
is mutually acceptable to us all. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Thank you, minister. 

House adjourned at 10.04 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - COST OF FUNERALS 

3248. Hon Nigel Hallett to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development 

I refer to a report in The West Australian of Friday 24 February 2006 on page five that states that ‘A 
spokeswoman for the Department of Community Development which last year paid up to $ 5 000 each for 225 
Aboriginal funerals…’, and ask -  

(1) What was the cost of the cheapest Aboriginal funeral paid for last year? 

(2) What was the cost of the most expensive Aboriginal funeral paid for last year? 

(3) What is the cost of a “typical” Aboriginal funeral paid for last year? 

(4) For (1), (2) and (3) please provide a detailed breakdown of the costs for items making up the cost of 
each funeral, for example, the internment in the grave, the cost of holding a funeral, the cost if the 
funeral was held on a Saturday, Sunday or a public holiday? 

Hon JON FORD replied: 

This question is not relevant to the Department of Local Government and Regional Development.  The 
Honourable member should direct his question to the Minister for Community Development. 

RELOCATION OF WOODSIDE MATERNITY HOSPITAL SERVICES TO KALEEYA HOSPITAL 

3381. Hon Barbara Scott to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health 

Further to question without notice No. 895 of 14 March 2006 -  

(1) With whom did the CEO consult about the accelerating the move of Woodside to Kaleeya from 14 
months to 3 months? 

(2) On what conditions was the CEO's initial estimate of 14 months calculated to affect the move from 
Woodside to Kaleeya? 

(3) On what assumptions was the CEO's estimate of 14 months calculated to affect the move from 
Woodside to Kaleeya? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

(1) The Chief Executive consulted with various staff in the areas of medical, nursing and infrastructure. 

(2)-(3) Initial conditions reviewed included: 

· Building times 

· Tender times 

· Options for the Unit's location within Kaleeya 

· Funding strategies. 

RELOCATION OF WOODSIDE MATERNITY HOSPITAL SERVICES TO KALEEYA HOSPITAL 

3382. Hon Barbara Scott to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health 

Further to question without notice No. 895 of 14 March 2006 -  

(1) Where in the Reid Report or the Cohen Report was it recommended to relocate Woodside Hospital 
services to Kaleeya Hospital? 

(2) Where in the Reid Report or Cohen Report was it recommended to relocate Woodside Hospital services 
to Fiona Stanley Hospital? 

(3) Where in the Reid Report or Cohen Report was it recommended to relocate Woodside Hospital services 
to Kaleeya Hospital in 2006 and then relocate services from Kaleeya Hospital to Fiona Stanley Hospital 
in 2011? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

(1) Kaleeya Hospital was not part of the public health system at the time of the Reid or Cohen reports. 

(2) Recommendation 26 of the Reid report states "Woodside Maternity Hospital - to be closed once an 
appropriate replacement facility south of the river has been identified". 
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(3) Kaleeya Hospital was not part of the public health system at the time of the Reid or Cohen reports; 
however, it has been identified as an appropriate facility consistent with Recommendation 26 of the 
Reid Report since becoming part of the public health system. 

KALEEYA HOSPITAL - SERVICES PROVIDED AND STAFFING EFFICIENCIES 

3383. Hon Barbara Scott to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health 

Further to question without notice No. 895 of 14 March 2006 -  

(1) What changes in the mix of services provided at Kaleeya Hospital will result in a saving of $837 000 a 
year in nursing salaries? 

(2) What services provided at Woodside will no longer be available? 

(3) What services that were available at Woodside will be reduced at Kaleeya? 

(4) What savings in nursing salaries will be achieved by staffing efficiencies due to the (maternity) unit 
being managed in a larger hospital? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

(1) The maternity service has moved to beds that were previously operational/staffed beds at Kaleeya 
Hospital. 

(2) All services previously provided at Woodside Hospital will continue to be provided at Kaleeya 
Hospital. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) There will be efficiencies as a result of: 

•  The existing theatre nursing staff at Kaleeya Hospital will be largely used to assist the doctor 
in caesarean operations and elective gynaecological surgical procedures. 

•  The existing theatre staff will in the main provide the after hours on-call maternity service.  

•  The elective surgical patients will be accommodated in and cared for by nursing staff in the 
existing surgical ward.  

