
 

 

Legislative Council 

Thursday, 11 November 2010 

                 

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

PAPERS TABLED 

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

STANDING COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM LEGISLATION AND STATUTES REVIEW 

Fifty-fifth Report — “Trade Measurement Legislation (Amendment and Expiry) Bill 2010” — Tabling 

Hon Adele Farina presented the fifty-fifth report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review on the Trade Measurement Legislation (Amendment and Expiry) Bill 2010, and on her motion it 
was resolved — 

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

[See paper 2806.] 

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 

Notice of Motion 

1. City of Rockingham Dogs Amendment Local Law 2010. 

2. Fish Resources Management Amendment Regulations (No. 7) 2010. 

Notice of motions given by Hon Robin Chapple. 

REMEMBRANCE DAY — ONE MINUTE’S SILENCE 

Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I remind members that, today being Remembrance Day, we will 
observe one minute’s silence in the chamber at 11.00 am. 

MUTUAL RECOGNITION (WESTERN AUSTRALIA) BILL 2010 — REFERRAL TO STANDING 
COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM LEGISLATION AND STATUTES REVIEW 

Ruling by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Further to my ruling of yesterday evening and the request for 
clarification sought by the Leader of the Opposition, I provide the following advice to the house. The 
commonwealth Mutual Recognition Act 1992, as proposed to be continued to be adopted by the Mutual 
Recognition (Western Australia) Bill 2010, is in essentially the same terms as it was in 2001 when adopted by 
the Mutual Recognition (Western Australia) Act 2001. As noted in the minister’s second reading speech, since 
2001 there has been only one amendment to the commonwealth Mutual Recognition Act 1992, being the 
addition of a South Australian act to the list of exemptions to the commonwealth act set out in schedule 2 of the 
commonwealth act. I do not consider this to be sufficiently significant as to constitute an amendment of the 
legislative scheme as it was in 2001.  

Specifically, the details of that amendment are as follows. Part 2 of the commonwealth Mutual Recognition Act 
1992 deals with trade in goods. Section 14 of that act provides that part 2 does not affect the operation of laws 
described in schedule 2 of the act. Amendments to schedule 2 of the commonwealth act occur by way of 
commonwealth regulations. An amendment to schedule 2, accordingly, occurs by way of what is commonly 
referred to as a Henry VIII clause. This year the commonwealth Mutual Recognition Act 1992 was amended by 
the Mutual Recognition Act 1992 Amendment Regulations 2010 (No. 1), which inserted the following South 
Australian legislation into the list of exemptions in schedule 2: the Summary Offences Act 1953 of South 
Australia, section 9B. That provision relates to the sale of drug paraphernalia in South Australia.  

The inclusion of this South Australian law in schedule 2 of the commonwealth act has already taken place and is 
therefore currently part of the commonwealth act as adopted in Western Australia by the Mutual Recognition 
(Western Australia) Act 2001. This past amendment to the commonwealth act has no apparent implications for 
Western Australia or for the uniform mutual recognition scheme generally. I therefore do not consider this 
amendment to be of sufficient substance to alter the nature of the bill as merely facilitating the continuation of an 
existing uniform scheme that has previously been given legislative effect.  
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With respect to the possible interrelationship between the Australian mutual recognition scheme and the Trans-
Tasman mutual recognition scheme, it is noted that both were the subject of a Productivity Commission review 
over 2008 and 2009. The Productivity Commission has recommended legislative changes. The recommendations 
of the Productivity Commission have been discussed at government level but no further intergovernmental 
agreement has been entered into with respect to the existing mutual recognition scheme. It is therefore unknown 
at this time whether any change will be made to the mutual recognition scheme. However, if any substantial 
change is made to the scheme in the future, the Parliament will have the opportunity to consider any such 
changes made by the commonwealth to the main body of the adopted commonwealth act, as any such change 
will require amendment of the Western Australian adopting act.  

Accordingly, this bill is not a bill giving effect to a uniform scheme but is merely a legislative mechanism to 
continue an existing uniform scheme in the same form. I reiterate that this bill is not a bill subject to standing 
order 230A.  

WATER SERVICES LICENSING (WATER CONSERVATION TARGET) AMENDMENT BILL 2008 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 September. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.08 am]: I rise to support this bill, which was so well 
introduced by Hon Paul Llewellyn. The key issue here is that the bill is about the proper and sustainable 
management of the state’s water resources. In 2007, using the latest results from more than 70 experiments 
involving 21 climate models from around the world, CSIRO Water for a Healthy Country Flagship scientists Mr 
Tim Cowan and Dr Wenju Cai traced a complex set of interactions between the circulation of the atmosphere 
and rainfall over the south west of this state. Mr Cowan says that the region receives the bulk of its rainfall in the 
winter months as a result of the seasonal movement of a ridge of high pressure in the subtropics. Year-to-year 
variations in this seasonal cycle are a well-known feature of the climate of the Southern Hemisphere and are 
known as the southern annular mode, or SAM. What seems to be happening is that, on average, this ridge of high 
pressure is not moving as far north as it did in earlier decades of the twentieth century. This work is important 
because the current 15 per cent reduction in the winter rainfall in the south west of Western Australia since the 
1960s has, on average, translated into an over 40 per cent reduction in the inflows into Perth dams. Mr Cowan 
says that by using climate models to identify why this is happening, the scientists have concluded that increases 
in greenhouse gases can explain half the rainfall trend. The usual natural variations in the SAM might contribute 
to the remainder of the reduction. Mr Cowan says that one of the most consistent results from the climate models 
is that, as carbon dioxide continues to increase, the rainfall in the south west of Western Australia will continue 
to decrease. 

What is really interesting in this whole debate is that we must remember that this state is hell-bent on throwing 
all caution to the wind in terms of climate change and will, in our estimation from looking at all the available 
figures, be emitting about 130 million tonnes of CO2 per annum by 2015. We need to put that in some significant 
context. In 1995 the CO2 emissions of this state were in the region of 49 million tonnes per annum. In the 
foreseeable future, this state will have lifted its annual carbon dioxide equivalent emissions by approximately 
three times its 1995 figures. We are doing this with total impunity. This process of throwing all caution to the 
wind and not having any responsible or sustainable management programs for power, water or any entity for 
which there should be sustainable parameters will mean that future water supplies will increasingly be extremely 
deficient. Until such time as we put in place a significant structure that deals with water use minimisation, we are 
going to have significant problems. This bill is the very bill that will do that. This bill promotes demand 
management, also known as demand side management, or DSM, which entails actions that influence the quantity 
or patterns of use of commodities consumed by end users. An action such as targeting the reduction of peak 
demand during periods when water supply systems are constrained is obviously one of the benefits of this 
process. Peak demand management does not necessarily decrease total water consumption but can be expected to 
reduce the need for investment in extra supplies, because water use is balanced across the state. Managing urban 
water demand through the right mix of restrictions, pricing and water efficiency is essential to ensure healthy, 
safe and reliable water supplies in times of low water availability. 

There seems to be a herd of elephants in the room, because we seem oblivious to the train wreck that is 
approaching this state. All we are hell-bent on doing is making fiscal profit in this term of government or within 
this generation. As a society that should know better, we are not establishing any procedures that will husband or 
reserve resources into the future. 

Hon Helen Morton: Did you hear Mr Imberger on radio this morning? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, I did. 

Hon Helen Morton: He warned against doing exactly what you’re doing now. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have a great deal of time for Mr Imberger. I have met with him on several 
occasions. The key issue is that we are using our resource at an unsustainable level. Mr Imberger says that. The 
member needs to listen to what Mr Imberger is saying. 

Hon Helen Morton: Mr Imberger said don’t create fear and panic where there shouldn’t be any. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The problem is that we cannot continue to say as the tiger approaches, “Don’t worry; 
the tiger’s friendly. It won’t eat us; it won’t bite us.” Until we deal with the issues that face us rather than ignore 
them — 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s not being ignored. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Of course it is being ignored, and I will tell members why it is being ignored in a 
minute; they should continue listening. 

The key issue is that in most cases Western Australia is probably the most draconian of all the states in its 
approach to climate change, water management and a whole range of issues. History shows us that our cities and 
towns have been established around available water. That was the nature of how things were done. Cities were 
built next to rivers—London on the River Thames, Paris on the River Seine and Perth on the Swan River. We 
did that because there was available water. We are now drawing down on our long-term supplies. Groundwater 
aquifers are not readily recharged. As we have just heard, we already have a 40 per cent reduction in the inflows 
into our dams. CSIRO is telling us this, not the greenies; it is the authority. We really need to look at how we are 
managing water. 

It is interesting to note that, as I said, cities are normally established where the resource is to sustain the city—
that is, water. We are in the process of building another desalination plant in the Pilbara in Western Australia. It 
is needed, but it is needed because we are not sustainably using our water resources. Harding Dam is in the area, 
but it has significant problems and cannot produce enough water. It is the only major dam in the area. There is 
also the area of Millstream where water is drawn down. As we know, we cannot build any new housing in Port 
Hedland because the town does not have enough water. Forty houses are proposed to be built in Port Hedland, 
but because it has run out of water supplies, the new houses that are proposed cannot be built. We need to 
establish a plan for the development and maintenance of water supplies. This bill will do nothing more than put 
in place a series of controls and requirements for the authorities to test against the sustainability of supply—
which they do not do now.  

The Water Services Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill 2008 promotes demand 
management, and managing urban water demand through the right mix of restrictions, pricing and water 
efficiency is essential for ensuring that we have healthy, safe and reliable water supplies in times of low water 
availability; as climate change bites more, we will need to husband our resources. I note there has been some 
interjection from the other side of the house, so I assume that we have some climate change sceptics on the other 
side of the house—is that correct? 

Several members interjected.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It would be very interesting to find out at some stage, by taking a straw poll, which 
members of this place actually believe what major scientists from all around the world are telling us.  

Water restrictions are a commonly used tool to manage water demand. Temporary restrictions are used to 
balance short to mid-term supply demand, while permanent water conservation measures need to be 
implemented for long-term demand management. These are the very basic tools of any engineers in developing 
any plan, in using any resource that they have their hands on, be it water, steel supplies or whatever. We do need 
a basic management tool for managing water demand. In the water authority we have, quite clearly, some very, 
very good and eminent people who know how to deal with water, but unless a philosophical direction is given 
from the current government, or indeed any government of this state, then we will be leaving those experts with 
a very, very limited range of options.  

I would like to talk about what happened in 1988—there is at least one member in the chamber who was a 
member in 1988—when we actually had one of the most progressive water strategies and environment strategies 
called “Greenhouse 1988”, and it was leading Australia. A large committee was formed and there were regular 
updates in the media about how to constrain water use; how to limit it; how to manage it; and how to develop 
processes that considered water consumption. At that time Rio Tinto, to its commendation, published a really 
fascinating booklet that was promoted by the government of the day and went to all households throughout the 
Kimberley and the Pilbara. It contained information about water management, planting the right plants and 
putting in place the right processes so that people could limit their water use; really progressive directions were 
being taken by corporations and governments back in 1988.  

Hon Helen Morton: That really worked, didn’t it? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It did. 
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Several members interjected.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, the interesting thing was that houses were being built with verandas with eaves 
and there was a complete parameter of how to build houses to cater for the weather conditions in the north west. 
Low-water gardens with native plants were being introduced and it really saved quite a significant amount of 
water from the Millstream system, from the De Grey, from the Yule and all of the systems where we were 
drawing down water; it was about consuming less. We have three bore fields—namely, the De Grey, the Yule 
and the Turner—and the water authority found the measures so effective that it actually turned off the Yule 
River bore field because water consumption had been dramatically reduced.  

This is the most arid nation in the world. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I don’t know—Saudi Arabia seems pretty dry. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is not actually, believe it or not.  

Hon Norman Moore: Don’t argue with the Greens—they know everything! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: A gentleman I am sure Hon Norman Moore would know used to run a trucking 
business in Port Hedland; he is now in Saudi Arabia promoting the use of the planting systems that were 
introduced into the Pilbara in the 1980s to help the Saudi Arabians reclaim some of their desert country. We 
could say it is an export industry out of Port Hedland.  

We really need to understand that we just cannot continue to use a non-renewable resource in the way we do, 
otherwise we will just have the coast dotted with hundreds of desalination plants, which is not sustainable. 
Desalination plants have their own set of problems; bitterns discharged from desalination plants have already 
been shown to have a marked effect on regional fish stocks.  

At the same time as we are having this debate, work has been underway federally to determine how to best strike 
a balance between water restrictions and alternative water management tools so that the benefits are maximised 
and the economic, social and environmental costs are as low as possible. Best practice water pricing is a key 
element of national and state water reform. Best practice pricing and economically efficient and sustainable use 
of water resources must be promoted because they will, in turn, reduce the demand on water supplies. That is a 
federal position that has been operating quite effectively since 2007.  

Hon Helen Morton: So do you support the increase in household water prices? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, but we can look at pricing. 

Hon Helen Morton: But do you support realistic pricing of household water? 

Hon Donna Faragher: Yes or no? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: In Western Australia we give water away. 

Hon Helen Morton: Why don’t you just say yes? Do you support realistic pricing?  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the member on his feet speak through the Chair and without interjections. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr President. I will respond to that unruly interjection! 

Hon Donna Faragher: It was just a question; it’s a simple yes or no. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: A key issue is that we actually give water away; the mining industry and the Ord 
River irrigation system get their water free. An estimate was made a few years ago that about $6 million worth of 
water is given away each year in the Ord. Until we make sure that water given away to industry for free is paid 
for, then there is no need to look at any other structures. 

The unfettered sale and use of water is a failed course. Unfortunately, that is one of the problems with Western 
Australian departments; be it water, electricity, or any utility, the imperative is to make a profit wherever 
possible, and so water is sold. The more water consumed, the more profit is made; the more electricity sold, the 
more profit is made. Demand management is the complete reversal of that process; it is actually about telling 
departments that their primary reason for being is to husband the resource, not to be out there promoting its 
unfettered use.  

With greater efficiency in water use, less water will be required on a per capita basis, and demand on urban 
water supplies will also be moderated. That is the federal government’s position. It must be noted that the federal 
national water initiative outlined actions to improve water use efficiency. The commonwealth Water Efficiency 
and Labelling Standards Act 2005 came into effect on 1 July 2005, and all states now have corresponding 
legislation to ensure that the scheme applies consistently across Australia. Planning is underway to expand that 
scheme.  
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The National Water Commission is coordinating a national review of temporary water restrictions in large urban 
centres, being those with over 50 000 connections. This will enable better sharing and comparison of the 
experiences in different states and inform future actions. Managing water supply and discharge system losses, 
including leakage, excess pressure, overflows and other maintenance needs, is largely being implemented by the 
urban water industry. Leakage is reported on an annual basis to the National Water Commission’s national 
performance reports for major and non-major urban utilities using the infrastructure leakage index. The national 
performance reports also report two indicators of water loss. Whilst they are good micro initiatives, none of them 
deal with the elephant in the room. I refer to cheap sales, unrestricted water and bore use and the promotion of a 
consumerist approach to the use of water. It is imperative that water use be managed, monitored, reduced and 
reclaimed as an imperative. The Water Services Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill 2008 
does just that.  

It would be remiss of me not to mention David Suzuki, who gave a talk at Perth’s Riverside Theatre on 
22 October. He has been touring Australia to promote his new book From Naked Ape to Superspecies, which 
provides a provocative look at the possible breakdown of the earth’s life support systems. Dr Suzuki spoke about 
a number of issues during his presentation. The first and most important one was the subject of water. During an 
interview he said —  

Water is what makes life on this planet possible. It infuses all living things. When you go to Mars, when 
you go to another planet, what’s the first thing they look for to find out if there’s life? Water. Without 
water you don’t have life. So water has always struck me as something that ought to be sacred.  

He wrote the following on his David Suzuki Foundation website —  

Climate change is already having a tremendous impact on water supplies, shrinking glaciers and 
causing more frequent droughts and flooding. 

He further states —  

Even the increased precipitation that occurs with climate change is not enough to make up for losses 
from melting glaciers and increased evaporation. Glaciers act like bank accounts, storing snow and ice 
during cool, wet weather and releasing water when we need it most, during hot, dry summers or years 
of drought. 

I spent some time working with the Shundahai Network near Albuquerque. I am reminded of my old friend 
Corbin Harney of the Western Shoshone Nation, who passed over on 10 July 2007. He is sorely missed by the 
Dineh Navajo. I am reminded of a process that he made us go through each morning when we were living in 
tepees at about 8 500 feet on Sacred Mountain. Each morning 800 people would stand around a small fire 
waiting for the sun to rise and the dew to drop. Because there was a bit of ice at night, there was an incredible 
relationship between the sun rising, the dew dropping, the grass getting wet and the small rivulets that started to 
meander down the mountain. Harney warned of a quickly approaching time when the earth would be so 
contaminated by the results of human activity that the only water that would be available would be toxic to all 
forms of life. His vision, however, was not fatalistic. He remained convinced that humans have the power to turn 
things around. He used to end each morning’s ritual by saying that water has life and that we have to pray for it. 
He said that all water comes from Mother Earth; it is her blood and our lifeline.  

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [10.35 am]: I rise to speak in support of the Water Services 
Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill 2008, which was introduced by Hon Paul Llewellyn. 
He put a considerable amount of work into the bill. Since the bill was introduced in March 2009, it has been 
debated from time to time. During that time I have had an opportunity to review the government’s response to 
the bill.  

Hon Helen Morton: It was first introduced in 2007.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes. The ideas in the bill have been tossed around by members of both sides of the 
chamber for an extended period and during that time our water situation has not improved. As Hon Robin 
Chapple outlined, a new desalination plant will be built up north to try to address our water supply needs. Many 
people are talking about ways that we can better manage our water. That is good because it is important to keep 
ideas fresh and to keep up to date with what is going on around the world. It is also important to recognise that 
our water supply problems are not going away. In my portfolio areas of planning and housing, the issues of water 
conservation and planning to protect our groundwater supplies are major issues. It is imperative that we conserve 
water and that every decision is made with the full recognition that water is a scarce commodity. Water must be 
managed wisely.  

I come from Southern California, which has the same kinds of issues that we face on the west coast of Australia. 
I lived in a desert community. People in that community were acutely aware of the limited water supply. Having 
travelled around the world, many members would know that the urban landscape in Southern California is a bit 
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like a moonscape. The native environment comprises cacti and spinifex. We did not use water to transform the 
urban landscape into a lush and green environment. We used our water supply wisely to create desert gardens. 
We made the most of the cacti. We should look at what happened in Southern California to ensure that we do not 
repeat the same mistakes that were made there. People in Southern California overused water. There were far too 
many swimming pools in backyards, which increased the humidity in the valley and caused air quality problems, 
which lead to issues such as asthma. Western Australia is in a great position to view how other places have 
managed scarce water supplies. As my colleagues have outlined, we have failed to grasp the opportunity to make 
prudent decisions about water management. When I read the government’s response to this bill, I was dismayed 
that it had dismissed some of the suggestions outright. Members should take another look at that.  

I refer to the Garden Industry Alliance’s joint position statement. Hopefully members received a copy of that 
position statement either last week or the week before. It contains many ideas for an integrated approach to water 
management strategies. The statement is a short and beautifully presented document that contains several short, 
medium and long-term strategies for reducing scheme water use and for using rainwater tanks in an 
economically sustainable and healthy way. Many Western Australians have taken to the idea of installing 
rainwater tanks, but local government is falling behind in its ability to approve the tanks and to allow them to be 
plumbed into greywater systems.  

The Garden Industry Alliance is kicking around some ideas, including the introduction of government policy and 
legislation that mandate the incorporation of alternative water supply capabilities in new and retrofitted 
commercial, residential and industrial buildings. Many of us have talked about fitting dual plumbing to new and 
renovated residential housing stock. It was very disappointing when the minister cancelled the 5-star plus stage 2 
program; however, Hon Alison Xamon will go into more detail about that. It is a great program and it should be 
supported. We really are going down the wrong path when we allow the Housing Industry Association to stifle 
such programs.  

Some of the points raised in the Garden Industry Alliance position paper will, I believe, have unanimous support. 
We like our homes to be attractively landscaped. In fact, house prices can be increased by as much as 12 per cent 
if the garden is beautiful. Why can we not have a beautiful garden by using our water wisely? It will mean that 
the government will have to put in place systems that provide an economic advantage for people. The position 
paper refers to a series of rebates for the installation of bores, greywater systems, rainwater tanks and new 
irrigation systems. Members might think it unusual that we want to irrigate more to save water. The installation 
of a new water-efficient irrigation system saves water; not only can we have a beautiful garden, we can use water 
wisely. A rebate is a really good investment for the government because overall water use is reduced. The 
alliance also suggests rebates for rain sensor or soil moisture systems as a way to use new technologies to 
manage this scarce resource in a clever way. It also suggests maintenance rebates. We know that water leakage 
accounts for 4.2 per cent of water use; that is, 4.2 per cent of our water goes down the drain because we do not 
look after our taps.  

I commend the Garden Industry Alliance paper to members; it provides a lot of information and ideas about the 
ways innovative thinkers are looking at how we can better use water. If the government persists in rejecting this 
very sensible piece of water services legislation, I ask that members at least look at the policies put forward by 
the Garden Industry Alliance and that they try to put in place better programs to manage this scarce resource 
wisely.  

Hon Helen Morton: Are you aware that in 2009–10 we had the lowest level of per capita water consumption for 
Perth over the past eight years? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: In-roads have definitely been made. It would be remiss of us to not recognise that 
some steps have been taken. We only have to look at the sprinkler restrictions. Some steps have been taken to try 
to use our water more wisely. That is important to acknowledge. However, the “Water Futures for Western 
Australia 2008–2030” study concluded that Perth will have a total water use of between 704 gigalitres and 
1 002 gigalitres by 2030. I believe members know that if that were the case, there would be a water deficit by 
2020. I am not trying to scaremonger when I give members those facts; I am trying to say that we need to 
recognise that the well may be running dry and that we need to better manage our water supply. 

HON COL HOLT (South West) [10.46 am]: I wish to make a short contribution to the Water Services 
Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill 2008 debate. Obviously, we are talking about a 
legislative approach to behaviour change. We are talking about trying to change people’s behaviour, either at an 
individual or corporate level, to use less water. I know that the Minister for Water is bringing forward some 
legislation to add to the legislative approach to bring about behaviour change. However, I want to relay to 
members a short story about behaviour change and how it is brought about. Some members may have heard 
about community-based social marketing. Community-based social marketing is about getting to the final point 
in a person’s decision-making process. It is about determining the final barrier to people making change. Hon 
Lynn MacLaren has just spoken about the example of a leaky tap. Everyone who sees a leaky tap knows that it is 
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a waste of water, but why do they not change the tap? The decision-making point comes down to the barriers to 
people changing a leaky tap and that is what community-based social marketing is about; it is another tool used 
to try to get people to change their behaviour—to change what they are doing. I do not know what the barriers 
are when it comes to getting a person to change the washer in a leaky tap or repair a leak; however, community-
based social marketing tries to explore those final barriers and bring about programs to overcome them.  

Although we talk a lot about legislation in this house, in government we know that education is a vital 
component of behaviour change. We have often talked about that, including, for example, the debate on the 
graffiti legislation. That was a legislative approach to changing behaviour. We know that while implementing 
legislative change, we have also to implement educative processes and programs to help diminish the incidence 
of graffiti. However, I want to tell a story about education and how it is not always the answer. Education does 
not always bring about the changes that we are looking for. A few years back in North America—it was either in 
the States or in Canada—programs were run in which people were invited to come along to a workshop to learn 
more about sustainable living, including reducing water and energy use. The program went for approximately 
six weeks and looked at identifying some of the barriers and how to educate people to enact sustainable 
practices. In Canada, insulation blankets are used around hot water systems. The program advised people to turn 
down their hot water system by two degrees and save themselves $100 a year—or whatever the saving is. The 
program ran for six weeks and a heap of people came along and were enthused about making change. Following 
the program, they analysed how people’s behaviour had changed as a result of attending this you-beaut excellent 
education workshop. They found that not many people at all had turned down their home water heater system. 
Despite knowing the benefits and despite knowing they should turn the system down, people did not do it. I think 
they found that only one out of the 30 people who attended had turned down their hot water system. During the 
program they had talked about low-flow showerheads that save water. They are good for the environment. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: They can stay there twice as long! 

Hon COL HOLT: Not necessarily. Installing low-flow showerheads is good for the environment and at the 
same time saves people some money. Everyone who attended the program knew the value of a low-flow 
showerhead.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I have them! 

Hon COL HOLT: Good on you!  

After the program, it was found that only two of the 30 participants had installed low-flow showerheads. Even 
though the education process had — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.  

Hon COL HOLT: Hang on; there is another kicker to this! Participants in that workshop were given low-flow 
shower heads to take home with them, but only a very small minority put them on their showers. Even at that last 
point of, “We have got their behaviour, they are going to take that home”, few actually put the low-flow shower 
heads on their showers. In the same way that legislation does not always go all the way, education does not 
either. While in this house we concentrate on the legislation side of things, I think that trying to bring about 
behavioural changes through education is another important part.  

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [10.51 am]: I will speak very briefly on the Water Services 
Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill. I did prepare a speech that went into greater depth 
when this bill was last debated, but I am afraid I am unable to find my notes.  

I want to talk a bit about the experience elsewhere. Members all know about the relevance of saving our water. 
Possibly we are just at the beginning; the current situation could become much worse. I am willing to give 
attention to any initiative that comes before us because I think it will be very important to consider all the 
options for making changes in not only metropolitan Western Australian, but also the country. I am not for the 
legislative tightness that I think is proposed in this bill, but I agree with the sentiment.  

New South Wales has had similar problems with water conservation. The NSW government has tackled water 
conservation in a manner that has brought about a substantial change, despite not being fully across all the 
elements. It gets back to what my colleague Hon Col Holt just said: the issue is how to introduce behavioural 
change to make the savings. Sydney’s metropolitan water plan is about continued investment, including rebates, 
business programs and water-efficient technology, to cause a reduction in water use in Sydney and achieve a 
target saving of 145 billion litres by 2015. That target is about 24 per cent of Sydney’s water needs. The last time 
this bill was debated, members talked about the low-hanging fruit for water saving in Western Australia, 
especially Perth, having already been picked. We must always go to the next step if we have an outcome that we 
wish to achieve. In New South Wales, water usage has been broken down into households, business and 
government. Since 1999, the water authority that manages water supplies to Sydney has reduced water usage by 
100 billion litres through the implementation of the metropolitan water plan. That is two-thirds of the 145 billion 
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litres the New South Wales government wants to save. To return to the question posed by Hon Col Holt: how did 
it do it? The water was saved not through tight legislation, but through incentives and concessions that Sydney 
Water made to different households. I am not across the details and whether it is up to the government or 
households to get the plumber in, but the incentives and concessions deal with a number of elements. Conditions 
apply, but Sydney households can — 

• get a plumber to install a water efficient showerhead and fix your leaking taps for just $22 as 
part of the WaterFix program 

• get a free Water Saving Kit, which could save around nine buckets of water a day 

That is quite a lot of water — 

• let Sydney Water replace your single-flush toilet with a 4-star, water efficient, dual flush toilet 

Maybe most of us already have those in our homes here — 

• Install a hot water circulator with your instantaneous gas hot water system and get a rebate of 
$150 

It goes on. The water authority provides incentives for a number of water-saving measures. In the business sector 
of Sydney, 24 billion litres of water of the 145 billion-litre target have been saved. The government’s use of 
water is quite interesting because here in Western Australia, although I do not recall the details thoroughly, I 
believe there was a program in government departments to reduce electricity use by a certain percentage. I recall 
that the general conclusion was that, apart from about nine departments, everyone failed by a big measure to get 
anywhere near the target. Here we are in government, meant to be aware of what is going on, but not having the 
personal discipline or the attention to make a difference.  

Hon Alison Xamon: By interjection, those departments that did do it did so exceedingly well. It was about how 
seriously they took it.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I think I recall the same point, Hon Alison Xamon. The aim in New South Wales 
was to reduce government water usage by 15 per cent by 2011. A number of NSW government agencies have 
been implementing water safety action plans and have reduced water use by 1.7 billion litres. I am afraid I do not 
know the percentage that equates to, but the government agencies have at least made a substantial reduction 
when, in the scheme of things, government water use is not a big part of Sydney’s overall water use. Water 
saving is a result of awareness: recognising a problem and doing something about it.  

At the end of the day, metropolitan Perth is probably facing the use of greywater, and I suspect there is going to 
be a lot of resistance to that. I think we need to have preceding programs that, hopefully, will increase the 
awareness to the point that when we must make a decision about greywater, we are all aware of how acute our 
problem is.  

Without trying to once again paint the regional areas as being something magnificent, I will conclude with the 
point that the awareness of water use is invariably greater in regional areas. People in regional areas have had to 
deal with providing their own water facilities, collecting the rainwater themselves and using taps that limit the 
amount of rainwater that can be used. They are aware of that every time they turn on a tap. In regional Western 
Australia there is an awareness of the dryness and how to try to deal with it. For example, we all know that in the 
Wheatbelt there are farms that have water shortages and dams that do not get filled.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! We will interrupt proceedings to observe Remembrance Day as it is 11.00 am on the 
eleventh day of the eleventh month. Would members rise in their places and observe one minute’s silence. 

[Members stood and observed a minute’s silence.] 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I almost hesitate to resume after a minute’s silence when I guess it was gatherings 
such as these that made some of those terrible decisions about war. 

However, in the Wheatbelt there are mounds of rocks that are big enough to be collection areas, and the 
government has supported building dams to collect the run-off from those rocks. Those dams, not a lot of them, 
are located in different parts of the Wheatbelt to extract that water for use. Merredin, a town that is in the drier 
part of the Wheatbelt, sucks up a lot of its watertable, which has a salinity level that requires some desalination. 
It has small desalination plants, as I understand, which feed that water back to the town for its use. Other areas 
have, of course, much more water and do not have the same focus on it. I live near the towns of Moora and 
Dandaragan, which is where the Darling escarpment becomes the coastal plain, just west of Moora. There is a lot 
of underground water that provides a very adequate supply for the town of Moora. However, in the town, 
people’s awareness of water issues is different from those living on properties outside town who have to supply 
their own water. Therefore, awareness is a major issue. I support enhancing that awareness in whichever way we 
can, which is why I am for the sentiment of the Water Services Licensing (Water Conservation Target) 
Amendment Bill, but not for the actual practice. 
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HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [11.03 am]: I will make a few remarks on the Water Services 
Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill 2008. I have listened intently to members on the other 
side and it would appear that we have agreement amongst members of the house that we need to reduce the level 
of water consumption in Western Australia. I was not completely sure about the government’s position on that 
matter, but certainly I think I am making the right assumption that we all accept that Western Australia is a very 
dry place, particularly in the south-west corner, and that particularly because of climate change, we need to find 
ways of significantly reducing water consumption. Therefore, we would expect that if that is our agreed position, 
we would also be prepared to support a bill that seeks to set in place targets for the major water providers in 
Western Australia to try to achieve and to set in place mechanisms to encourage their consumers to reduce water 
consumption, which is what this bill does. A much stronger bill could have been brought in that mandated people 
to reduce their water consumption, but this bill does not do that; it simply sets in place that agencies that provide 
water are required, as part of their corporate strategies, to work towards encouraging the final consumers of 
water to reduce their water consumption. That is my understanding of the reading of the legislation. I note that 
Hon Alison Xamon is indicating by nodding her head, because she does not want to interject in an unruly 
fashion, which I appreciate, that that is what this bill does. If that is what this bill does, why can we not all agree 
to it? 

Hon Helen Morton: Because it is already possible under existing legislation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, it is already possible but sometimes it is useful to set not even aspirational targets, 
but targets that give us a roadmap that states that this is what we as a society have to achieve. This keeps the 
pressure on us. Although the measures in this bill are already achievable and the parliamentary secretary outlined 
that we have substantially reduced water consumption during the last decade, as my colleague Hon Sally Talbot 
pointed out, much of that reduction resulted from initiatives that came about through rebates. Hon Philip 
Gardiner talked about Sydney in his contribution. He talked about the success that Sydney will have because it is 
using incentives, concessions and rebates, yet the current government got rid of those rebates. We in Western 
Australia no longer have the sorts of mechanisms, which Hon Philip Gardiner talked about, that encourage 
people to buy pool blankets and install low-flow showerheads and rainwater tanks. I must say that a rainwater 
tank is the only measure that I have not taken yet, and I have been getting people round to give me quotes on one 
because that is the next stage. We all have to do it, and we should say that to companies, such as the Water 
Corporation. I am not aware of any non-state government–owned enterprises that provide water in Western 
Australia. If we agree with all of that, if we agree that we want to encourage people to get rid of their old 
washing machines that are entirely inefficient in their water use and go to the 5-star and 6-star washing machines 
that have very low water use, surely we can agree that we need to set targets.  

If I remember correctly, the parliamentary secretary said that the government had legislation coming in in spring 
2010. I do not know about anyone else in this chamber, but I think spring has almost sprung! Are we going to 
see the legislation before the end of the parliamentary session? No! The parliamentary secretary shrugs her 
shoulders because either she does not know or she does know that we are not going to see that legislation. We 
have had the targets and we have had the rebates taken away. We were told that we were going to get legislation 
but we still have not seen it, even though we are almost at the end of spring 2010. Government members are 
nodding their heads that they agree with the concept of what the bill tries to achieve, but just do not put in place 
anything that will add a little more accountability to the mechanisms that will actually make us have to account 
and report on how we are going in achieving those targets.  

Of course, that is what we have heard in the chamber today, but what other information could we as a Parliament 
look at to determine whether deep in the bowels of the government’s thinking it is committed to water 
conservation and to seeing a reduction? One way is to look in the budget, which shows the revenue that the 
government expects to get from the Water Corporation. The budget document indicates that the figures are going 
up. There are two ways that increase could be happening. It could be that the government intends to significantly 
increase the price of water, which would ultimately potentially be a mechanism for reducing consumption but in 
a way that would create extreme hardship for large sections of our community. That would be one way the 
government could do it. It could be that the government also expects that there will be a continual increase in the 
volume of water being sold. However, we would normally expect that if we are being serious about reducing 
water consumption, we would accept that the profits of groups such as the Water Corporation would diminish 
over the forward estimates period, not increase. Let us see — 

Hon Helen Morton: Is that diminishing on a per capita basis? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us take a look at the figures first and then we can have a bit of a debate in the 
chamber about what we think is driving that situation. Is it population, is it price, or is it that we would expect an 
increase in water consumption? Let us have a look at what the figures show. I will go back to the last budget that 
was put in place by a Labor government, which was in 2008–09, and the money that it expected to get out of the 
Water Corporation, which included money from income tax expenses in lieu of the profits that it was making, 
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the local government rates expenses paid in lieu and the dividends that it would collect. When we tally all those 
figures up, we see that in the 2008–09 budget, the Labor government expected to collect $564 million from the 
Water Corporation in 2010–11. That was a reduction from the $593 million it expected to collect in the 2008–09 
financial year. The projected target was going down at that time, even though the population was expected to 
grow. We can see in the 2010–11 budget, which was produced last year, that the government expects to collect 
$636 million from the Water Corporation this year. That is 13 per cent more than what Labor predicted it would 
get from the Water Corporation back in 2008–09. All members know where that increase has come from. It has 
come from the government’s increase in the fees and charges for water that the families and pensioners of 
Western Australia must pay. 

Hon Helen Morton: Hon Robin Chapple said that it was a very important measure. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He may believe that. I am saying to the parliamentary secretary that enough is enough. It 
is not a good thing. The government should get its hands out of the pockets of the families and pensioners of 
Perth through those increased water charges. Get them out! Stop it! It is time to stop. Let us look at the projected 
figures in the forward estimates for the next four years. The government will get $636 million this year from the 
Water Corporation. By 2013, the government expects to collect $862 million—I repeat, $862 million—from the 
Water Corporation. Do members know how much of an increase that is as a percentage? It is a 35 per cent 
increase. That is an 8.75 per cent increase in profits from the Water Corporation over each of the next four years. 
That is what the government is predicting in its budget papers. Is that because the government intends to increase 
the price of water by almost nine per cent per annum for the next four years? 

Hon Helen Morton: That is based on the ERA figures, isn’t it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: These are the budget figures, parliamentary secretary. Hon Helen Morton is the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer; she should tell me what these figures are based on. 

Hon Helen Morton: You have already heard that that is information based on the Economic Regulation 
Authority’s projections, but the government is yet to make a decision about whether it will or will not implement 
what the Economic Regulation Authority has said. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a fascinating position the government has got itself into when the parliamentary 
secretary comes into this place and, when she is caught out, proffers the argument that the budget papers the 
government presented to Parliament should not be believed. That is what the parliamentary secretary has just 
said to me by way of interjection to try to save her backside when she wears her other hat as the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister for Water. She is asking us to believe her when she tells us about water but to not 
believe the document she tabled in the house in May this year. That is what the parliamentary secretary said. She 
is saying, “I know it is written in the documents and that it was provided to the house and that we said we 
expected to get $862 million. Yes, we know they are the figures we have provided to the rating agencies to 
maintain our AAA credit rating because they like to look at what we are projecting over the forward estimates. 
We have done all those things, but do not believe it! It is actually all wrong. It is all incorrect information. We 
might as well just tear up the budget papers.” 

Hon Norman Moore: What rubbish! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what is being said, Hon Norman Moore. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It is getting towards the end of the year and we have just a few weeks of scheduled 
sitting left. I know members are getting tired and they get irritable and sick of other people. The Legislative 
Council is a debating chamber and everyone has the right to be heard under a set of conditions. Everyone has an 
obligation to adhere to those rules, which apply to everyone; they are not selective. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This government cannot have it both ways. It cannot proffer to us in a debate about 
water targets that the government is on target and is reducing, and intends to continue to reduce, water 
consumption, while on the other hand it expects to get a 35 per cent increase in revenue from the Water 
Corporation over the next four years. That certainly will not occur as a result of population growth, but it may 
occur as a result of price increases or increased water consumption. I put it to the parliamentary secretary that it 
is a combination of the two. Because the government has done away with the rebates—the sorts of measures Hon 
Philip Gardiner was imploring the government to implement—we will see an increase in prices and water 
consumption. I would love the parliamentary secretary to tell us on what basis the government will receive the 
$862 million from the Water Corporation in 2013–14. How was that figure arrived at within the Water 
Corporation? What volume of water does it expect to be selling by 2013–14 to achieve those figures? What 
method was used to calculate the figures that went into the budget that the parliamentary secretary is now telling 
us we should disregard? This government tries to be tricky and worm its way out of things when it is caught red-
handed. We saw the Premier do that when he was caught red-handed. He said that he was just stating a matter of 
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fact and was not implying anything to the member for Fremantle. Look at other occasions when other people 
have tried to confuse conversations like that and have been taken before the Corruption and Crime Commission 
and their conduct has been found to have been improper. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think the last few comments might have strayed a little from water licensing. Let us 
continue the debate on the water licensing bill. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I realise that I started to stray because of some of the comments made by members on 
the other side, and I appreciate you bringing me back into line, Mr President. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Not everything I say from the chair requires a comment in response. If that were the 
case, we would never get to the end of anything. I ask the member to proceed with his comments on this bill. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will. I was actually trying to wind up. In light of your earlier comments, Mr President, 
all I can say is that I neither tire of this place nor get sick of listening to the interjections of the curmudgeon of 
the Council, because I find him and the way he shows his grumpiness on a daily basis amusing. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The member’s comments are irrelevant to the topic before the Chair and I ask him to 
come back to the bill before the Chair. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is where we are at with this government. It says that it supports the principles of the 
legislation but does not want to have it legislated for because it does not want to be held accountable for the 
requirement to meet those targets. The government does not want to be held accountable to those targets because 
it knows that it will not achieve them. We know that because the budget papers show that in 2010–11 the 
government will get 13 per cent more in dividends from the Water Corporation that it expected to get in 2008–09 
and the government intends to increase its dividends from the Water Corporation by 35 per cent over the next 
four years. That will be done. Even if these figures are based on the Economic Regulation Authority figures that 
the parliamentary secretary is now telling us to ignore, I am confident that the Water Corporation would expect 
that the volume of water it sells over the next four years will be similar to the volume it sells today. The Water 
Corporation does not expect that volume to reduce. The bill expects the population growth target to remain at 
about 1.5 per cent. On average, the population of Perth grows by about 1.5 per cent, although it has grown by 
two per cent over a couple of years. 

Hon Helen Morton: There is a big injection of people coming to Northam.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr President, you can understand why I get dragged off the topic so regularly when I 
get interjections like that. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Ignore the unruly interjections. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is always difficult to ignore them once they have been placed on the Hansard but on 
this occasion I will ignore the interjection because it was just a trite, childish comment across the chamber that 
does not deserve a response. 