•  The nursing staff will be relieved of some of the non nursing duties such as social work and 
the issuing of discharge medications.  

•  The Nurse Administrator position at Woodside Hospital will not be relocated to Kaleeya 
Hospital as there is already a Nursing Director on site who is responsible for nursing services. 

KALEEYA HOSPITAL - NURSING STAFF 

3384. Hon Barbara Scott to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health 

(1) How many nursing staff will be required to undertake a caesarean section at Kaleeya Hospital? 

(2) Will extra midwives be provided to look after the birthing suites at Kaleeya which are now separated 
and unable to be supervised safely with the same number of staff at Woodside? 

(3) If not, why not? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

(1) Four. 

(2) Yes, there are more midwives rostered for the labour ward specifically.  

(3) Not applicable. 

HEALTH CORPORATE NETWORK 

3385. Hon Helen Morton to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health 

(1) Where are the offices of the Health Corporate Network located? 

(2) What is the annual cost of leasing the above offices? 

(3) How many staff (FTE) are working in the Health Corporate Network? 

(4) How many staff who were identified as providing a service that was to be taken over by the Health 
Corporate Network, are still located in hospital facilities because they could not, would not, or are still 
waiting to transfer to the current offices of the Health Corporate Network? 

(5) How many staff working in the Health Corporate Network are employed as hospital salaried officers? 
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(6) Under what hospitals are they employed? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

1. 81 St Georges Terrace, Perth. 

2. Average annual lease cost over the term of the lease is $930,407 

3. Currently there are 521 staff working in Health Corporate Network (HCN) of which 400 are located in 
the St Georges Terrace building. This will build to a total of 608 staff of which 520 staff (460 FTE) will 
be located at 81 St Georges Terrace, Perth. 

4. There are no staff who could not transfer to the HCN offices.  

There are approximately 87 staff awaiting transfer. 

There are approximately 70 who would not transfer. 

5. Of the 521 staff 419 are employed under the Hospital Salaried Officers award.  

6. Staff working in Health Corporate Network are employed under the Metropolitan Health Service. 

STATE GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE ON RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

3390. Hon Margaret Rowe to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy 

Will the Minister please advise of -  

(a) the percentage of Western Australia’s Gross State Product expended on research and 
development for each of the financial years from 1992-93 to 2004-05 inclusive; 

(b) the aggregate dollar amount of State Government expenditure on research and development for 
each of the financial years from 1992-93 to 2004-05 inclusive; and 

(c) the percentage of Western Australia’s total research and development expenditure which is 
attributable to State Government expenditure for each of the financial years from 1992-93 
to 2004-05 inclusive? 

For the purpose of this question, the term ‘research and development’ will assume the same definition as that 
used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

Hon KIM CHANCE replied: 

The Minister for Energy has provided the following response: 

(a) Based on data published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) on a biennial basis the 
percentage of Western Australia's Gross State Product expended on research and development 
for the following years is: 

1994/95 1.30% 
1996/97 1.62% 
1998/99 1.30% 
2000/01 1.22% 
2002/03 1.20% 

(b) The ABS published data on Government expenditure describes the value of research and 
development located within each Government sector. Based on this data, the aggregate dollar 
amount for research and development located within the State Government for the following 
years is: 

1994/95 $94.96 million 
1996/97 $95.50 million 
1998/99 $101.44 million 
2000/01 $105.48 million 
2002/03 $108.11 million  

(c) Based on ABS published data, research and development located within State Government 
agencies represented the following percentages of the total expenditure of research and 
development in Western Australia: 

1994/95 14% 
1996/97 10% 
1998/99 12% 
2000/01 12% 
2002/03 11% 
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NEW DENMARK HEALTH FACILITY - SITE 

3400. Hon Paul Llewellyn to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health 

In relation to the proposed new health facility for Denmark -  

(1) Given that the Golf/Shire site was strongly recommended by the Denmark Shire CEO, that the 
Department of Health’s consultant and Department of Health staff ranked the Golf/Shire site better than 
the park site, and that health policy strongly recommends co-location with independent living units 
(which cannot be provided at the park site) - what are the reasons for the Minister stating that the park is 
the best site? 

(2) Will the Minister for Health state categorically that changing the siting of the new health facility to the 
Golf/Shire site will not result in the loss of the project for Denmark? 