I think that over the last couple of years there has been about a 2.5 per cent increase in the population in the 
south west corner of the state. That has therefore certainly been a driver, so if we were to achieve 1.5 per cent 
reduction per head of population, we would say, “Keep using the same amount of water and accommodate that 
extra growth in population into the water we consume.” That should not be too hard. I look forward to the 
parliamentary secretary giving to us at some point an explanation of those figures in the budget. I suspect 
they are based on both significant increases in water fees and charges for families and pensioners; and, secondly, 
that there is no intention of achieving that reduction in the volume of water that is being used in Western 
Australia and that it will continue to increase. That is a very sad state of affairs. It is like the way I recall 
someone described climate change. If people go out to play a one-day cricket game and wait until the last 10 
overs to score all their runs, it becomes a very difficult task. The way the government must deal with these 
measures is to get out there and, from the first ball faced, take every opportunity. There might be an opportunity 
for a single run or there might be an opportunity to hit the ball to the boundary, but those opportunities must be 
taken as they come up to keep pushing along the run rate and eventually achieve a good score or beat the 
opponent’s score. That is what we should be doing both with climate change and with water: getting out there 
and taking every opportunity. We have seen this government already giving up the fours that have been won by 
the rebates, which are the sorts of things its own coalition colleagues have said to this chamber earlier today are 
necessary to achieve the reduction, incentives and rebates. The government has already given up some of the 
single runs that could be taken from that. Yes, it could do the other things that it is doing. However, this bill 
would actually keep the pressure on the government to achieve those incentives, but it does not support the bill 
because it does not want to keep the pressure on, as it has no intention of achieving those incentives, and the 
budget papers prove it. 
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HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [11.22 am]: I am pleased to also rise to speak on this 
Water Services Licensing (Water Conservation Target) Amendment Bill. The opposition has already put on the 
public record that we support it with some amendments that I understand are acceptable and will be considered 
by the Greens (WA). 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order! Members, there are only eight minutes 
remaining for debate today on this bill and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does have the floor. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I went back to have a look at the government’s election commitment in relation 
to this issue of water, as I thought it was important to go back to what this government — 

Hon Nick Goiran: What did you do in 2007? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, I am going back. But I am going to take members back to 2005 to the 
Liberal government’s commitment to this growing problem which, in my view, will end up as a crisis for this 
government. The Liberal government’s election commitment was to allocate $250 000 to commission an 
independent — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I ask Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to take her seat for a second or two. Members, 
in all seriousness, there are still at least two weeks’ sitting remaining prior to the end of the year, and at this 
particular rate we are going to end up hurling too much abuse at each other; and that is something that I am not 
prepared to stand in this place. I have asked for members’ cooperation to give the member a chance. There are 
only six or so minutes remaining today. Debate on this bill will continue, and I would ask members again to give 
their attention to the member, and I would like her, of course, to direct, as she always would, her comments 
through the Chair. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks very much, Mr Deputy President. I do not really want to have to raise 
my voice in this debate. 

The government put on the public record that it would allocate $250 000 to commission an independent, science-
based review of desalination plant proposals for Wellington Dam. The review would be supported by the 
Department of Environment and Conservation to ensure any proposals are consistent with the principles of 
sustainable development. Then the commitment outlined a second desal plant and said that the government 
would continue with the proposed construction of a second desalination plant—I do not know where the money 
is in the budget for that—recycling and aquifer recharge sustainability, catchment management and water table 
management. But the only funding allocation has been this $250 000 to commission this independent report. 

Given the importance of this issue, how could the Premier have delivered to the public of Western Australia an 
election policy commitment in such an important area with only $250 000? When I go back to 2005, I see that 
this is when the Premier considered that this matter was very critical. At the 2005 state election the now Premier, 
Hon Colin Barnett, proposed the construction of a canal from the rivers of the Kimberley ranges in northern 
Western Australia to Perth to meet Perth’s growing water supply problem. 

Do members remember the canal? It was colloquially referred to as the F-A-R—I put that on the public record—
canal. 

Hon Norman Moore: You really are very clever and very funny! You’re just so amusing! We’re all rolling 
around laughing! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, I am drawing a parallel. Why was this such an important issue in 2005 that 
the Premier then proposed an initiative that was estimated to cost $2 billion in Australian dollars? Of course, we 
all remember that it emerged he had not done any costing in relation to the F-A-R canal and some experts put the 
cost of this canal, which was going to solve — 

Hon Norman Moore: It was a bit similar to a minister in the previous Labor government, namely Ernie Bridge. 
Do you remember Ernie Bridge’s pipeline? Have you forgotten about it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Look! I said I do not want to raise my voice and I do not want to have to say it 
again. 

Hon Norman Moore: I know because you’re not listening to an interjection you can’t cope with. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Ha, ha! I just love it. I love it when the Leader of the House gets himself 
worked up. Now I will give him a bit of advice. 

Hon Norman Moore: Remember Ernie Bridge? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Take a Bex and have a lie down! 
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Mr Deputy President, some experts actually anticipated that the cost of this canal, bringing the water south from 
the Kimberley to the metropolitan area would cost in the order of $5 billion. Members might remember this state 
of sad affairs, because what then happened was the then Prime Minister, John Howard, said, “Well, we’re not 
going to give you any money for it.” And of course the whole thing ended up being a disaster. 

Hon Norman Moore: And you nearly lost the election over it, so just be very careful about what you say about 
that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It was an absolute disaster for the now Premier. 

Hon Norman Moore: And I suspect that if you had an opinion poll, you would find most would agree with it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Here he goes again! Take a Bex and have a lie down! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, I am trying to listen. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I can hardly hear myself because the Leader of the House is so worked up over 
there! 

Hon Norman Moore: I guess you’d be pleased about that! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Members, in all seriousness, there are two minutes remaining 
for this non-government business debate. Please let us forget about any extra discourse with each other, or 
anyone else for that matter, and I reiterate my previous two requests for the remainder of this particular session 
that members listen to the member in silence. If I keep talking, of course, that will be the end of the debate, but I 
do not want that. I want members to take on board what the member is saying. There is plenty of time for 
members to have their say afterwards in coming weeks. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks, Mr Deputy President. I raised that only as a point of comparison. What 
is it that makes the Premier in 2005 want to spend anywhere from $2 billion to $5 billion to find a water solution 
for the state, particularly to bring the water to the metropolitan area, yet when this same Premier goes to the 
election in 2008 the best he can put up for probably the number one issue dealing with water, specifically for the 
ongoing viability of Western Australia, is a commitment valued at $250 000? What brings about such a change 
in a man? I have no idea what it is or what is the thinking behind this total lack of commitment to water-related 
issues at the last election by this Premier and this government. It is very disappointing that we find ourselves in 
this position. Unfortunately, I have only 34 minutes left in which to speak and I will not be able to unpackage all 
of this today. The next time this motion is before us, I look forward to exploring what happened in 2005. Hon 
Norman Moore would naturally remember it because he gets himself very excited about it. I look forward to the 
opportunity to continue to explore this issue.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders.  

PROHIBITED BEHAVIOUR ORDERS BILL 2010 

Committee 

Resumed from 10 November. The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the chair; Hon 
Michael Mischin (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Committee was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: In the second reading speech on this bill the government made it very clear that the 
policy of the bill is that prohibited behaviour orders be targeted to offences that are of less gravity than the most 
serious or grave criminal offences. We are talking about low level offences. Referring to the list of offences 
provided by the parliamentary secretary, is it the government’s view that assaults occasioning bodily harm are 
lower level offences?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is the government’s position that assault occasioning bodily harm and the other 
offences in the table that has been presented to the chamber fulfil the criteria of being antisocial behaviour. They 
are the sorts of offences that do not invariably result in terms of imprisonment. A variety of conduct can amount 
to assault occasioning bodily harm that would not ordinarily result in a term of imprisonment and yet would be 
captured by this bill.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Is the parliamentary secretary saying that the statements contained in the second 
reading speech, in which the Attorney General and the parliamentary secretary himself have made it very clear 
that this legislation is targeted at lower level offences, are incorrect?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, I am not saying that.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I want to read through some of the offences on this list. First, let me go back to assaults 
occasioning bodily harm. They carry a penalty on summary reconviction of five years’ imprisonment, and in 
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circumstances of aggravation, seven years’ imprisonment. Serious assaults carry a penalty of seven years’ 
imprisonment, and in circumstances of aggravation, 10 years and on summary conviction, three years. They also 
carry a mandatory sentencing of a minimum of one year for an adult and a minimum of three months for a child. 
This is not a lower level offence, as was clearly stated in the second reading speech. Let us look at some of the 
other offences. Conduct intended to racially harass carried a penalty of five years’ imprisonment and on 
summary conviction, two years. Conduct intended to incite racial animosity or racial harassment carried a 
penalty of 14 years’ imprisonment. Threats with intent to influence carried a penalty of 10 years’ imprisonment, 
and if the threat is to kill and otherwise, seven years. The offence of threats carries a penalty of six years’ 
imprisonment and on summary conviction, 18 months’ imprisonment. The offence of robbery carries a penalty 
of 14 years’ imprisonment, and in circumstances of aggravation, 20 years’ imprisonment. Assaults with intent to 
rob carry a penalty of 14 years’ imprisonment or 10 years’ imprisonment depending on the circumstances. The 
offence of burglary carries a penalty of 14 to 20 years’ imprisonment, depending on the circumstances, and on 
summary conviction, three years’ imprisonment. The offence of criminal damage carries 10 to 14 years’ 
imprisonment and on summary conviction, three years’ imprisonment. The offence of breach of duty under 
section 444A of the Criminal Code carries a penalty of imprisonment of 15 years. I could go on and on. These 
are not lower level offences. 

I would like the parliamentary secretary to make it clear why these offences appear on this list if they are not 
lower level offences. If that is not what this bill is directed to, why is it clearly stated in the second reading 
speech that that is a policy of the bill? I would like the parliamentary secretary to explain exactly what the policy 
of the bill is and whether the policy of the bill is that the PBOs be directed only to lower level offences, as 
clearly stated in the second reading speech. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have already explained this on several occasions and I will not do so if the 
question is raised again. The lower level offences are those that ordinarily would not result in terms of 
imprisonment. It is idle to suggest that because something is classified as a “serious assault”, it will inevitably 
result in a term of imprisonment or is more likely than not to result in a term of imprisonment.  

The other point that I have made repeatedly is that this is a draft of those offences that are proposed to be 
prescribed under the act should the bill become law. They will be the subject of debate in the future. If the 
member does not think that an assault on a nurse in an emergency centre should result in a term of imprisonment 
or should result in some constraints against a recidivist offender, she should by all means put that argument. If 
she feels that it is not antisocial behaviour if someone is a troublemaker and pushes people around in pubs and 
does not go to jail for it and that should not be included as antisocial behaviour under the act when it becomes 
law, so be it; let us have that argument down the track. I have already put the government’s position, and I 
cannot expand on it any further.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Will the parliamentary secretary please point me to the provision in the bill that says 
that the bill relates to low-level offences that will not ordinarily result in a penalty of imprisonment, because I 
cannot find it in the bill? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There is no term in the bill that says “low-level offences”. The policy is to deal 
with recidivist offenders who are doing volume crime of a lower level that does not ordinarily result in 
imprisonment and hence does not deter that offender. Finally, in the event of a bad enough case, it will result in a 
restriction on that person’s behaviour—behaviour that normally, more likely than not, will result in that person’s 
committing an offence that is volume low-level crime that does not involve imprisonment. The idea is that this 
will provide a final deterrent, whereby if a person does cross the line, he is more likely than not, on the basis of 
his criminal history and the breach of a court order, to be given a term of imprisonment. If he is already going to 
be imprisoned, that deterrent exists in any case. Do not confuse the policy in the bill with the terms in which the 
bill is framed. Low-level offences could mean anything, depending on one’s point of view. Hon Adele Farina 
ought to appreciate that. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The parliamentary secretary says it is not referred to, but the second reading speech made 
initially by the Attorney General in the other place and by the parliamentary secretary in this place, states — 

… we are generally referring here to offences of the nature of graffiti, general damage to property, 
disorderly conduct, hooning, shoplifting — 

And then it goes on to refer to threatening or violent offending. It is quite clear in the Attorney General’s mind 
the low level of the type of offences he is referring to. When this was read in, that is what we assumed this bill 
was about and that is what the general community assumed would be low-level types of offences—those listed 
here in the second reading speech. The types the parliamentary secretary has presented in this list are of a much 
higher level of offence and are vastly different from the nature of offences that were put forward by the Attorney 
General.  

Hon Michael Mischin: That was a statement. 
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Hon Kate Doust: Yes, it was.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I find it really curious that the parliamentary secretary is putting a proposition that the 
bill should not reflect the policy of the bill.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I am not putting that position.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is what he has put. 

Hon Michael Mischin: If you want to say that, that’s fine but that is not what I’m saying.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: It has always been my understanding that the provisions of a bill are supposed to enact 
the policy of a bill. There is nothing in this bill that says that PBOs are to be applied only when a low-level 
offence has been committed or when it is a low-level offence for which a term of imprisonment is not likely to 
be imposed. If that is a policy of the bill, and we are trying to enact government policy in passing this legislation, 
I again ask the parliamentary secretary to explain to me how a judge or a magistrate picking up the bill and 
reading the provisions of the bill will understand that it is intended to apply only to low-level offences or 
offences that are not likely to result in imprisonment. There is nothing in the bill that provides that guidance to 
the court that supports the point of view put by Hon Linda Savage that the bill is fatally flawed.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is just ridiculous. The terms of the bill are to deal with antisocial behaviour 
as it is defined. The government has confidence in its judiciary that it will be able to work out fairly readily 
whether an offence is one that necessarily involves antisocial behaviour as defined in the bill. To assist in that 
process, a list of prescribed offences will obviate the need for proof of those offences in future, and will prima 
facie be those sorts of offences that involve antisocial behaviour as defined in the bill. I have said on several 
occasions that the time to debate whether particular offences ought to be included in those regulations will be 
when they are tabled before this place.  

Hon Adele Farina: It is now, before we pass the bill.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Hardly; it is a moveable feast. It is a proposed list. If Hon Adele Farina wants to 
say that disorderly behaviour in public is not an antisocial offence and ought not to be —  

Hon Adele Farina: I didn’t pick that as one of the ones to illustrate.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If the member is suggesting that a conviction for an assault—forget the marginal 
title to it—under section 318 of the Criminal Code ought not to be considered as part of a person’s history of 
antisocial behaviour, she can put that argument down the track, but that is not an argument for today.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Yes, it is. There are a range of sexual offences in the Criminal Code that, in my view, 
fit the definition of antisocial behaviour proposed in this bill, being behaviour likely to cause harassment, alarm, 
distress and fear or intimidation to one or more persons. Why do they not appear on the list that has been 
provided by the parliamentary secretary?  

Hon Michael Mischin: Which ones?  

Hon ADELE FARINA: The whole lot of them. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Do you want them included in the schedule or not?  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am trying to clarify how this bill will be used if it is passed by this place. There is no 
clear guideline in the bill for the application of the bill. The bill has been drafted in a way to be so broad that it 
goes way beyond anything that is envisaged by anyone who reads the second reading speech, particularly when 
they look at it in light of the list of offences that has been provided by the parliamentary secretary. I believe that 
this Parliament has a duty to understand how the bill will be implemented if it is passed. I am simply asking 
questions to try to get that clarification because it is not in the bill.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: A number of offences are not included in the bill—murder, sexual assaults and the 
like, except for indecent acts and low-level types of sexual behaviour such as that. They are generally not 
volume offences; they are generally the types of offences for which there is a better-than-even chance they will 
result in a term of immediate imprisonment with provision for parole and the like, which would put the sort of 
constraints we are seeking to impose here for volume offences of a relatively low level, inasmuch as there is a 
better-than-even chance they will not result in terms of imprisonment. That is why they are not included. But if 
Hon Adele Farina wishes to have that included for completeness, we are happy to include that as antisocial 
behaviour as well.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Is dangerous driving causing death a high-volume offence?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: In combination with other offences of reckless driving and the like or dangerous 
driving, yes, it can be. It would seem absurd that if a person has a history of reckless or dangerous driving and 
other offences that do not ordinarily result in terms of imprisonment, and if he or she also has a conviction for 
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dangerous driving causing death, particularly if that person has suffered no penalty of imprisonment as a result 
of that, it were not included in the list. If the member is suggesting otherwise, by all means we will take that into 
account and debate it down the track when the regulations are prescribed.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: The parliamentary secretary has twice now given the impression that a PBO can be 
imposed only if there is no term of imprisonment. However, the legislation makes it clear, when it refers to the 
time at which a PBO will commence and end, that a PBO can be imposed in circumstances in which a term of 
imprisonment is also imposed on an offender. So I think the parliamentary secretary needs to clarify on the 
record those statements that he has made.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Clearly, under the terms of the legislation, a PBO can be prescribed after a term of 
imprisonment. However, the legislation also says that a PBO cannot conflict with parole and other orders. So, 
theoretically it can be done, but it is unlikely to be done. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I turn to the offence of stalking, which is on the list that has been provided by the 
parliamentary secretary. For the offence of stalking, which is an offence that is likely to be committed against a 
single person rather than a group of people, why would it be necessary to impose a PBO, when one could look to 
impose a misconduct restraining order? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: For a start, a person with a history of stalking may be stalking several people, and 
it may be the case that no restraining order is taken out by one, or some, of those people. Secondly, the 
prohibitions and constraints imposed by this bill under a PBO may cover a greater period and carry a greater 
penalty than a misconduct restraining order. Again, if the member thinks that stalking is not antisocial behaviour 
within the meaning of the bill and wants stalking to be removed from the list, then we will have that argument 
down the track when the regulations come in. 

Hon Adele Farina: No; we will have it now. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The member may wish to have it now, but we will not. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I understand that the purpose of the bill is to provide the courts with a mechanism to 
restrict a person who has a history of antisocial offending from specified behaviours, with the intent of 
preventing that person from engaging in future antisocial behaviour. The second reading speech states — 

A necessary aspect of the bill is that details of a PBO can be published. The purpose of publication is to 
enable members of the public to report breaches of a PBO to police.  

In the case of 16 to 18-year-olds who are subject to this bill, I put it to the parliamentary secretary that this 
represents a fundamental change in the principles that have guided the juvenile justice system; that is, that 
children are different from adults, and they are not to be named and their identity is to be protected. One of the 
fundamental reasons for this confidentiality surrounding juveniles is to put the emphasis on rehabilitation rather 
than stigmatisation. The purpose for this confidentiality of the records of juveniles is to prevent the records from 
becoming an obstacle to educational, social or employment opportunities. I put it to the parliamentary secretary 
that that is probably why, as he mentioned in his second reading response, much of the focus of the concerns that 
have been expressed has been on juveniles. I have a number of questions on this matter. First, what is the 
rationale or the reason for the government’s abandoning this policy—which is one of the principles of the 
juvenile justice system—of not identifying people under the age of 18? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The principles have not been abandoned; and I direct the member’s attention to 
clause 19 of the bill. Secondly, even in accordance with the general principles, the identification of juveniles is 
permissible in the event that it is necessary to protect the community in certain circumstances. There is no 
blanket prohibition on the identification of people under the age of 18. It can be done in certain circumstances. 
Also, the idea that there is a uniform standard cut-off date of 18 years of age is not universal to every 
jurisdiction. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Can I just be clear, then, that the parliamentary secretary is saying that he does not 
believe that it is a fundamental principle of the juvenile justice system, as it is practised in this state, that young 
people under the age of 18 are not identified except in special circumstances? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: This is one of those special circumstances. I refer the member again to clause 19 
of the bill — 

When a court hears youth-related PBO proceedings, the Young Offenders Act 1994 section 46(1) and 
(2) apply as if references to the court disposing of the matter were references to the court hearing and 
determining the youth-related PBO proceedings. 

So there is no abandonment of the principle. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Perhaps the parliamentary secretary could explain to me what the special circumstances 
are that would make a person under the age of 18 who has committed one offence, has committed another 
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offence within three years, and is likely to commit another offence, subject to his or her photograph being put on 
the website of the Attorney General, yet a person between the ages of 16 and 18, or younger, who has committed 
a murder, would not have his or her photograph put on the website of the Attorney General? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: For a start, the fact of the commission of an offence does not result in publication 
of the details of any person on any website or in any other fashion. Juveniles convicted of homicide offences do 
not routinely have their photographs published at all, because of the constraints provided under the Young 
Offenders Act and other legislation. The objective is to allow for the enforcement of the PBO, as I have said. A 
PBO puts the courts in a position of acting in loco parentis in drawing boundaries for the behaviour of juveniles, 
hopefully to deter them from entering into situations in which they are more likely than not, on the basis of their 
extensive criminal history, and the failure of other dispositions to work, to reoffend. It would be pointless to 
impose a PBO if there was not some means of impressing upon the individuals the subject of a PBO that if they 
were to enter into those situations, there is a better than even chance that they would be noticed and be found to 
be in breach of the order. To suggest that there should be no ability for members of the public to identify these 
people and ensure enforcement would render the whole purpose of the bill futile. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Perhaps later in debate on specific clauses, I will raise some issues on the evidence 
related to the deterrent effect of publishing on a website the photograph of someone who is under 18 years of 
age. Does the parliamentary secretary believe that the proposal to allow the publication of identifying 
information on juveniles pursuant to the prohibited behaviour orders legislation—namely, the photograph of the 
juvenile—is contrary to the objectives and general principles of juvenile justice contained in section 6 of the 
Young Offenders Act 1994? Section 6 sets out the objectives of the act as rehabilitating young persons who have 
committed offences with the goal of their becoming responsible citizens and integrating into the community 
young persons who have committed offences.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Section 6 of the Young Offenders Act 1994 provides the general principles that 
are to be observed in performing functions under the act. There is a raft of them, including — 

(d) the community must be protected from illegal behaviour; 

There is no abandonment of the principles. We are talking about someone who has not been deterred by previous 
dispositions under the Young Offenders Act and ordinary sentencing principles. We are talking about a very 
extreme case indeed. It is the hardcore offender who continues to reoffend and is one of the people who fall 
within the description of those 10 most prolific offenders, along the lines that I referred to yesterday.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: My question actually was: does the parliamentary secretary believe that the publication 
of the identifying information of juveniles pursuant to the prohibited behaviour orders legislation is contrary to 
the objectives and general principles of the Young Offenders Act? The response that I understood the 
parliamentary secretary to give was that he believes the principles are that young people should be deterred from 
committing offences. I accept that is an objective of the Young Offenders Act 1994; however, I cannot see 
anywhere in the general principles a reference to the naming and publishing on a website a photograph of an 
offender in the course of deterring them or in the course of helping them to become reintegrated into society.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Does that mean you do or you don’t?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Do I believe that it is consistent with the principles of the Young Offenders Act? 
Yes.  

Hon Linda Savage: So the parliamentary secretary believes that publishing a photograph is consistent with 
those principles? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Does the parliamentary secretary see difficulties arising because the Young Offenders 
Act permits the release of identifying information only in circumstances specified in sections 15 to 17, which 
relate to providing information to other departments, for example, the Department for Child Protection, pursuant 
to the Victims of Crime Act and the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act et cetera? The act also states that the 
release of other identified information could result in a penalty of $6 000 or imprisonment for two years if the 
information is used for any other purpose. I appreciate that that is perhaps a more technical question, and it may 
be that the parliamentary secretary wants to take that on notice and provide an answer later today.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am sorry, I missed part of the question; I was distracted.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I will speak more slowly: does the parliamentary secretary see any difficulties arising 
because the Young Offenders Act 1994 permits the release of identifying information only in circumstances 
specified in sections 15 to 17 of the act, which relate to providing information to other departments, for example, 
the Department for Child Protection pursuant to the Victims of Crime Act and the Criminal Injuries 
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Compensation Act? I note that if information is used for any other purpose, the Young Offenders Act 1994 
provides for a penalty of $6 000 or imprisonment for two years to apply. How does that part of the Young 
Offenders Act fit in with the bill that we are now debating? I understand that that is a more technical legal 
question and it may be that the parliamentary secretary needs to seek some advice or have some time for the 
advisers to respond to that question.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I think I can answer at least part of that question, unless there is something more 
technical involved. Section 35 of the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act has a prohibition against 
publication of information, except in certain circumstances that might identify a child offender. That is proposed 
to be amended by clause 43 of the bill. In fact, there are some proposals on the supplementary notice paper to 
supplement that.  

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I refer to clause 43 of the bill, which should be read in conjunction with the 
proposed amendments on the supplementary notice paper. So there will not be any conflict with the Young 
Offenders Act.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: This is my final question on this aspect of the bill, which I referred to earlier. Does this 
reflect a change of policy by the government on the publication of information about minors, or juveniles in this 
state more generally?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I take that to mean that there would be no intention for other juveniles involved in other 
criminal matters to be subject to identification. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Currently there are circumstances under which that information may be published. 
There is no intention on the government’s part to extend those circumstances.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I refer to the second reading speech in which the parliamentary secretary referred to a 
2004 study of the Children’s Court by the Crime Research Centre of the University of Western Australia and ask 
that he table that report.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not in a position to table the report at this time. I can provide the member 
with a citation and, if necessary, provide the member with a copy in due course. Should these proceedings extend 
beyond today, I am sure we could get a copy of it.  

Hon Adele Farina: Can the parliamentary secretary get it during the lunch break?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, I believe we can.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: In the second reading speech, the parliamentary secretary also said that about five per 
cent of offenders had 12 or more contacts with the juvenile justice system after their initial contact. He said that 
about five per cent of juvenile offenders were hardcore reoffenders. Could the parliamentary secretary translate 
that five per cent into a number?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The reference in the second reading speech was to the sample selected by the 
study. Is the member asking about an absolute figure in respect of all juveniles who have had contact with the 
juvenile justice system and over what period of time? We are talking about the findings of a study that selected a 
sample of juveniles. Is the member after that number?  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am happy to review the report when it is tabled. I will come back to the parliamentary 
secretary with that question at a later time, if I want to pursue it any further. I also want to refer to a statement 
made in the second reading speech, which states — 

… offences may be prescribed by regulation as being presumed to involve antisocial behaviour in the 
absence of proof to the contrary.  

The minute that an offence is prescribed in the regulations, there is a presumption that it is antisocial behaviour, 
and it is a presumption that the offender will have to rebut. We need to understand the significance of this list. 
The second reading speech goes on to say — 

It should be noted that these prescribed offences are not the only offences that might, in specific 
instances, involve antisocial behaviour; rather, this list exists to provide guidance as to the kinds of 
offences that should ordinarily be taken to involve antisocial behaviour without further inquiries and are 
of the nature of offending that Parliament seeks to target with this bill. 

I find that statement particularly offensive when that list is not provided as part of the bill so that the Parliament 
actually knows what offences it seeks to target with this bill. I am completely confused about the sorts of 
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offences the Parliament is seeking to target with this bill. In the second reading speeches of the Attorney General 
and the parliamentary secretary it was stated — 

… we are generally referring here to offences of the nature of graffiti, general damage to property, 
disorderly conduct, hooning, shoplifting and threatening or violent offending in public or against 
persons providing public services. 

Then we get a list that includes things like being armed in public, assault occasioning bodily harm, serious 
assaults, robbery, burglary, breach of duty under section 444A of the Criminal Code, and dangerous driving 
causing death or injury. That list is completely at odds with the impression that the Attorney General has given 
us, and the parliamentary secretary has given us, in the second reading speech. To add insult to injury, they have 
not even included in the bill the list of offences that it refers to. Why is it not a schedule to the bill so that this 
Parliament can make an informed decision about what those offences are? I find it really insulting that the 
parliamentary secretary and the Attorney General can say that this Parliament will pass a bill that prescribes 
certain offences, and they are the ones that the Parliament intends should be targeted by this bill, when, on the 
one hand we have statements in the second reading speech that indicate they are really low-level offences. We 
then get a list of mid to serious level offences and are told that the list might change between now and the time 
the government deals with it as a regulation. If we were in government and present government members were 
sitting on these opposition benches, they would be demanding that that list be clarified and included as a 
schedule to the bill. I ask the parliamentary secretary on what basis he can come into this place and make 
statements that this Parliament will pass a bill that specifies certain offences, and they are clearly the offences the 
Parliament seeks to target with this bill, when the Parliament has really no idea what those offences are? There is 
a clear inconsistency between the list that the parliamentary secretary has provided us, which includes mid to 
high level offences, and the impression that was given by the second reading speech of low-level offences. Why 
is the government not including a list of offences as a schedule to the bill, which would be the proper and 
appropriate thing for the government to do?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That question is based on several premises, none of which the government 
accepts. Secondly, if that draft table of offences forms the basis of regulations and Parliament rejects those, or if 
that list of offences is never reduced to regulations, then the court dealing with this bill will have to look at each 
individual offence that is presented by the prosecution at the time that a PBO is applied for and make its 
decision, on the basis of the evidence it has before it, whether that offence and the requisite number of offences 
satisfy the criteria of being antisocial behaviour within the meaning of the bill. The court would be making that 
decision without reference to any schedule of offences.  

Hon Adele Farina: But that is not the intention.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, that is not the intention. The intention down the track is that there be certain 
offences that the government believes are so patently antisocial within the definition contained in the bill that the 
court can take it, on its face, that those convictions and a criminal record amount to the relevant offences for the 
purposes of the bill. As I say, that is an argument down the track.  

Hon Adele Farina: No, it is not.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: So the member says, but that does not make — 

Hon Adele Farina: It is an argument for now because my argument is it should be a schedule to the bill.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The member is saying it should be a schedule to the bill — 

Hon Adele Farina: Why isn’t it? Why didn’t the government consider it appropriate to make it a schedule to the 
bill? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The member may think that it ought to be a schedule to the bill; the government 
disagrees. It is not a schedule to the bill — 

Hon Adele Farina: On what basis? What are the reasons? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Because any amendment, any addition or subtraction from that list of offences, 
would require an amendment to the act rather than amendment by way of regulation. It is a less flexible means of 
dealing with these. That is why we have regulations. That is why we have lists of prescribed offences for a 
variety of purposes. There is nothing unusual about that. If the opposition believes it ought to be a schedule to 
the act, it can put up an amendment to include it as a schedule to the act. The government does not propose to do 
so. If the bill is passed without a schedule of these offences and without any regulations being presented, a court 
would have to make its evaluation of whether the requisite number of relevant offences have been committed 
based on the principles in the act, without reference to the table.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I want to clarify something after listening to the debate. It seems to me that it will be 
harder to find offences that do not fit into the category of antisocial behaviour. That will probably be the hardest 



 [COUNCIL - Thursday, 11 November 2010] 8605 

 

thing because I imagine that nearly all offences, or most offences, would fit within that category. The reason that 
the concern is being expressed is that the bill specifically defines antisocial behaviour, and the explanatory 
memorandum and second reading speech have referred repeatedly to antisocial behaviour and low-level 
offences. It may be that the government’s intention was always that this was not directed at low-level antisocial 
behaviour and that may be the intention, but that is not what the bill purports to say. It is certainly not the way 
that the explanatory memorandum and utterances by the Attorney General have led us, and I think the wider 
community, to understand. If virtually all offences are potentially within the definition, or fall within the 
definition of antisocial behaviour, that would be useful to know.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have already been through this on numerous occasions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am just going to follow on from that. Picking up on the types of matters that have been 
listed, given that the government in the second reading speech made specific reference to graffiti, hooning and 
shoplifting as some of the types of offences that a PBO could be applied for, why were graffiti, hooning and 
shoplifting not on this list? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: They are. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is a very succinct answer, but could the parliamentary secretary please point out for 
me where they are and exactly under which one of those offences do graffiti, hooning and shoplifting fall? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Section 378, which is stealing anything that does not have a value exceeding 
$1 000; and section 444 of the Criminal Code, which is criminal damage. The road traffic offences are section 
59, dangerous driving causing death or injury; section 59A, dangerous driving causing bodily harm; section 60, 
reckless driving; section 61, dangerous driving; section 62, careless driving; and section 62A, causing excessive 
noise or smoke. 

Hon Adele Farina: Hooning? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: What does the member think that hooning is? It is causing excessive noise or 
smoke or driving in a reckless fashion in a motor vehicle. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the parliamentary secretary for the explanation. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I am happy to spell things out. 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Members, let us have some decorum in the chamber, please. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr Chairman. It is important to get these things on the record, because not 
every person who will be referring to this legislation has the parliamentary secretary’s formal qualifications in 
the law. They will not understand what each of these numbers are that are listed on this document. People will 
want to know what those items are. It is therefore very helpful that he has explained to us where they are picked 
up. I just want to follow on from a couple of other issues. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Sorry; I should have mentioned section 445 as well—damaging property. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that clarification. Hon Adele Farina raised an issue 
about dangerous driving causing death and asked how it would be antisocial behaviour. Correct me if I am 
wrong, but I think the parliamentary secretary said it would be if there were a number of other incidents or issues 
that happened around that. I am curious, and I would like the parliamentary secretary to explain to me in what 
circumstances would a PBO be issued. Does it have to be for one type of antisocial behaviour offence, or could it 
be that at the age of 15 years someone was caught shoplifting and copped a community service order and then 
had no other issues until that person was caught in a hooning incident at 17? Would that be the type of incident 
for which the government would see a PBO being issued? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Those two offences would certainly be relevant offences in the event that this 
table becomes law by way of regulation. They would provide one of the sufficient conditions for application for 
a PBO. The government does not see a PBO being granted in those circumstances. It is almost impossibly 
remote that it would be done, because those offences, spread over that period of time—assuming that there is no 
intervening criminal history or recidivist, antisocial behaviour and no intervening history of breaches of court 
orders or suggestions that a PBO is necessary to constrain a person from otherwise lawful behaviour—would not 
satisfy the criteria under clause 8(2)(b) or (c). It would not meet the requirements under clause 9 either. 

Hon Adele Farina: Clause 8? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Clause 8(2)(b) and (c). Clause 8(2) states — 

Grounds for making a PBO exist if — 

Then there is the offence necessary condition — 
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(b) unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person is likely 
to commit another relevant offence; and 

(c) granting a PBO to impose the constraints is appropriate in the circumstances. 

We are looking at someone who has committed shoplifting at the age of 15 and within a period of three years has 
committed a dangerous driving offence. It is not likely that he will be committing another relevant offence. No 
pattern of behaviour emerges from that. 

Hon Kate Doust: That is right. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is right. The government is saying that that would not meet the criteria. It is 
not something that I would have thought any sensible prosecutor would even apply for. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am glad the parliamentary secretary has said that, because from my point of view part of 
the confusion has been that there has not been that clarity. Using those quite different examples of where a 
person may commit an offence, I would not have been able to predict that a person may necessarily do either of 
those things again. If somebody has committed an offence prior to the age of 16 years, and then does nothing 
until he or she is 17, I do not know how anyone could predict that that person would do anything again. I 
therefore do not know why a PBO would even come into play. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Neither would I. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is right. That is why I do not understand why we are dealing with somebody in that 
regard if other options are already in place in the court system to deal with these issues. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I entirely agree. That is not what it is aimed at. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Moving on from that, this bill seems to deal with the outcomes of offences; it does not 
deal with what causes them. In my second reading contribution I asked what research the government had done 
into the types of matters that lead people into these antisocial behaviours, to try to address these matters at the 
source. The parliamentary secretary did not provide to me in his second reading reply a response about what 
research the government had done looking into that matter. If the parliamentary secretary has that research 
available, we would appreciate it if he would make it available to us here. Also, the other part of the research that 
we sought was the research or reports that the government had commissioned into the effectiveness of the PBO 
in changing behaviours. A PBO could be issued as a result of disorderly conduct, or any of those matters listed, 
such as shoplifting, graffiti or whatever, and there are even some requirements in the bill about people not being 
able to engage with others or go to particular places. What research has been done to measure the effectiveness 
of putting in place those types of prohibitions? 

Quorum 

Hon KATE DOUST: Mr Chairman, while we are waiting, I draw your attention to the state of the house. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If we understand it correctly, there are two elements to the member’s question: 
firstly, the element of general causal factors relating to offending — 

Hon Kate Doust: To antisocial behaviour. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, antisocial behaviour and criminal behaviour generally amongst juveniles. 
Presumably it carries through to adults who have been susceptible to that sort of behaviour as juveniles. There 
are general issues such as poor parenting, poor educational prospects — 

Hon Kate Doust: Abuse. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, being subject to abuse. Other issues include having poor role models as 
children, poor nutrition, homelessness and things of that nature. Those are things that this bill is not aimed at 
addressing and cannot address, just like any other public safety legislation that does not address those sorts of 
things specifically. There is an element of addressing it by way of the constraints that will be provided by the 
court, as I have mentioned. In a sense, the Children’s Court deals with juveniles in loco parentis and attempts to 
put constraints on and use a carrot-and-stick approach to juveniles to modify their behaviour and encourage them 
into acceptable forms of behaviour. 

As for the specific research that underlies the premise of the bill, there are three primary propositions. One of 
them is that offenders, subject to some form of publication of their identities, are generally apprehended more 
quickly than those who are anonymous to the community. Offenders who perceive the risk of being apprehended 
are more likely to perceive that they will be punished, and that can result in their being deterred from offending 
conduct. These are fairly commonsense propositions, we would suggest. Otherwise, custodial punishment is 
most effective when it is dealing with serial offenders. The government has drawn on a body of research in 
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support of its assumptions in that regard. I am informed that the details of that research have been provided as an 
answer to a question on notice to the Greens (WA) at some stage; I am not sure of the date. 

Hon Adele Farina: Will you table it so we can all have access to it? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: We are content to do that. We do not have it with us at the moment, but we are 
happy to find it and table it later. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: In the second reading speech, the Attorney General and the parliamentary secretary 
said that prohibited behaviour orders would be applied in situations in which offenders have engaged in a pattern 
of sustained unlawful behaviour; we are talking about a pattern of sustained unlawful behaviour. We then turn to 
the bill, which provides — 

Grounds for making a PBO exist if — 

(a) the person — 

(i) committed and was convicted of a relevant offence; and 

(ii) during the period of 3 years after that conviction again committed, and was convicted 
of, a relevant offence; 

That means that an offender who commits two offences and, unless constrained, is likely to reoffend, will justify 
the imposition of a PBO. We are talking about two offences only that will justify the imposition of a PBO. That 
is what the bill provides. I will quote the Attorney General in his second reading speech — 

… PBOs will be applied in situations in which offenders have engaged in a pattern of sustained 
unlawful behaviour. 

Will the parliamentary secretary please explain to me why the second reading speech says one thing and the bill 
says something entirely different? Why is it that the government is having difficulty translating the intention of 
its second reading speech into the provisions of the bill? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There are several things to be said about that, and I have already been through 
them. Firstly, the bill is a legislative formulation of the policy stated in the second reading speech. 

Hon Adele Farina: No, it’s not. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Secondly, if we are dealing with clause 8, we should presumably deal with that 
clause when we get to it rather than during the debate on clause 1. 

Hon Adele Farina: We’re still trying to understand how the whole bill operates. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is very simple to understand if one reads it and sees that the two offences are 
necessary preconditions, and they both have to be antisocial behaviour, but they are not sufficient conditions. If 
we cannot predict from the two offences the course of activity that is likely to lead to a further relevant offence, 
the court will not grant a PBO. That is quite simple, and courts do it all the time. In fact, interestingly enough, 
the Labor Party introduced some legislation that does a very similar thing. 

Hon Adele Farina: Perhaps you’d like to tell us what it is—which one are you referring to? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is called the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act 2006. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Can I just be clear on this: is the parliamentary secretary saying that someone who has 
committed one offence, and another offence within three years of the first offence, and is then deemed likely to 
commit a third offence, will not be capable of being the subject of a prohibited behaviour order? I refer to a 
comment that the parliamentary secretary made yesterday, when he said that the government was not talking 
about people who had been convicted only once, twice or even three times; it was talking about persistent 
offenders. I would like the parliamentary secretary to please clarify that for me because, according to the 
legislation, the grounds for making a PBO exist if one relevant offence is committed and, during a period of 
three years after the first offence, another offence is committed, and the person is deemed likely to commit a 
further offence, but only two offences have been committed. Is the parliamentary secretary saying that there 
must be more than two offences? The bill quite clearly provides that it must be two offences.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I have already been through this. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I am sorry; I did not catch the answer.   

Hon Michael Mischin: I have been through this on several occasions.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I want to be absolutely clear on this: Does the parliamentary secretary agree that it 
could be two offences?   

Hon Michael Mischin: No, I don’t agree that it could be.  
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Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Notwithstanding that the bill says two offences?   

Hon Michael Mischin: I have already explained this, Mr Chairman. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I am sorry.   

Hon Norman Moore: It takes a long time for you to understand things.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: No, it does not. I think it is a fairly straightforward question.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I have answered that straightforward question several times.  

The CHAIRMAN: Order, members! Hon Linda Savage is on her feet. Does Hon Linda Savage wish to make a 
clarification of her statement for the record?   