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

(4) When the cost of the Denmark health facility was estimated to be $ 16.5 million the building itself was 
costed at $ 6.115 million. Now that $ 18 million has been allocated for the project can the Minister 
advise what is the estimated cost of the buildings and what is the cost of site works that are specific to 
the park site, including run-off treatment ponds, subsurface drainage, retaining walls and unshared road 
costs? 

(5) Can the Minister also provide an estimate of the site-specific costs for the alternative Golf/Shire site? 

(6) The Denmark Shire President was quoted in the Denmark Bulletin as saying he was told verbally by the 
CEO of Country Health Services that the Denmark Hospital would close in 2007, and that if the new 
facility was not ready Denmark would be served by a nursing post. Can the Minister advise if indeed 
the CEO of Country Health Services made this statement? 

(7) The CEO of Country Health Services advised the CEO of the Denmark Shire by mail on 8 
February 2006 that if there was a change of site for the new health facility there would be a minimum 
delay of six months. Given that the use of the park site is being delayed by the EPA appeals process and 
that appeals are unlikely if the Golf/Shire site was used, what is the basis for the Country Health CEO's 
advice? 

(8) Is it correct that there is a requirement for the EPA appeals process and the Town Planning Scheme 
amendment process to be completed before use of the park site for the new Denmark health facility can 
be confirmed? 

(9) Does this mean that money spent on planning that is specific to the park site is money spent at risk? 

(10) How much money has the Department of Health spent that is site-specific, and therefore at risk if use of 
the park site is refused? 

(11) How much of the money spent on planning has been spent on work that is not site-specific and could 
therefore be transferred to an alternative site? 

(12) How much money did the Department of Health spend on the Detailed Site Investigation Project No 
E60.7285.01, dated 17 October 2005 by MPL Health Safety Environment? 

(13) Was this study done because the park site had been used for research and may contain toxic residues? 

(14) How long did this report take? 

(15) Would such a study be required for the Golf/Shire site and if so why? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

(1) The predominant foci of the activity of the Denmark Health Service are ambulatory care; home and 
community care and aged care. The Community Park site was found to better meet the needs of 
delivering these services to the community. In addition, the community through its Shire Council chose 
the Community Park site and the Council has re-affirmed their choice of site on a number of occasions. 

(2) Funding has been received and the development of the new health service facilities for Denmark on the 
Community Park site is progressing according to the program laid down, and it will be opened for use 
early in 2008. The funds allocated are for the development on the Community Park site. Should an 
alternative site be selected, it will require the development of a new Business Case, new approval 
processes and a new budget allocation. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) Final costings are yet to be completed for all elements of the project. The budget was increased to $18 
million in recognition of the high escalation being experienced on all Capital Works projects. 
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(5) No costings have been carried out for the Golf Club site. 

(6) The Chief Executive Officer of the WA Country Health Service advised the Shire councillors that, in 
her view, the existing facilities would not last much beyond the end of 2007, and if the health services 
were not rebuilt soon, the existing facilities would only effectively support a limited range of services, 
such as those offered by a nursing post. No mention of closure was made by the Chief Executive 
Officer of the WA Country Health Service. 

(7) The master site planning process and some of the architectural work already carried out would have to 
be redone if the site were to change. This work would take at least six months to complete. 

(8) Yes. The process of rezoning the Community Park site and the EPA Appeals process do need to be 
completed before building works can commence. 

(9) If the site were to change, some work already carried out and paid for would have to be repeated.  

(10) No calculation has been made on this matter. The priority of the work being undertaken has been to 
progress the development of the much-needed new facility.  

(11) No calculation has been made on this matter. . The priority of the work being undertaken has been to 
progress the development of the much-needed new facility.  

(12) The work undertaken by MPL Health Safety and Environment Consultants was a component of the 
master site planning contract let to Jones Coulter Young. MPL as a sub-contractor to Jones Coulter 
Young dealt directly with that organisation. 

(13) No. The study was done because the project was referred to the EPA by a member of the Friends of the 
Denmark Community Park Inc. 

(14) The work undertaken by MPL took approximately seven months to complete. 

(15) Any person is entitled to refer a proposed development to the EPA for consideration. Such a referral 
may require such a study to be carried out. 

__________ 

 