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Yes, I do. I will put the question again. If the response is that the parliamentary 
secretary will not answer the question, I am happy for that to be recorded in Hansard. Clause 8(2) of the bill 
states — 

Grounds for making a PBO exist if — 

(a) the person — 

(i) committed and was convicted of a relevant offence;  

That is offence number one — 

and 

(ii) during the period of 3 years after that conviction again committed, and was 
convicted of, a relevant offence;  

That is offence number two — 

and 

(b) unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person 
is likely to commit another relevant offence;  

The person has not committed another offence but is likely to commit another relevant offence. That is two 
offences within three years.  

Hon Michael Mischin: And? 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Yes, and.   

Hon Simon O’Brien: It is actually two convictions in three years.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Yes, I understand. I have read it out. 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: Order, members. Let the member continue. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I reiterate that it states — 

and 

(b) unless constrained …, the person is likely to commit another relevant offence;  

The person has not committed another relevant offence. So, basically, the grounds for making a PBO exist after a 
person has committed two relevant offences and is likely to commit a third. Is the parliamentary secretary saying 
that that is not possible—that there has to be more than two offences?   

Hon Ken Travers: This is not question time where you can avoid answering, parliamentary secretary.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Is the parliamentary secretary saying that it is not possible for a judge to make a 
prohibited behaviour order for a person who has two convictions for relevant offences? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There are three preconditions that must be met before a PBO can be granted. 
There is the offence requirement and there is the likelihood of committing another relevant offence, which is a 
predictive thing. There is nothing unusual about that; it is the subject of an awful lot of legislation, including the 
Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act, under which we try to predict behaviour based on past convictions.  

Hon Kate Doust: One conviction.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No. The third precondition is the appropriateness of imposing the constraints, 
which is clause 8(2)(c). Theoretically the answer is yes, if they can be satisfied. It is a matter of judicial 
discretion. Hon Linda Savage seems to be astonished by the idea of judicial discretion and judgement, but that 
happens all the time and is what is done when any sort of judicial disposition of an offence is contemplated. 
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There are necessary preconditions and there are sufficient conditions for the granting of an order. Another one is 
indefinite terms of imprisonment, for which certain criteria are prescribed. An awful lot of case law has been 
built around that saying that it has to be more than simply one or two offences and that there has to be a higher 
threshold. That sort of case law would presumably be translated into the consideration and application of this 
bill.   

Hon Adele Farina: Presumably. Why not make it clear in the legislation?   

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The former government did not seem to think that was necessary with things like 
terms of indefinite imprisonment, which came in under its watch, or the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act. 

I have been through the way in which the bill is structured, the way it is intended to operate and the way it has 
been prescribed, and I do not intend to go through that again. Simply asking the same question in different forms 
will not elicit any further response because I have been through this.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I might ask a different question. This is a question I raised during the second reading 
debate but to which the parliamentary secretary did not provide a response. In my contribution to the second 
reading debate I referred to the fact that a range of sentencing options is already available to the courts. I went 
through the various options, which include pre-sentence orders, conditional release orders, fines, intensive 
supervision orders, conditional suspended imprisonment and imprisonment. The parliamentary secretary did not 
provide an explanation of why PBOs would be any better than any of those things. Can the parliamentary 
secretary now provide to us, in committee, any evidence to demonstrate how PBOs will have any greater impact 
on reducing re-offending than current criminal offences and sentencing options?   

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Conditional release orders are sentencing dispositions that can be imposed only 
when there are reasonable grounds for supposing that a person will not re-offend. That is different in concept 
from a prohibited behaviour order. Conditional release orders can include directions to offenders that the court 
considers reasonably necessary to secure their good behaviour, which is arguably narrower than the choice of 
words being used in the bill, which requires anything reasonably necessary and which reduces the likelihood of a 
person committing a relevant offence. A breach of a conditional release order results in the person being re-
sentenced for the original offence. For instance, if it involved someone who was up on his 200th charge of 
spraying a wall and the CRO related to the last of those offences, then, notwithstanding that person’s history, the 
chances of that person being sentenced to a term of imprisonment as a deterrent would be remote. All that person 
would be sentenced for is the last of those offences, which is likely to cop the same sort of penalty as that 
imposed for the previous 20 offences and which has not made any difference. Community-based orders and 
youth community-based orders are sentencing dispositions generally only considered appropriate for offences 
carrying a statutory penalty of imprisonment. They are different from PBOs because they do not constrain 
otherwise lawful behaviour. Where they include a supervision requirement, they can include directions that the 
court considers reasonably necessary to secure the good behaviour of the offender. Again, this is arguably 
narrower than the choice of words used in the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill, under which the court can 
impose anything reasonably necessary that reduces the likelihood of the person committing a relevant offence. A 
breach of a community-based order or a youth community-based order can be a fine of up to $1 000 or re-
sentencing for the original offence. It does not take it any further than what would have been available had the 
person been sentenced for that offence to start with, rather than being given the licence of a community-based 
order or youth community-based order. Intensive supervision orders and intensive youth supervision orders are 
community-based sentencing dispositions that are generally imposed for quite serious offences and not the sorts 
of offences we are looking at here, which are volume crimes committed in factual circumstances at a relatively 
low level and which do not ordinarily result in terms of imprisonment. Intensive supervision orders and intensive 
youth supervision orders can be made only when there is a pre-sentence report. They can include directions that 
the court considers reasonably necessary to secure good behaviour. They can also include a curfew requirement. 
In that sense they can cover otherwise lawful behaviour. Some members seem to find it very offensive that there 
should be restraints on otherwise lawful behaviour. ISOs and IYSOs can include curfew requirements. They can 
include requirements for an offender to remain in a specific place for specific periods and to submit to 
monitoring or check-ups from community corrections officers. The prohibitions are arguably narrower than the 
choice of words used in the PBO bill. The offences they relate to are considerably more serious than the ones the 
government has in mind under the PBO bill, which are relatively low-level antisocial behaviour-type offences. A 
breach of an intensive supervision order or an intensive youth supervision order can result in a fine of up to 
$1 000 or re-sentencing for the original offence. 

Conditional suspended imprisonment is a sentencing disposition and is technically a form of imprisonment, and, 
thus, can be imposed only for offences that would ordinarily justify a term of imprisonment. It is not likely to be 
the case in the sorts of low-volume antisocial offences that the government is trying to combat with this bill. 

Violence restraining orders, like PBOs, are civil orders that are punishable by a term of imprisonment if 
breached. However, they arise only when a respondent has committed an act of abuse against a person and the 
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court considers that the respondent is reasonably likely to again commit an act against a person, or the person 
seeks the order and can establish that he or she reasonably fears that the respondent will commit an act of 
abuse against the person to be protected. PBOs are focused on the protection of individuals rather than members 
of the community generally and do not embrace the sorts of low-volume crime that the bill is aimed at 
addressing. 

There is another circumstance in which misconduct restraining orders can be obtained. When the court is 
satisfied that a person will, unless restrained, be likely to engage in behaviour that breaches the peace, the court 
can impose such constraints on a person as are necessary to prevent the person from behaving in a manner likely 
to lead to a breach of the peace. This sort of embraces the types of constraints against otherwise lawful behaviour 
that has exercised the minds and concerns of the opposition. It is already available with certain types of orders, 
but the means of enforcement for PBOs do not exist for misconduct restraining orders. The maximum penalty for 
a breach of a misconduct restraining order is a fine of $1 000 only; imprisonment is not a sentencing option. If an 
offender has committed a large volume of relatively low-level crime and has not suffered a term of 
imprisonment, a further fine is not likely to deter the offender either. 

Police orders made pursuant to division 3A of the Restraining Orders Act 1997 are orders made by police 
officers under their own discretion whereby a police officer reasonably believes that a person has committed an 
act of domestic violence and is likely to commit another such act, or that a child has been exposed to an act of 
domestic violence or is likely to be exposed to another such act, or that another person reasonably fears that such 
acts will occur. There can be restraints on what is otherwise lawful behaviour by the police officer as the police 
officer considers necessary to prevent further such acts. These orders cannot be applied to juveniles. They can be 
applied only for either 24 hours or 72 hours. The penalty for breaching a police order made under division 3A of 
the Restraining Orders Act is a fine of up to $6 000 or imprisonment for up to 12 months. Obviously, these sorts 
of orders are considerably more limited in scope and are aimed at protecting people from acts of domestic 
violence, which, again, is not necessarily the sort of antisocial behaviour that this bill is seeking to address. 

Move-on notices can be made when a police officer reasonably suspects that a person is doing or will do an act 
of violence or an act that will cause another person to use violence or will cause another person to fear violence, 
or is committing a breach of the peace, or is hindering or obstructing lawful activity, or has just committed or is 
about to commit an offence. The notice requires an offender to leave a particular area and go to a certain distance 
from that area. Importantly, these sorts of orders can be enforced only for up to 24 hours, not for the extended 
period contemplated by a PBO. Failure to comply with a move-on notice is an offence punishable by a fine of 
$12 000 or up to 12 months’ imprisonment. Although these notices impose one of the sorts of restrictions 
contemplated by a prohibited behaviour order, the circumstances in which a police officer can issue such an 
order is plainly one in which he is nipping an offence in the bud rather than trying to constrain a person’s 
behaviour to avoid situations in which the person is more likely than not to offend in the same way he or she has 
done on numerous occasions in the past or, to be technical, on at least two occasions in the past. A variety of 
other orders are available. Although there may be some overlap, and maybe in some circumstances they involve 
the sorts of constraints and sanctions that are contemplated by PBOs and other restraints on otherwise lawful 
behaviour, they are not as comprehensive in their operation as PBOs and do not address the sort of problem that 
the government is seeking to remedy. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that very detailed illustration of the range of tools 
already available to the courts to address a range of antisocial and criminal behaviour; however, he has not 
answered the question I asked him. The question I asked him was: what evidence can he offer to demonstrate 
that PBOs, rather than existing criminal offences and sentencing options, will have a greater impact on reducing 
reoffending? What evidence does he have that PBOs will be more effective than any of those things that he has 
just provided a very detailed description of? What research has he done that he can provide to us to demonstrate 
that PBOs will be a more effective tool to manage and modify behaviour than will those tools already available 
to the courts? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: A couple of things can be said about that. Firstly, if the legislation is allowed to go 
through, we will be able to provide that evidence in 12 months—or not, as the case may be. Secondly, we have 
re-explained the assumptions upon which the legislation is based. I have said that I can provide the references to 
the research underlying the forming of those assumptions. Thirdly, it is a flawed argument to seek evidence in 
advance of the ability to do certain things. That could have been said about any one of the several sentencing 
dispositions that I have gone through at the time that they were proposed: where is the evidence that this will 
work? There is no evidence until it has actually been done, and then it is finetuned. 

Hon Kate Doust: But you must have had research from other places before you drafted it. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Sometimes we can be innovative in our own right. 

Hon Kate Doust: How did you come up with the idea if you hadn’t done some research? 
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: We have had the United Kingdom experience to draw on and the flaws and 
benefits of its system. 

Lastly, the existing dispositions plainly do not work in a small number of cases, and so some further weapon in 
the armoury of the courts and law enforcement agencies is now viewed necessary to address the issue that is not 
being addressed by the current orders and dispositions available to the court. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If a range of the options that are currently in place have not worked, does this mean that 
the government will, in due course, seek to amend the relevant legislation to remove the orders or penalties 
currently in place that do not work? If the parliamentary secretary is saying that something does not work, what 
is he going to do about it? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not suggesting that they do not work. They work in a number of cases in 
which they are suited to the circumstances to which they are being applied. There are legislative preconditions to 
the application of those dispositions, but they may not be a single solution to any particular law enforcement 
problem or community security problem. That is why there are so many of them, all nuanced and finetuned to 
the particular circumstances. If it proves to be the case that one or more of them is deficient, yes, the government 
will of course, as part of its responsibility, address and fix those deficiencies. What the government is seeking to 
do with this bill is add another tool to the tool kit; if PBOs work, all to the good. I am sure that even the 
opposition would support them. If they do not work, we will of course —  

Hon Kate Doust: Bring in something harsher. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: — address the issue. The opposition seems to be working on the premise that 
unless it can be guaranteed that something will work, we should not do anything about it and we should fret 
about it, allow these sorts of things to happen, go back to the default position and look at the causes of crime 
without actually addressing them. We are talking about a current problem involving a small number of offenders 
who are continuing to do antisocial things that harass and disrupt and cause fear and concern in members of the 
community. The government is committed to trying this out to see whether it works. We are convinced that it 
will have some effect, otherwise we would not have bothered.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon KATE DOUST: Prior to the break I was going to ask a question of the parliamentary secretary. The second 
reading speech states - 

The imposition of a PBO is not intended as a punishment. 

If it is not intended as a punishment, what is it intended to be?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is a civil order that will impose constraints upon a person with a view to 
limiting his or her opportunities to get into situations in which that person is likely to commit offences. It is to be 
granted on the balance of probabilities rather than on proof beyond reasonable doubt. It is not part of a sentence 
to be imposed on a particular offence; it is a civil order, the same as a restraining order.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Before the break the parliamentary secretary undertook to table a copy of the 2004 
survey report relied on by the government, and, from memory, some answers to parliamentary questions that 
provided some statistical evidence in support of the government’s position. Is he now in a position to table those 
documents? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am in a position to do both those things. The report was prepared by Anna 
Ferrante, Nini Loh and Max Maller of the University of Western Australia titled “Pathways Through Justice: A 
Statistical Analysis of Offender Contact With the WA Juvenile Justice System”, final report by the Crime 
Research Centre dated July 2004. I seek leave to table that.  

Leave granted. [See paper 2807.] 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I also seek leave to table a copy of Legislative Council question on notice 663 
dated Wednesday, 11 August 2010 asked by Hon Giz Watson.  

Leave granted. [See paper 2808.] 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Would the government consider adjourning consideration of the bill in committee so 
that we can review these documents to assist with the consideration of the bill in detail? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No. As far as the question on notice is concerned, that is an answer the chamber is 
cognisant of, it having been asked through a question on notice within this chamber. As to the report, that was 
the subject of reference in the debate in the other place during the consideration in detail stage of proceedings 
and has been available for some time if the honourable member was interested in pursuing that.  
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Hon ADELE FARINA: Could the parliamentary secretary inform the house what sort of a PBO would be 
issued against someone who was convicted of dangerous driving?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is impossible to answer that question.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I find that extraordinary. We have a government which is proposing that this 
Parliament enact a law to allow the courts to impose PBOs on offenders and which has repeatedly told us during 
consideration of this bill in detail that all the information and guidance that the courts need are detailed in the 
bill. Yet the parliamentary secretary, who was a prosecutor in his previous life, cannot give us some indication of 
the type of PBO that would be issued against someone who is convicted of dangerous driving. I will make it a bit 
easier for the parliamentary secretary. Let us say we are talking about the two previous convictions of dangerous 
driving—exactly the same offence. What sort of PBO would be issued against a person for dangerous driving? 
Would it be to never go near a vehicle or never drive a vehicle?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The question is impossible to answer, in the same way that a question that I pose 
to the honourable member as a lawyer about what sort of sentence she would impose upon someone who has 
been convicted of dangerous driving is one that she would find impossible to answer. It involves a variety of 
circumstances. Firstly, we have to satisfy the grounds for making a prohibited behaviour order under the act. It 
means not only that there have been at least two relevant offences within the three-year period, but also that we 
have to establish that unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person is 
likely to commit another relevant offence. The member has named one offence, in a vacuum, without any 
context.  

Secondly, the prosecution needs to establish to the requisite standard that granting a PBO to impose the 
constraints is appropriate in the circumstances. The prosecution needs to address the various matters under 
clause 9. So, it is impossible to answer a question like that. No-one can sensibly do it. In fact, the question is 
flawed inasmuch as it does not meet the criteria under the bill. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I did clarify the point I was making to make sure that it did comply with the 
requirements under the bill. Clause 8(2) provides — 

Grounds for making a PBO exist if — 

(a) the person — 

(i) committed and was convicted of a relevant offence; and  

I am saying that relevant offence was dangerous driving — 

(ii) during the period of 3 years after that conviction again committed, and was convicted 
of, a relevant offence;  

I say again that that was dangerous driving — 

  and  

(b) unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person is likely 
to commit another relevant offence; and 

Let us say the judge is satisfied on that ground as well; let take these as a given — 

(c) granting a PBO to impose the constraints is appropriate in the circumstances.  

Again, let us take that as a given. So, all four boxes have been ticked. What sort of PBO would be imposed in 
those circumstances? The purpose of a PBO is to constrain a person’s activities in relation to places, people and 
time. I do not think it is unreasonable to ask what sort of PBO would be imposed in those circumstances. Would 
the PBO be that the person was not to get behind the wheel of a car and drive it? I cannot imagine what else 
would be involved in a dangerous driving PBO. Is that the sort of thing the parliamentary secretary is talking 
about? Is the law not already able to impose such a penalty? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Once again, to pose a hypothetical question without sufficient information is just a 
nonsense. I might ask the member, for example: what other offences has this person committed and been 
convicted of? Has there been a pattern of offences? How far apart are the two convictions? 

Hon Adele Farina: It does not require a pattern. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It does.  

Hon Adele Farina: No, it does not. You admitted that this morning. There are only two requirements. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I can see that the member does not understand what I have explained in the past. 
The member cannot even give me the distance in time between the two offences that she is talking about. 

Hon Adele Farina: Within three years, as required. I have read that out. I have said that he has complied with all 
of the grounds.  
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Does that provide a pattern of offending upon which we can predict? Is that what 
the member is suggesting? 

Hon Adele Farina: If the parliamentary secretary sits down, I will answer the question. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Adele Farina: Well, he has asked me a question, and I am waiting to answer it. 

The CHAIRMAN: Order, members! Members, please, I will direct the call at this particular point in time. As 
far as I am concerned, the parliamentary secretary is still on his feet. I will give him the opportunity of answering 
the questions put to him. When he has done so, I will ask him to resume his seat, as he no doubt will, and then 
other members in due course can rise and seek the call. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you, Mr Chairman. What I have explained repeatedly is that these are 
necessary conditions for the grant of a PBO. They are not sufficient. Clause 8(2) provides that the court has to be 
satisfied—that would need to be on the evidence, rather than simply on the basis of two convictions over a 
period of three years—that — 

(b) unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person 
is likely to commit another relevant offence; and 

If the honourable member is putting to me that on the basis of two offences at some time within a three-year 
period, a pattern of behaviour has been established such that a judicial officer could predict the likelihood, or not, 
that the person would commit another relevant offence at some stage in the future—that is, that there is some 
basis for that prediction—then she needs to get back into the courts, because that is simply not going to happen. 
If the member is asking my opinion as to whether a PBO would be granted on the basis of those two bare facts 
that have been provided, I would say no. If I were a magistrate or a judge, I would not do that. 

The other requirement is that —  

(c) granting a PBO to impose the constraints is appropriate in the circumstances.  

I would not have thought that, on the information provided by the member, the evidence is in any way supportive 
of the conclusion, on the balance of probabilities, that a constraint would be appropriate in the circumstances.  

Thirdly, we need to look at the matters that are to be considered by the court. Clause 9 states —  

(1) When considering whether to make a PBO against a person, a court must have regard to — 

(a) the desirability of protecting other persons and property from acts that constitute 
relevant offences; and  

(b) the degree of hardship that may be caused to the person if the PBO is made.  

It may be that the person who has been convicted of those two offences has already suffered a suspension of his 
licence and is suffering some kind of a penalty as a result of that. It continues — 

(2) A court must have regard to the matter set out in subsection (1)(a) as being of primary 
importance. 

That is, the desirability of protecting other persons and property from acts that constitute relevant offences. The 
member is talking about two offences of dangerous driving that have been committed within a three-year period. 
The member does not know anything about the facts of those offences—who was involved and where they were 
committed. The member does not know the penalties that were imposed. The member does not know whether 
the person has committed any offences in the meantime that would suggest a pattern of behaviour. It 
continues — 

(3) When considering whether to make a PBO against a person, a court may have regard to all or 
any of the following —  

(a) other current legal proceedings involving the person;  

The member has not specified anything there; no guidance has been given to the court on that matter — 

(b) any criminal record of the person; 

The member is talking about two convictions — 

(c) any sentence to which the person is subject; 

The member has not told me that — 

(d) any order, made under a written law, that applies to the person or, if the person is a 
youth,  
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The member has not told me that — 

a person responsible for the care, welfare or development of the person; 

The member has not told me anything about that — 

(e) any previous behaviour of the person that is similar to the behaviour in relation to 
which the PBO is being considered by the court; 

(f) the extent to which the person complied with any previous PBO; 

The member has not told me anything about that — 

(g) other matters the court considers relevant. 

These are all matters that normally would be brought before a court to establish that a PBO is a worthwhile 
disposition, bearing in mind the pattern of behaviour and the likelihood that the person is going to be convicted 
of another offence in the future. We cannot do that on the basis of two offences and on the paucity of the 
information that has been supplied. I do not propose to get into hypotheticals such as that. For the member to say 
that the legislation is somehow flawed, just because I am not prepared to speculate, is just a nonsense. Courts are 
always provided with criteria. If we look at the criteria for the grant of an intensive supervision order, likewise 
there are a lot of things that the court needs to be satisfied about, rather than just the bare necessities, in 
determining whether such an order is appropriate, and the conditions to be imposed. What the member is doing 
is really idle speculation. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Mr Chairman, I am going to quote from the uncorrected Hansard from yesterday. The 
parliamentary secretary in his reply stated — 

I will provide a history of one of the 10 most prolific juvenile offenders in this state. I do so with some 
care, so that he cannot be identified. I will start off with this offender, whom I will identify as juvenile 
number one. In December 2006, he committed two counts of burglary with intent in a dwelling and two 
counts of damaging property. His punishment was a youth community-based order. In February 2007, 
there were two offences of stealing motor vehicles, two counts of stealing, and two of wilfully and 
unlawfully destroying or damaging property; and his punishment was a youth community-based order. 

I then asked, “How old is he?” and the parliamentary secretary responded — 

I will get to that in a minute.  

The parliamentary secretary then went on to say — 

In March 2007, there were two counts of disorderly behaviour in public, and one of failing to wear a 
helmet on a bicycle. There was no punishment for the bike riding offence, but there was a youth 
community-based order for disorderly behaviour. In April 2007, a month later, the offences included 
drinking alcohol or other harmful substances on community land and disorderly behaviour and, again, 
the punishment was youth community-based orders. For an offence of receiving stolen property, the 
punishment was a youth community-based order. For damaging property in September 2007, he got an 
intensive youth supervision order—that is because none of the other orders had worked. Then there 
were a raft of youth community-based orders for offences as diverse as damaging property, aggravated 
burglary and committing an offence in dwellings, and stealing. There were several counts of aggravated 
burglary, in fact. That was in December 2007. A whole year had passed and this person was not 
diverted from the criminal justice system. In December 2007, there were two counts of trespassing, no 
lawful excuse; several counts of stealing; and several counts of aggravated burglary and committing 
offences in dwellings. There were several counts of that sort of offence, and in each case he received 
community-based orders. They had no effect. 

We get to intensive youth supervision orders. In March 2008, there were two counts of receiving and 
possession of drugs. There were several counts of that in April 2008. For breaching protected bail 
conditions, he again received intensive youth supervision orders. The offences escalated through until 
we finally got to November 2009. So three years had passed by for this 16-year-old offender who 
started offending at the age of 13, and this 16-year-old offender continues to commit aggravated 
burglaries and get conditional release orders. There is a raft of offending involving dozens and dozens 
of offences that result in, by and large, no punishment but community-based orders of one form or 
another that have no effect. We are talking about recidivists who commit multiple offences and who do 
not get the message and who are not able to be reformed. 

We were not provided with this offender’s antecedents. We were not provided with any of the mitigating 
circumstances in this person’s situation. We were simply told to accept the facts as put. My question was a very 
simple question: assuming all the boxes are ticked, assuming that a person has two offences of dangerous 
driving, what sort of prohibition order are we looking at here? Assuming the dangerous driving was done while 
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he was behind the wheel of a car on his own—it cannot be about a place or a time, it has to be about an 
activity—I assume the prohibition order would then be that he could not get behind the wheel of a car. If it is not 
that, then there can be absolutely no application of a prohibition order in that situation. It is not really a difficult 
question to answer. I find it unacceptable that the parliamentary secretary can come here and read through one 
person’s history and use that as a basis for justifying the bill, yet when asked a very simple question about how 
this might apply in certain circumstances, he demands from me antecedents, a history, and all the rest of it, when 
the parliamentary secretary does not provide that himself when trying to make a case in support of the bill.  

I want to turn again to the second reading speech. We were told that five per cent of offenders had had 12 or 
more contacts with the juvenile justice system after initial contact. We were then told that 30 adult offenders in 
the past three years had been sentenced in connection with offending on at least 19 separate occasions. I am not 
clear how many of the five per cent of juvenile offenders it actually relates to in terms of real numbers, but 
assuming that it is about the same number as the adult offenders over the past three years, we are talking about 
60 people over a three-year period. That is not a huge number; yet we are bringing into play a law that can have 
quite profound impacts when taken as a whole. What we have heard this morning is that contrary to what we 
have been told is the policy of the bill—that is, the policy of the bill relates to low-level offences—the policy of 
the bill will actually relate to any level of offence, whether it is low, medium or high, that can be argued to fit 
into the definition of “antisocial behaviour”, which is so broad that it is hard to imagine any criminal offence that 
would not fit into the definition of antisocial behaviour. The bill states — 

anti-social behaviour, by a person, means behaviour that causes or is likely to cause — 

(a) harassment, alarm, distress, fear or intimidation to one or more persons; or 

(b) damage to property; 

We have also learnt this morning that contrary to the repeated statements in the second reading speech and the 
repeated stated policy of the government that it is intended that PBOs apply only when there has been a “history” 
of repeat behaviour—I will quote the exact words — 

… PBOs will be applied in situations in which offenders have engaged in a pattern of sustained 
unlawful behaviour. 

What we have heard this morning is: no, that is not actually what the bill says. Despite the fact that it is in the 
second reading speech, despite the fact that it is a stated policy of the bill, all that is required are two convictions 
of a related offence over a period of three years. We go back to clause 8(2) of the bill, which sets it out very 
clearly — 

Grounds for making a PBO exist if — 

(a) the person — 

(i) committed and was convicted of a relevant offence; and 

(ii) during the period of 3 years after that conviction again committed, and was convicted 
of, a relevant offence; 

and 

(b) unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person is likely 
to commit another relevant offence; and 

(c) granting a PBO to impose the constraints is appropriate in the circumstances. 

We have a wide gap between the stated policy of the bill and what the provisions of the bill will actually provide 
at the end of the day. This illustrates very clearly why this bill should have been referred to a standing committee 
for an inquiry because the government is struggling to interpret its own policy into legislation. The government 
is struggling to even understand what its policy is. If that is not the case, then the government is set on a path of 
intentional and deliberate deception of this Parliament and the community. The government is clearly stating one 
thing while the bill that has been presented to this house will do an entirely different thing, and has more far-
reaching impacts than has been stated by the government in its policy statements.  

Furthermore, we have a situation in which the parliamentary secretary does not actually think he needs to answer 
questions and finds the whole process quite tiresome. He believes that if he has sort of answered a question, he 
does not need to answer any more questions on the topic. That is hardly a satisfactory manner in which to 
conduct an inquiry into the legislation currently before the house. We have an obligation. We swore, when we 
became members of Parliament, that we would make good laws. This is a house of review. We are required to 
review and inquire into bills. That is made incredibly difficult in the circumstances in which we are operating. I 
think it needs to be clearly stated on the record that what has been established through the committee inquiry so 
far before the chamber is that the bill does not align with the stated policy of the bill. We have now discovered 
that it does not require a continuous and sustained pattern of unlawful behaviour; two convictions for relevant 
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offences are sufficient over a three-year period and a PBO will not only be imposed in relation to low-level 
offences but in fact to any level of offence that falls within this very, very, broad definition of antisocial 
behaviour. We have a situation where the government is deliberately misleading the community and this 
Parliament in the statements it is making about what the policy of the bill is and what the bill actually does.   

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There is no question there; I did not hear any space for a question mark. Frankly, 
the honourable member can believe what she wants to believe, but she plainly has not understood what I have 
explained; or, if she has understood it, is deliberately refusing to accept it, and I cannot help her. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: In my contribution to the second reading debate in support of this bill, I noted what 
I see as the lack of harmony between what will be recorded in Hansard and what is in the bill, which will make 
it a bit of a challenge for the professionals dealing with this bill, if and when it is enacted. The parliamentary 
secretary referred during his reply—he was quoted by Hon Adele Farina—to an offender who is a recidivist, 
based on the evidence. In response to an earlier question, the parliamentary secretary also said that the bill was 
designed to improve public safety—which I think is fine and necessary—and to modify behaviour. Although he 
did not define what modifying behaviour meant, I am sure it means modifying behaviour for the benefit of 
society, rather than to make people more resentful and more anti-society. My first question is: does the 
parliamentary secretary envisage that a PBO, when applied alone, will achieve the objective of modifying the 
behaviour, for the benefit of society, of the person to whom the PBO applies?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not quite sure I understand what the honourable member is driving at, but if 
the question is whether I can guarantee that prohibited behaviour orders will reform people’s behaviour, then no, 
I cannot guarantee that. It cannot be guaranteed that people are going to abide by legislation, or that legislation is 
going to have an effect on people. The government believes that this is a useful tool in the armoury of the courts, 
to be used with discretion in appropriate cases. It may and hopefully will have the effect, in suitable 
circumstances, of placing constraints on people that, if those constraints are abided by—the sanction for 
breaching the court order being the potential for imprisonment—will make those people less likely to find 
themselves in situations that have been shown in the past to have been conducive to their committing antisocial 
acts of criminal behaviour. That is not an unusual concept; it is the premise upon which is based most, if not all, 
non-custodial orders imposed by courts as part of a sentence. This is simply a development that imposes this sort 
of constraint as part of a civil order rather than a sentence, based on a pattern of past behaviour, and acting on the 
conclusion that such a pattern of behaviour provides evidence that certain circumstances will give rise to certain 
types of antisocial behaviour. There are no guarantees in any of these sorts of things, but that is the premise.  

Further, there are the three bases that I mentioned earlier. First, the fear of apprehension is a significant deterrent 
to most petty criminals. The judicious use of custodial sanctions against serial offenders is also a deterrent 
because it interrupts their behaviour and shows that their behaviour has a consequence. If they continue to offend 
in a serial way and have not yet received the sanction of imprisonment but suddenly do, they will realise that 
they are getting into areas in which their liberty is at stake. Thirdly, increasing the prospects of arrest to show 
that the detriment outweighs the benefits of the immediate thrill and enjoyment of carrying out antisocial 
behaviour will also deter them. Much of that is commonsense and is what applies generally to reforming human 
behaviour; it is a carrot-and-stick approach. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that response. There are no guarantees in 
this world; I accept that. The parliamentary secretary made the interesting point that this legislation is designed 
to improve the behaviour of a recidivist offender. Such an individual would already have contravened or 
disregarded potential punishments on previous breaches. If one is sent to jail, there is some form of support 
system; it may not necessarily be the support system that one would ideally like, maybe, but there would be 
some form of support system. What we have under the PBO system is an order on its own in the absence of any 
support system. Does the parliamentary secretary agree that the judiciary should make a package around the 
PBO that offers support to the person upon whom the order has been imposed, either in the form of mentoring or 
community support, to enjoin the community to actually try to make the PBO effective in the modification of 
behaviour? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It must be understood, through the terms of the bill, that we are looking at a small 
group of people for whom other dispositions for specific offending in the past—by normal sentencing principles 
these could include non-custodial dispositions, and a variety of non-custodial community-based orders with 
supervision requirements, program requirements and other restraints or requirements as part of those orders—
have had no effect to date. This is not in lieu of those sorts of orders; in fact, one would expect that a prohibited 
behaviour order would be applied for immediately after a person is sentenced for some other offence of an 
antisocial nature. The bill provides that a prohibited behaviour order is subject to the specifics of the other non-
custodial dispositions that may be imposed by the court as a sentence, shall we say, for the immediate offence 
that goes beyond that. It may be that the offender is on his sixth charge of graffitiing or twelfth charge of 
burglary or something to that effect. A penalty or a sentence will be imposed for those immediate offences, 
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which, more likely than not, will involve a non-custodial disposition—orders with certain requirements. The 
PBO would be applied for over and above that, and it may impose further requirements and for a longer period, 
because those other dispositions are limited by certain times. The PBO would be crafted in such a way as to 
address patterns of behaviour that put the offender at risk of committing further offences. We are talking about a 
limited number of people. We are of course talking about cases in which other dispositions—non-custodial 
dispositions and perhaps custodial dispositions—have not worked. We are looking at something that says that if 
an offender who is on the verge of going to jail continues with this course of conduct, it is more likely than not 
that the offender will go to jail, not for the offence that he commits, but for breaching this order that is trying to 
keep him out of trouble and to protect the community against the course of conduct that he has found attractive 
in the past. I am not sure whether that is quite what the member was after, but that is my understanding of what 
he was seeking to obtain. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It is almost what I was getting at except that I was hoping that the parliamentary 
secretary might allude to something else that the judiciary could direct beyond just a PBO in circumstances in 
which it is non-custodial, as he has just outlined. When there is a custodial order as well as a PBO, there is some 
support in the system at least around the custodial presence. But when there is just a straight PBO in a 
community with a recidivist, which I understand is what the bill is really trying to get to, I fear that we will not 
have the success with a PBO that we may be looking for, unless there is supplementary support so that the judge 
can either enjoin the community or make other directives about mentoring or that kind of thing. I wondered 
whether the parliamentary secretary envisaged that to be part of this PBO process. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The sorts of things that the honourable member is commenting on may very well 
be a component of other community-based orders of a non-custodial nature—for example, reporting to a 
community corrections officer whose purpose is to provide some guidance and assistance in the event that he 
detects a problem with the offender and the like. More general things such as mentoring programs and so forth 
are not really things that legislation can deal with. But, as I have outlined, a number of community initiatives are 
provided through funding from other arms of government, such as child protection, community development and 
so forth. Programs are available and resort can be had to those. If the PBO is imposed on top of, or is a 
supplement to, the sentencing of a person for an offence when other dispositions are imposed, such as intensive 
supervision orders or intensive youth supervision orders or other community-based orders, there may very well 
be conditions in those orders requiring resort to programs, supervision requirements and so forth. This bill is 
saying that, beyond the facilities and the programs and supervision available under those orders, there are certain 
things that the offender must not do or say. For example, the offender must not hang around a particular 
shopping centre because that is where most of his offending in the past occurred, and if particular people are 
hanging around there, they may get the offender into trouble, or the offender may not associate with certain 
people. They are things that are otherwise lawful behaviour, but, in the case of a particular offender, it appears 
that they form the core of, or trigger to, the offender’s course of misconduct. 

A variety of constraints can be imposed in the precise terms of orders. They are the subject of clause 10, and 
members can see the breadth of those. They are subject to anything that is specific in a non-custodial order that is 
crafted for the individual offender for the offence that the offender is being sentenced for. The sorts of conditions 
that will be imposed will be a matter for the court based on the evidence that is presented and the suitability of 
making such an order in the first place. 

There is another feature to this, and that is the publication of details. It has been termed “name and shame”, but it 
says to the offender that he cannot rely on anonymity. If the offender breaches these orders, and crosses the line 
and gets himself into circumstances that have been shown in the past to be conducive to his getting involved in 
offending behaviour, someone is going to notice it and he will be in breach of the order; and, if the offender is in 
breach of the order, he will be brought back before the court and will be liable to have a custodial disposition 
imposed upon him. There is that element that would not otherwise be available through ordinary court orders, 
whereby details are not publicised and the person’s identity is not distributed. Of course, in some cases the 
person is known because sometimes cameras are outside the courthouse where a notorious offender is being 
dealt with. But, in this case, there is the added element of public knowledge and, hence, a heightened level of 
risk that the offender will be identified and caught, and that in itself is a significant deterrent. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Let me come to that point. I am pleased to hear that there is at least some prospect 
of orders being imposed for other programs that the judge might use to try to support someone who has a PBO. 
There is the punishment part and the communication part. I know that the punishment part is dealt with 
specifically in a clause. If a person breaches a PBO—I do not quite understand the relevance of a particular court 
in defining what the fine or jail sentence is—is it mandatory that the person will be sentenced to two years’ jail 
or have to pay the fine, or is that at the discretion of the judge? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: We are talking about clause 35, which sets out the penalties for a breach of a 
prohibited behaviour order. Firstly, it is not unusual—in fact, it is commonplace—for penalties to be graduated 
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to the level of the court in the system of the administration of criminal justice. For example, a breach of an order 
made by the Supreme or District Courts would be regarded as having greater consequences than would an order 
imposed by the Magistrates Court or the Children’s Court. Therefore, we are looking at a graduated series of 
penalties, depending upon the court that has imposed the order. It could be expected that greater weight and 
greater respect would be shown to an order from a Supreme Court judge or a District Court judge than would be 
shown to an order by a magistrate. More immediately, the Supreme Court or District Court judge would be 
dealing with a higher level offence for which they are sentencing the offender.  

Secondly, these are maximum penalties, and nothing in the act requires them to be mandatory minimums; 
therefore, they are not mandatory minimums, nor are they the only dispositions available. The usual sentencing 
principles under the Sentencing Act would apply, and a variety of other dispositions would also apply. Although, 
because of the character of the order and the character of the offender being dealt with by way of the PBO, we 
could expect a term of imprisonment or a most substantial fine—a fine that really hurts—and the consequences 
that flow from that, by no means will the court’s discretion and requirement to act in accordance with ordinary 
sentencing principles have been affected.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: As a matter of clarification, should the words “up to a maximum” be included in 
clause 35? Is it just convention? Is that okay? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No; that is commonplace, and I think the Interpretation Act may say that when a 
penalty is specified, it is the maximum penalty. It could be the Criminal Code; however, from memory I think it 
is the Interpretation Act, but do not quote me on that.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I am pleased to hear that, because this morning I spoke to three victims of repeated 
burglaries in a small country town. They were concerned that two years’ jail was too much for a breach of a 
PBO. They wanted it to come back to somewhere between three and six months. However, it is okay if the 
clause does not contain a mandatory minimum. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is framed slightly differently in some provisions of the Criminal Code. I cannot 
find the provision at the moment, but if the member is interested we will hunt out the relevant provision for him. 
However, I can guarantee that these are the maximum penalties and that they are not mandatory. In fact, in 
mandatory sentencing the words “a minimum of” appear before an unmodifiable minimum penalty for which the 
offender is deemed liable—but not a maximum penalty. Many provisions in the Criminal Code and other 
legislation are of a similar character, whereby people do not receive anything like the maximum sentence.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I accept the parliamentary secretary’s explanation of that and if there is any doubt, 
the court can always refer to Hansard for the correct meaning. 

On the issue of communication and publishing, I am worried about the website because that information will be 
circulated to all and sundry, especially in the case of a well-known personality. I also note that there is 
considerable discretion about how that can be applied. I ask the parliamentary secretary: when a PBO applies in 
a community—be it a suburb or small town—is it likely to apply to a particular street or shop or even an area in 
which particular people are affected? Those affected people may not be the same people who watch websites; 
they may, but I doubt that everyone will, tune in to a website every morning to see who is on the PBO list. I ask 
the parliamentary secretary to consider at least a complementary, if not a replacement—I do not think the 
government will go that far—publishing of a physical poster with a photograph that explains the details of the 
PBO. That poster could be circulated to those in the relevant precinct or area; that is, where the PBO applies. 
Therefore, the potential future victims—if one likes—know what is going on; whereas they may not know what 
is going on if that information is published on a website.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: This really is the subject of consideration of clause 34, which deals with the issue. 
However, I am happy to address the matter now. The website publication is a starting point; it is not exclusive. 
The member will note that clause 34(8) permits the republishing of information. As I understand, the Australian 
Nursing Federation submission contained specific concerns about certain troublemakers who habitually enter 
emergency departments and the like in hospitals in order to harass nursing staff. They wanted to have the ability 
to identify these people for security purposes. Therefore, yes, there is the prospect of the local police, if they 
wish, putting up a notice or placard around those areas the person is prohibited from attending. That is a 
possibility. 

Point of Order 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I would like to seek a ruling about whether the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill 2010 
conforms with the long title — 

An Act to enable courts to make orders that constrain offenders who have a history of anti-social 
behaviour and for related purposes. 
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Page 535 of the twenty-third edition of Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice states that the long title sets out 
the purpose of the bill and that it should not refer to significant purposes not covered by the provisions of the 
printed bill. 

I have consulted the dictionary for a definition of “history”; the Oxford English Dictionary defines history as a 
continuous, chronological record of important or public events; the total accumulation of public events, 
especially relating to human affairs or to the accumulation of developments connected with a particular nation, 
person, thing et cetera. The Oxford Dictionary online also refers to — 

… the whole series of past events connected with a particular person or thing: 

And, again — 

… a continuous, typically chronological, record of important or public events or of a particular trend or 
institution: 

It cites as an example “a history of the labour movement”. The Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary 
online defines history as — 

… something that has been done or experienced by a particular person or thing repeatedly over a long 
period 

We have heard in quite some detail through the discussion so far that clause 8 of the bill does not require 
antisocial behaviour to have been done repeatedly or over a long period. I therefore question whether the bill 
conforms with the long title of the bill in that the requirement of a history of something that is done repeatedly 
over a long period does not actually conform with the bill as printed. I seek your ruling on whether the bill 
conforms with the long title. 

Ruling by Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): The question has been raised whether the bill conforms with 
the long title. At this stage, the only argument is whether the bill is entirely outside the scope of the long title—
entirely outside the scope. I do not believe this to be the case. However, if members have points about individual 
clauses, they should raise those points when dealing with those particular clauses. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If the honourable member is to make submissions like that, she at least ought to be 
frank with the house. She has quoted one-third of the possible interpretations of the word “history” in the Oxford 
English Dictionary. She missed out the first two definitions, presumably deliberately, the first being that history 
means — 

… the study of past events, particularly in human affairs:  

medieval European history 

• the past considered as a whole … 

The second definition is — 

… the whole series of past events connected with a particular person or thing: 

Instead, the member chose to pick up on the third of the possible definitions, and I can only assume it was with 
the intent of achieving her purpose, which is to stall the passage of this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, before we go any further, I certainly do not wish and I do not intend to have any 
debate on the ruling that has been given, and as such I think the chamber needs to move on. I have made a ruling 
and, as far as I am concerned, debate about that particular ruling as a point of order should at that particular point 
cease.  

Clause put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (16) 

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

Noes (11) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Linda Savage (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Adele Farina Hon Ken Travers  
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Pairs 
 Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Ed Dermer 
 Hon Brian Ellis Hon Giz Watson 
 Hon Max Trenorden Hon Sally Talbot 
 Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Jon Ford 

Clause thus passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Hon KATE DOUST: I refer to clause 2(b), which states — 

the rest of the Act — on a day fixed by proclamation, and different days may be fixed for different 
provisions.  

Can the parliamentary secretary tell us exactly which provisions would be proclaimed on different days from 
sections 1 and 2 and perhaps the reasons for the delays of those provisions? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: As the honourable member would be aware, it is standard provision in most pieces 
of legislation that sections 1 and 2 would come into effect to activate the legislation. The rest of the act will 
come into force at some other time once necessary regulations are drafted and any other statutory instruments 
prepared that may be necessary to give effect to the legislation to allow it to be operative and implemented and 
the like. If, for example, certain provisions are not brought into operation pending reviews of other legislation 
that may have an impact on this bill or that this bill may have an impact on, they can be nuanced and done.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3: Terms used — 

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Sally Talbot has put a number of amendments on the supplementary notice paper. 
Unfortunately, she is away on urgent parliamentary business, and I do not anticipate that she will return today. 
She asked if I would move the amendments standing in her name on her behalf. I will do so. I move — 

Page 2, line 14 - To delete “or is likely to cause”.  

Hon Sally Talbot has explained to me that this amendment relates to the definition of “anti-social behaviour” in 
clause 3. The definition states — 

anti-social behaviour, by a person, means behaviour that causes or is likely to cause — 

 (a) harassment, alarm, distress, fear or intimidation to one or more persons; or  

(b) damage to property; 

The view is that we could refine this definition by removing the phrase “likely to cause” and thereby apply a less 
subjective test as to whether behaviour constitutes antisocial behaviour for the purpose of PBO proceedings. It is 
about tidying up and making clearer what is the intent of that definition.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The government does not support the amendment. The removal of the words “or is 
likely to cause” would limit the scope of the offences that can be taken into account for the purpose of clause 8 
of the bill. It would cut out a variety of offences that, by a matter of judgement based on commonsense, would 
be the sorts of offences that would cause harassment, alarm, distress, fear or intimidation to one or more persons, 
but that may not be able to be proved to have done so, or may not be able to be proved to be going to do so. One 
example is attempt offences. Another example is the offence of going armed in public in such a manner as to 
cause fear—such as by brandishing a firearm while walking along Hay Street Mall. That offence does not 
actually require proof of harassment, alarm, distress, fear or intimidation. However, if the words “or is likely to 
cause” were removed, it would require proof that that behaviour did cause harassment, alarm, distress, fear or 
intimidation. Therefore, the deletion of these words would cause more problems than it would solve.  

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I move — 

Page 3, lines 16 and 17 — To delete “Supreme Court or the District Court” and insert —  

Supreme Court, the District Court or the Children’s Court exercising jurisdiction under the 
Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988 section 19B(4). 

The purpose of this amendment is to expand the ability of prosecutors appearing in the Children’s Court to make 
an application under the bill in respect of prohibited behaviour orders that would be applied to juveniles between 
the ages of 16 and 18.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: We should all note that in moving this amendment, the parliamentary secretary has 
recognised that the bill as presented to this house is less than perfect. I hope that he will have an open mind in 
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relation to other amendments that will be moved by other members during the course of the consideration of this 
bill. 

Amendment put and passed.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I move — 

Page 3, lines 22 to 25 — To delete the lines and insert — 

jurisdiction — the person referred to in the Criminal Procedure Act 2004 section 20(3) who 
commenced the prosecution or another such person; 

The purpose of this amendment is to address an issue that was raised in the other place about whether the form of 
words used in paragraph (b) of the definition of “prosecutor” in clause 3 of the bill is adequate to embrace those 
persons who are authorised to commence prosecutions in various courts of summary jurisdiction under section 
20(3) of the Criminal Procedure Act 2004. It is my understanding that the advice of parliamentary counsel was 
that it may not be necessary to make the amendment, but as the counsel are prudent it would clarify the position 
and put the matter beyond doubt; namely, that not only authorised persons and persons who commenced the 
prosecution, but police officers and so forth who may act as prosecutors in courts of summary jurisdiction, may 
make the application on behalf of the state. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I can understand the deletion of the word “authorised” when it first appears after the 
word “jurisdiction”. However, I am not clear as to why the parliamentary secretary is seeking to delete the word 
“authorised” when it last appears before the word “person” at the end of that definition. I am not clear as to what 
the objective of that is.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The reason is that subsection (1) of section 20 of the Criminal Procedure Act 
contains a definition of “authorised person”; that is, a person who falls within certain criteria, having either a 
specific statutory authority to commence a prosecution, or a delegated authority to do so. Subsection (3) lists the 
categories of people who may be able to commence prosecutions. One of those categories is authorised persons. 
So it is a subset of those persons who under subsection (3) may be able to carry out that function. The other 
categories are persons referred to in section 80 of the Criminal Procedure Act, police officers, and persons acting 
under the terms of an appointment. Those people do not fall within the definition of “authorised person”. That is 
the reason that the words are sought to be modified in the manner that is contemplated by the amendment.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I do not have the Criminal Procedure Act before me, so I apologise for the question. As 
I understand the parliamentary secretary’s explanation, section 20(3) covers those persons who can commence a 
prosecution under that legislation but are not covered under the definition of “authorised person”. The definition 
of “authorised person” in section 20(3) is intended to cover the full range of persons who under the Criminal 
Procedure Act 2004 can bring about a prosecution. By making the amendment that the parliamentary secretary 
has suggested, which is to insert the words “or another such person”, are we actually broadening the range of 
people who can bring a prosecution under the Criminal Procedure Act 2004; and; if that is the case, will the 
parliamentary secretary please explain the reason that we are going down that path?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The current wording defines the prosecutor in prohibited behaviour orders 
proceedings as either the authorised person who commenced the prosecution, as defined under section 20(1) of 
the Criminal Procedure Act, or another person who would ordinarily be authorised to bring a prosecution. The 
amended provision will provide that it is a person who is referred to in 20(3) of that act; namely, an authorised 
person, a police officer, someone under section 80 who commenced the prosecution, or some other such person; 
namely, authorised person, police officer or a person with authority under section 80 who has picked up the file. 
The amendment is not extending the definition beyond the definition in section 20(3) of the Criminal Procedure 
Act, but it is extending it to embrace people who are other than authorised people—agents acting in the same 
capacity as the prosecutor.  

Amendment put and passed.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: The amendment was originally proposed by my colleague Hon Giz Watson. 
Unfortunately, she is away on urgent parliamentary business. I am happy to move the amendment in my name 
and then speak to it. I move — 

Page 4, lines 3 and 4 — To delete the lines. 

The concerns around this provision reflect the number of amendments that stand in my name. Effectively, the 
amendment relates to the capacity of the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill 2010 to deal with children. I argue 
very strongly that children need to be exempt from this legislation in its entirety. By “children” I include 16 and 
17-year-olds. My concerns are particularly exacerbated by the nature of the name-and-shame provisions, which 
we spoke about at length during the second reading debate. Mistakes, even serious mistakes, made by people in 
their youth, now have the capacity to follow those people for life. This flies in the face of not only existing state 
laws that are well-founded and longstanding, but also federal and international conventions around the rights of 
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the child. It is very serious that we are going down this path. It turns the focus of youth justice, which to date has 
been on rehabilitation, entirely on its head. As such, I move the amendment.  

Hon KATE DOUST: The opposition supports the amendment.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The government does not support the amendment. The bill’s foundation is that it 
will address the recidivist behaviour of not only adults but also those approaching adulthood who have 
demonstrated through past behaviour that other dispositions and constraints are not effective. As I have 
explained, this bill will also put the courts in loco parentis to draw lines and hopefully reform the behaviour of 
those juveniles. I do not quite understand how “straying into the path of criminal law” fits with someone like 
juvenile 1 who was convicted of 143 offences in the space of three years, ranging from wilful damage through to 
repeated burglaries.  

The government is conscious of the need to address juveniles and treat them differently from adults. However, 
the government must also have regard to issues of public security and public amenity. We are proposing to 
address those issues in this measured way in the bill. We do not support the amendment.  

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I rise to support the amendment. In explaining the bill to us today, the parliamentary 
secretary referred to research from 2004. Although I have not had the opportunity to read it, I understand from 
what was said in the second reading speech that we are talking about a very small group of the recidivist-type 
offenders who he refers to as “juvenile 1” by way of example. Everything that the parliamentary secretary has 
said has led me to believe that he believes, notwithstanding clause 8, that this group will be the subject of 
prohibited behaviour orders.  

As I said earlier, best practice in the criminal justice system has been that children aged under 18 are afforded 
different protection, based on the belief that children should be protected and their identities should not be made 
widely available. The circumstances that enable that are currently very limited under the Youth Offenders Act, 
which I referred to earlier. However, I notice that clause 43, which I will speak to later, now overrides that 
protection.  

When we talk about the small group that the parliamentary secretary has indicated will be the subject of 
prohibited behaviour orders, I think it is a fair chance that those children often come from dire circumstances. As 
members would be aware from things that have been said in this place and for those who have looked at the 
research, in the majority of cases these children come from a background of poverty and dysfunction. There is a 
fair chance the children in that group are some of the 25 per cent of children in Australia who have grown up 
with violence in their homes or the 40 000 who have been abused. Magistrate Dean Potter at the Children’s 
Court has referred to some of the children who appear before him in the juvenile justice system already being the 
victims of crime.  

Taking all those things together, and given that we are talking about only a small number of youth offenders, this 
affords an opportunity to the government to exclude this group from being subject to the Prohibited Behaviour 
Orders Bill. Firstly, these juvenile offenders are a very small group. Secondly, the parliamentary secretary has 
explained that the motivation for this bill is to add to the toolkit of the government in addressing issues to do 
with antisocial behaviour and law and order. As the parliamentary secretary has not been able to provide any 
evidence that this will be effective, I think there is an opportunity to give it a go with adult offenders—those 
aged over 18. Perhaps when the review is done in three years, if there is evidence that it has been successful, we 
can include those persons aged between 16 and 18. I reiterate, as the parliamentary secretary has said, that we are 
talking about a very small group. I would like to support this amendment and urge other Liberal–National 
government members to consider supporting it. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: As we all know, the Young Offenders Act 1994 sets out the important premise that 
young offenders should be treated differently from adult offenders in recognition of their age and maturity. I am 
pleased to hear that the parliamentary secretary actually agrees with that premise and has assured us that the 
government has not diverted from that path.  

I would like to refer to the Commissioner for Children and Young People’s paper, which is headed “Guidelines 
for assessing the impact of proposed legislation on children and young people”. In the paper, the guidelines 
outline an assessment process. The assessment process is a three-step proposal as follows — 

Step 1 Identify the impact on children and young people 

Step 2 Assess if the proposal is in the best interests of children and young people 

Step 3 Further analyse and assess the significance of the impacts 

Phase 2 Address negative impacts 

Did the government apply these guidelines in the preparation of this legislation, and what were the outcomes in 
each of those three steps?  
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The views of the Commissioner for Children and Young People were taken into 
account. Furthermore, the Young Offenders Act does not dismiss the requirements for community safety as 
considerations in dealing with juveniles. It simply elevates the level of consideration that is to be given to the 
interests of juveniles in that balance. Also, under the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988 
section 36A permits publication of details of offences and offenders who may be juveniles, including having 
regard to, under subsection (2) — 

(a)  The age, safety or well-being of the child. 

(b) The safety or well-being of a person other than the child. 

(c) The safety of the public or the protection of property. 

(d) The public interest in the apprehension of escapees for the purpose of returning them to lawful 
custody. 

(e) The public interest in the prevention or detection of a crime. 

Those are the same sorts of objectives that are sought to be addressed in a measured way in this legislation. What 
the member is saying—that there is suddenly an abrogation of the interests of children and a radical departure 
from principle—is simply wrong. Those principles and those exceptions to the rules are already the subject of 
other legislation that deals with juveniles. We will not be supporting the amendment.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: I am curious to know then what was the rationale behind the government deciding to 
limit this bill to 16 and 17-year-olds and to actually take younger children out, based on what the parliamentary 
secretary just said.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is always a balancing act in assessing the interests of the child against the 
interests of community safety and the like. Also, we are looking at a series of offenders who are generally of a 
greater maturity than those who are under the age of 16 and are able to be in control of their own actions to a 
greater degree. That is why the government drew the line at the age of 16 rather than capture any offenders who 
are younger than that.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: The government is acknowledging there is certainly a difference in maturity between 
different ages. I am curious to know why the government is not prepared to accept longstanding traditions and 
understandings about 16 and 17-year-olds also being children who need to be afforded special protection.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: For precisely the reasons that the honourable member articulated at the start of 
that comment—there are differences in maturity and there are different horses for different courses. If we look at 
the criteria for the granting of an order, we can see that there are a number of thresholds that need to be 
surmounted by the prosecution in the event that the prosecution is seeking an order in respect of anyone, and 
especially so in the case of a juvenile offender.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: I am wondering if the parliamentary secretary has any evidence that can be tendered in 
relation to the brain development of juveniles to indicate that this is actually going to assist them in their 
prospects for rehabilitation, which is consistent with the Young Offenders Act. There is a very strong focus in 
that act on the rehabilitation of children. I am happy to clarify that further: has any research been done at all by 
the government? Did the government make any reference to any of the sorts of elements that the children’s 
commissioner has referred to in terms of appropriate child development?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: For a start, I have tabled some material on research and given references to it. 
Secondly, there is nothing remarkable about all of this. This is the sort of thing that magistrates and judges in the 
Children’s Court deal with all the time in determining, over a range of ages under the age of 18, how they deal 
with particular offenders and the sorts of orders to be imposed. The bias is not towards a custodial disposition in 
the case of offenders who are under the age of 18, but in certain circumstances that will be imposed, even in the 
Children’s Court. That does not seem to have created any great difficulties for the courts, who will be acting on 
the evidence available to them in determining whether there is any suitability, or whether a particular candidate 
is one who ought to be the subject of an order and what constraints ought to be placed on them.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: The primary concern, as I said earlier, is with the name and shame provisions. The 
nature of the way in which juveniles will be identified on the internet effectively means that the mistakes they 
make as children will follow them for life. I am wondering whether the parliamentary secretary has any 
comments to make about what that will mean for them as children, whether there has been any consideration 
given to the likely effect on these children as they move into adulthood of having the mistakes of their youth 
follow them indefinitely.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, not at this time. That is the subject of specific clauses in the bill. I will address 
those at the appropriate stage. At this stage we are dealing with the question of whether this bill applies to 
anyone under the age of 18. The government considers that it should.  
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Hon ALISON XAMON: The difference is that if adults make criminal mistakes, they have to live with them for 
the rest of their lives—that is the nature of committing criminal acts as an adult—whereas with children, it is 
recognised there comes a point in their lives with certain offences at which they can actually draw a line in the 
sand whereby it can be acknowledged they are children, it can be acknowledged they needed to mature and they 
can actually move on. The nature of publicising children and the offences they have committed as children 
means that they are never able to move on from their mistakes. I certainly make the point that adults cannot 
move on from their mistakes; hence there is a fundamental difference between the naming and shaming 
provisions of adults as opposed to children in the same way that if adults commit an offence, they can always 
have the details published in the newspaper, for example, whereas children’s names and identities are suppressed 
for good reason.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I might re-ask the question that I asked earlier, because I did not get an answer. My 
question is: has the department applied the guidelines for assessing the impact of the proposed legislation on 
children and young people as outlined by the Commissioner for Children and Young People? There is a three-
step process that I outlined earlier. I would like to know whether the government has applied that process to the 
analysis of this bill. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The commissioner provided submissions directly to the government in response to 
the green bill. I understand, from a letter dated 5 February, that the substance of the issues raised by the 
commissioner were, apart from general broad concerns regarding the legislation, assertions that there was no 
evidence that the United Kingdom scheme was effective and that there should be more focus on the prevention 
of antisocial behaviour. The commissioner also voiced her opposition to publication, particularly in relation to 
children; she was concerned that a prohibited behaviour order would be valid even when an explanation had not 
been provided to children; she submitted that the maximum penalties were particularly severe for children; and 
she raised some concerns about the then clause 10(3)(f), which provided that a court may make a prohibited 
behaviour order limiting a person from “causing or allowing” another person to engage in offending behaviour, 
which I presume she thought was too broad a basis upon which to make an order. 

The quality of the commissioner’s submissions was the subject of comment by the Attorney General in the other 
place, and certain matters were addressed as a consequence of the commissioner’s submissions. The limitation of 
the bill to juveniles aged 16 and above was one such consequence; the re-wording of clause 10(3)(f) was another, 
as was reducing the maximum fine for young offenders from $6 000 to $2 000. At the end of the day, however, 
the government makes its decisions based not only on the submissions of those advocating for particular groups, 
but also with regard to its responsibility for peace, order, good government and community security. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I thank the parliamentary secretary for informing the house of the Commissioner for 
Children and Young People’s submission to the government; that was not my question. My question was: did the 
government apply the guidelines as recommended by the commissioner in the drafting of this legislation? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not aware of whether the guidelines were specifically taken into account, but 
presumably the submissions made on behalf of the commissioner were based on, and in the light of, those 
guidelines. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Given that the parliamentary secretary is surrounded by three government advisers, I 
take it that the answer to my question is no, the government did not apply the guidelines and did not undertake 
an assessment in relation to those guidelines. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You can assume whatever you like. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Well, it is a pretty straightforward question, and the parliamentary secretary has three 
advisers sitting around him from whom he could seek advice as to whether the guidelines were applied. The 
commissioner is a person that this Parliament appointed to look after the interests of children and young people 
in Western Australia, and to provide advice to government about drafting legislation that applies to children and 
young people. She has gone to the trouble of preparing guidelines for government and departmental officers for 
assessing the impact of legislation on children and young people. What we are hearing now is that the 
government and its departments have very scant regard for the advice of the Commissioner for Children and 
Young People. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You say that; we don’t. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I would have expected the parliamentary secretary to stand and say, “Absolutely we 
did, and this was the outcome of step one, step two and step three”. Since the parliamentary secretary cannot do 
that and he declines to answer the question directly, one can only assume that it has not been done and that this 
government is ignoring the advice of a person who has been appointed to look after the interests of children and 
young people—a position created by this Parliament because we believe the issue warrants that level of 
attention, yet it is being ignored by this government. Members opposite should all hang their heads in shame. 
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Hon ALISON XAMON: Can the parliamentary secretary indicate whether the government has consulted any 
research on the issue of stigmatisation of juveniles as a result of the ongoing effects of naming and shaming? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have already tabled a response from the Attorney General to a question on notice 
to him, through me, which addressed precisely these issues; I did so following the luncheon adjournment today 
and it was, of course, an answer to a question on notice asked by Hon Giz Watson. I do not propose to go over 
questions that have already been answered. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I realise that lunchtime is all of an hour, but I have not had a chance to actually read 
that entire report. 

Hon Michael Mischin: It’s not a report. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I do not think that that is entirely relevant, and I do not think the parliamentary 
secretary has answered my question in any way. I would also like the parliamentary secretary to advise whether 
the clauses pertaining to the inclusion of children in this legislation are contrary to article 40 of the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, and article 8 of the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for 
the Administration of Juvenile Justice. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: In the first place, Hon Alison Xamon plainly did not listen to or understand the 
answer to the question, which was that it was not anything to do with a report, it was a question on notice asked 
by Hon Giz Watson, to which a two-page response had been provided in writing, and I presented a further copy 
of that following the luncheon adjournment. 

Hon Adele Farina: But you didn’t give us an opportunity to consider it. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If the member has not kept up with the literature — 

Hon Adele Farina: So it is understandable that someone should ask questions. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If the Greens (WA) cannot keep up with the information that has been requested 
and has been provided, I cannot be held responsible for that. If they ask the questions — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am not going to waste time. 

As far as the United Nations conventions are concerned, article 40 states relevantly — 

1. States Parties recognize the right of every child alleged as, accused of, or recognized as having 
infringed the penal law to be treated in a manner consistent with the promotion of the child’s sense of 
dignity and worth, which reinforces the child’s respect for the human rights and fundamental freedoms 
of others and which takes into account the child’s age and the desirability of promoting the child’s 
reintegration and the child’s assuming a constructive role in society. 

It is not a blanket prohibition on identifying children who are recidivist antisocial offenders when there is a 
justifiable and balanced objective of trying to not only reform their behaviour, albeit by way of a carrot-and-stick 
approach, but also address legitimate community concerns about their behaviour. If the Greens (WA) would like 
it to be a licence to commit crime until the age of 18, so be it. 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: Order, members! 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Article 40 goes on to state — 

2. To this end, and having regard to the relevant provisions of international instruments, States Parties 
shall, in particular, ensure that:  

… 

(b) Every child alleged as or accused of having infringed the penal law has at least the following 
guarantees:  

One of those guarantees is to have his or her privacy fully respected at all stages of the proceedings. 

The government does not consider that to be a flat prohibition on the publication of the details of juvenile 
offenders when they are involved in criminal proceedings. The majority of Australian jurisdictions, if not all of 
them, and even other signatories to the United Nations conventions, have laws that allow such disclosures to 
occur. It would be ludicrous if those exceptions were not available. 

Further—I think this subject has been raised in other debates about juveniles—what is considered to be the age 
at which one is considered an adult varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. It so happens that in Western 
Australia that is the age of 18. It has not been so in other jurisdictions. 
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Consistent with the approach in the United Kingdom, these orders are not penal impositions; they are civil orders 
relating to juveniles. The case law that exists in the United Kingdom recognises that these orders are being 
imposed not for punishment, but for preventive reasons. Although the pejorative term “naming and shaming” has 
been used throughout the debate, that is the term that has been concocted by opponents of the bill. It does not 
reflect the terms of the bill or the objective of the publication provisions, which is to assist in ensuring that the 
orders are obeyed and increasing the prospects of identification and apprehension should the terms of the orders 
be breached. As I understand it, all the case law is consistent in identifying these as being not criminal 
proceedings, but civil orders. The bill classifies them as civil proceedings and, by its terms, the only criminal 
element of it is the punishment for a breach of those orders. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: The parliamentary secretary was obviously being misleading when he was talking 
about prohibition. No-one talked about prohibition. Anyone who knows anything about law knows that our 
respect of the international treaties that we sign has nothing to do with that. I ask the parliamentary secretary 
whether he concedes that these provisions are inconsistent with our obligations under international law. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: As others, I have not looked at the 2004 report; I have had a quick look at the answer to 
the question that was put on notice on 11 August 2010 by Hon Giz Watson. I will not go through all aspects of it, 
but the question was about the effectiveness of naming and shaming in reducing crime by offenders aged 16 
years and over. I will refer to a part of the answer before I make some comments. The answer in part states — 

Policies sometimes described coarsely and inaccurately described as amounting to ‘naming and 
shaming’ are in fact more sophisticated schemes where publication of an order relates in some way to 
previous offending and is used as a mechanism to assist in preventing future offending. Such schemes 
may impact on crime through a number of mechanisms. The Minister is aware of a range of research 
which supports the propositions that: 

• Offenders subject to a form of publication are generally apprehended more quickly. 

• Perceived increased risk of apprehension, arrest and punishment occurring can be effective in 
deterring offending. 

• Generally, custodial punishments are most effective at reducing crime when they are employed 
to incapacitate serial offenders. 

A series of publications are then listed, and the answer concludes with the following — 

The Minister is not aware of research which addresses specific impacts of inducing shame and 
humiliation on prolific low grade juvenile offenders specifically. Chappell and Lincoln (2009) express 
the opinion that “stigmatising shaming” is likely to have negative rather than positive rehabilitating 
outcomes for juveniles. They briefly survey the literature on theories of labelling generally, and refer to 
a number of contemporary and historical sources which consider this issue tangentially, however, they 
conclude that “none of [those sources] provide direct evidence of the impacts, negative or otherwise, of 
the mass media naming of young people involved in criminal proceedings,” and call for further research 
regarding such matters. 

My understanding from the parliamentary secretary is that the government has not undertaken any research on 
the effect of publication. I think the answer to that question indicates that the research that has been done, if any, 
is not conclusive. In introducing the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill, which takes us in a substantially new 
direction by putting the name, photograph and details of a 16 to 18-year-old on the website of the Department of 
the Attorney General, information that can then be sent on to any number of other public spaces, the least that 
could have been expected was an attempt to initiate some research. In the absence of the government having 
undertaken that research, and in the absence of any definitive research, I suggest again that there is a great deal 
of validity in the amendment suggested by Hon Alison Xamon on behalf of Hon Giz Watson that we delete the 
provisions for persons up to 18 years old while we wait on that research. Bearing in mind that we do not have 
research, research could be undertaken. We are talking about a very small group—a point that the parliamentary 
secretary has emphasised on a number of occasions. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Section 34 and other provisions in the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 
and the like that provide for the identification of individuals who happen to be juveniles have suddenly been 
elevated into stigmatising and shaming, which is not necessarily the case. There is no evidence that publication 
amounts to stigmatising and shaming. There is no evidence that conclusively shows either a positive or negative 
effect. The opposition and the Greens (WA) seek to frustrate the objectives of the legislation by demanding that 
research be conducted to prove that there is no effect. They are not able to produce any research that says that 
there is an effect. We do not support the amendment.  
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Hon ALISON XAMON: I am sorry that the parliamentary secretary was busy playing with his phone when I 
was giving my second reading contribution. If he had read the Hansard he would know that I suggested a range 
of research that could be referred to if the government wants clear evidence that naming juveniles in this 
situation is enormously detrimental to their capacity to be rehabilitated. I am happy to repeat the research to 
which I referred during my second reading contribution. 

In 2008 the New South Wales Legislative Council Standing Committee on Law and Justice published its thirty-
fifth report entitled “The Prohibition on the Publication of Names of Children Involved in Criminal 
Proceedings”. Among other things the committee decided, based on the evidence it heard, that naming juvenile 
offenders would stigmatise them and have a negative impact on their rehabilitation and that it was unlikely to act 
as a significant deterrent to would-be juvenile offenders. It made a series of recommendations. Perhaps the 
government should look at its report. I refer also to Duncan Chapple and Robyn Lincoln who published an article 
entitled “‘Shhh ... We can’t tell you’: An update on the naming prohibition of young offenders.” The link to that 
article is available through the Parliamentary Library’s “in the spotlight” service. It refers to the above 
committee report. They cited other bodies of research that suggest quite strongly that the naming and shaming of 
young people involved in criminal proceedings has negative impacts. They also noted that a lot of evidence 
needs to be compiled because of the impacts of mass media naming and the long tradition of not naming young 
people involved in criminal proceedings. They strongly recommended that we need to go down the path of 
further research. In their conclusion they referred to a gathering movement by some, including WA’s Attorney 
General, to publicly name juvenile offenders. They expressed concern about the erosion of international 
conventions in favour of politically expedient and popular positions.  

I also refer to research from the United Kingdom in 2008 and to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of 
the Child and its concluding observations about what has happened in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland. It expressed concern that the state party had not taken sufficient measures to protect children 
constrained by anti-social behaviour orders from negative media representation and public naming and shaming. 
It recommended intensified efforts to respect children’s privacy in the media, especially by avoiding measures 
publicly exposing them to shame. It also refers to the reasons why. I have just referred to three bodies of work. 
Research does indicate that it is enormously detrimental to children to name and shame them. It is beholden on 
the parliamentary secretary to check the facts. 

[Continued on page 8635.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

SENIORS CARD HOLDERS — COST-OF-LIVING REBATE PAYMENTS 

907. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering: 

Given that the Seniors Card database does not record details of a partner who is not eligible for a Seniors Card, 
how did the department determine which seniors were eligible for a payment of $157.22 per couple and $104.80 
for a single person and only $78.61 for a cardholder who has a partner who is not a Seniors Card holder?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Seniors Card database only holds records of 
current Seniors Card holders. Couples can be identified in the database if they both hold a Seniors Card. Where 
only one member of a couple holds a Seniors Card, he or she is treated as a single person for the purposes of the 
cost-of-living payment. In 2009 the Department for Communities wrote to all Seniors Card holders and asked 
them to complete a cost-of-living rebate application form indicating if they were single or if they had a spouse 
who was also a holder of a Seniors Card. Each Seniors Card member needed to return an individual cost-of-
living rebate application. The information provided by the applicant determined the payment amount. Couple 
payments are only halved to $78.61 per person if the couple have separate bank accounts or if only one member 
of a couple returned a cost-of-living rebate form when both members hold a Seniors Card. A further payment of 
$78.61 would be paid when an application is received by an eligible partner. If a senior has a spouse who is not a 
Seniors Card member, he or she is eligible for the single rate of $104.80.  

WESTERN AUSTRALIA POLICE – REDRESS WA — LIAISON ON PEOPLE OF INTEREST 

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

I refer to police public comments that they are working with Redress WA applicants to identify any people of 
interest still with access to or in charge of children. Have any such people been identified; and, if yes, how many 
and what steps have been taken to remove their access to children?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
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I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I have a two and a half page response. I seek 
leave to table it and have it incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2809.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

 

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

(1) 

By way of an initial risk assessment based on the raw data provided by Redress WA, the WA Police have undertaken an analysis into the 
names of people with who have been identified as possible persons of interest. 

2,244 (38%) have indicated they are interested in the police investigating their claims and/or provide police with the information contained 
within their Redress WA file. 

Many of the Redress WA applicants suffered alleged abuse in the 1950-1980. From an investigative perspective this presents a number of 
challenges including but not limited to: 

Ø  Age of complainant; 

Ø  Age of offender (in many cases they are already deceased); 

Inability to identify the offender. This has proved to be a challenge because of the historical nature of many of the Redress claims, and the 
lack of detail provided by the applicants which in many circumstances is because of the generic name utilised by the individual care giver. 

Ø  Record keeping of government agencies or care providers has been lost/inaccurate; 

Ø  Legislative restrictions – since the 1950’s there has been four significant legislative changes surrounding sex related crimes. Some of the 
offences committed in the 1950’s and 1960’s are statute barred. 

By way of priority the WA Police have assessed the claims of victims between 18 and 35 years of age as to whether or not the person of 
interest identified in their claims are actively working with children. Based on the information at hand it appears there are eight (8) identified 
people who are current holders of WWC cards. This does not mean that they are currently working with children, only that they are card 
holders. These investigations are being progressed as a priority to ensure that children are not at risk. 

A raw data analysis received from Department of Communities has indicated the ex gratia payments claims are significantly diverse in 
nature. In broad terms they relate to: 

Ø  Minor physical assaults. 

Ø  Serious physical assaults. 

Ø  Serious assaults with sexually related allegations. 

Ø  Neglect. 

Ø  Verbal, emotional and psychological abuse. 

Ø  Abuse took the form of behaviour outside of the parameters of recognised criminal activity. The WA Police based on the raw data 
received from Redress WA files have been presented with the challenge of triaging the files, to determine if in fact there are allegations of 
criminality and if that is the case the alleged offences are not statute barred. 

The WA Police have an effective, partnerships with the Department of Child Protection, Education Department and Department of 
Communities. As is the case, in any circumstance/s where people are identified as still working with children pre existing reporting structures 
to advise the respective government departments of investigations are activated. These are later followed up at a later date with further advice 
when a person is charged. 

There are a number of limitations with respect to Work With Children (WWC) card carriers. The WA Police can advise WWC when a 
person has been charged with an offence/s. However the Act does not allow for the cardholders to be removed or suspended based on 
intelligence holdings of the police. In many cases the status of the Redress files in their present state is purely intelligence. 

To date the WA Police have charged two persons with historical child abuse offences directly related to Redress WA files. 

Those charges include: 

65 year old male. 

Ø  2 x Indecent Dealing of Boys under 14 years x 2 

Ø  2 x Permit Male Person to have Carnal Knowledge Against Order of Nature x 2. 

Ø  7 x Gross Indecency Between Males 

Ø  6 x Unlawfully and Indecently assault a Male 

Ø  2 x Carnal Knowledge Against Nature 

Ø  2 x Permitting Male to have Carnal Knowledge Against Nature 

And 

71 year old male. 

Ø  27 x Indecent Dealing of a child under 14 yrs. 

Ø  6 x Incest by male 

Ø  8 x Indecent Dealing of a child under 16 years. 

Ø  2 x Carnal Knowledge 

Ø  1 x Attempted Carnal Knowledge 

This information is provided on the caveat the data has been put together with limited timeframes. 
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MINISTER FOR SCIENCE AND INNOVATION — MEETINGS 

909. Hon KATE DOUST to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Science and 
Innovation: 

(1) Since becoming Minister for Science and Innovation, how many times has the minister met with the 
Western Australian branches of the Australian Telecommunications Users Group or Australian 
Computer Society? 

(2) Will the minister table a list of any other information technology and telecommunications groups he has 
met with while being Minister for Science and Innovation? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

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

(1) The Minister for Science and Innovation has not met formally with a branch of the Australian 
Telecommunications Users Group. The minister has met formally with the Australian Computer Society 
Western Australia chapter on one occasion and also hosted and attended an awards event at Parliament 
House with the Australian Computer Society. The member should have been aware of this as she was 
invited to this event, accepted the invitation and failed to show up. I hope that is right, from the point of 
view of answering the question as opposed to not showing up. 

(2) In his role as Minister for Science and Innovation and patron of the Australian Computer Society 
Western Australian chapter, the minister has met informally with a range of stakeholders in the ICT 
sector at the previously mentioned function at Parliament House as well as at other key industry events. 

AIR SERVICES FRAMEWORK 

910. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the proposed new air services framework for WA that was due to be announced in September with 
implementation either late this year or early next year. 

(1) When will a final decision be made public and when will it be implemented? 

(2) Can the minister guarantee that the new framework will provide greater services to towns than the 
current arrangements?  

(3) Will the guarantee include maintaining the number of flights per week currently being operated and no 
reduction in the frequency of flights throughout the day due to competing airlines leaving at similar 
times as occurred under the previous national two-airline policy? 

(4) Will the guarantee include planes of a similar or better standard than those currently used? 

(5) What other indicators of performance will be improved under the new arrangements? 

(6) What mechanisms, including the amount of any bonds, will be implemented to ensure that successful 
airlines continue to honour any commitments made during the tender process?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1)–(6) I am not sure what the member’s definition of “framework” is. In any case, there are some decisions to 
be made on this.  

Hon Ken Travers: That is the terminology you used in your press release. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The member applied some very definite meanings in the question he asked. Be that as 
it may, the matter is currently before cabinet and we will be making announcements — 

Hon Ken Travers: You can’t give those guarantees now, though?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The member will be very happy with the result. He should wait and see. His 
government never fixed it up. 

PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT 

911. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 

I refer to the Perry Lakes redevelopment at Floreat.  

(1) Is there an affordable housing component to the development?  

(a) If so, how many affordable housing dwellings are planned? 

(b) How will they be delivered? 
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(c) Will the affordable housing component be allocated for a certain demographic such as older 
Australians?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

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

(1) Revenue from sales of land at Perry Lakes contributes to the funding of the new replacement sports 
facilities by the Department of Sport and Recreation and a guaranteed return to the Town of Cambridge. 
There will be a diverse range of block sizes that will allow housing choice.  

(a) There will be a maximum of 606 dwellings, including single residential duplex townhouses 
and apartments, of which 240 small dwellings will be 100 square metres or below as a 
requirement of the WA Planning Commission statutory approval conditions. 

(b) On behalf of the state, LandCorp will sell serviced lots of land to individuals, builders and 
developers. Building and dwelling types will be controlled through the statutory building 
approval processes consistent with the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act 2005, including 
detailed area plans and design guidelines. 

(c) A minimum of 30 dwellings will be designed for people who have reached 55 years of age, 
designed to Australian Standard 1428 as required by the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act 
2005. 

DRIVING INSTRUCTORS — TRAINING 

912. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Transport:  

I refer to the training of driving instructors. 

(1) Why are Western Australian learner instructors required to pass only a Department of Transport theory 
and practical assessment when every other state requires driving instructors to have a professional 
qualification?  

(2) Is the minister aware that Western Australia is the only state in Australia that does not require driving 
instructors to undertake a certificate IV in transport and logistics, road transport—; that is, car, 
motorcycle and heavy vehicle instruction?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) Western Australia has three available methods for a person to obtain a driving instructor’s licence under 
the Motor Vehicle Drivers Instructors Act 1963, as I am sure the member is aware. They are as 
follows — 

(a) Undertake a theory and highly detailed, instructor-specific practical assessment by trained 
driver standards officers—a higher functional level than driver assessors, responsible for 
training and auditing of assessors and instructors throughout the state. The assessment is 
considerably enhanced from the standard learner driver practical driving assessment, with a 
commensurately higher passing level and additional units specifically dealing with instruction 
methodologies and training practices. 

(b) Undertake certificate IV in transport and logistics, road transport—that is, car, motorcycle and 
heavy vehicle instruction—as currently provided by a metropolitan company. 

(c) Have past instructional history from other jurisdictions, including overseas, assessed and 
recognised in whole or part via the Mutual Recognition Act 1992. 

(2) The option for undertaking the certificate IV qualification is indeed provided. In the interests of access 
and equity, especially considering the size and population base of Western Australia, other options, as 
noted in parts (a) and (c) above, are also available.  

CARABOODA FIRE — INJURY TO FIREFIGHTER 

913. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency 
Services: 

I refer to the tragic house fire at Carabooda last Sunday, in which two children were killed and a firefighter 
injured. 

(1) Is the minister aware that the injuries to the firefighter could have been avoided if he had been wearing 
protective clothing with a moisture barrier? 
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(2) Is the minister aware that the United Firefighters Union has been calling for this personal equipment for 
over two years and that the issue has been stalled in committees? 

(3) Is the minister aware that the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia is resisting 
the provision of this protective clothing because of related increases in fatigue in firefighters and 
associated rostering issues? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) The safety of firefighters is a priority for FESA. The injury to the firefighter at Carabooda is currently 
subject to an internal investigation. It is to be noted that the gloves supplied to firefighters meet national 
safety standards and have a moisture barrier. 

(2) FESA has been working cooperatively with employee representatives through the University of 
Western Australia in a testing and evaluation process of new protective clothing. This testing program 
will ensure that the final approved garments are appropriate for use throughout the state. 

(3) FESA is committed to the replacement program for personal protective clothing for firefighters. The 
final testing and evaluation process is an important definitive step prior to the approved garments being 
issued to firefighters. 

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CARAVAN AND CAMPING FACILITIES SURVEY 

914. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the minister representing the Minister for Local Government: 

I refer to the survey of caravan and camping facilities conducted by the Department of Local Government. 

(1) Has the survey been completed? 

(2) If not, when will it be completed? 

(3) If the survey has been completed, when was it completed, and will the minister table a copy? 

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

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) All responses were received by the end of August 2010. The information is being collated and will be 
provided to the Caravan Parks and Camping Grounds Advisory Committee for its consideration. 

(4) Not applicable. 

WATER CORPORATION — DOMESTIC WATER USE STUDY 

915. Hon ALISON XAMON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Water: 

I refer the minister to my question on notice 1449, answered on 20 April 2010, in which the minister noted that a 
report on the domestic water use study 2008–09 is due to be published by the Water Corporation in late 2010. I 
note that findings from the report are being quoted by Water Corporation staff in presentations to stakeholders; 
in fact, as recently as 22 October 2010 to the Urban Development Institute of Australia. 

(1) When will the domestic water use study 2008–09 be published? 

(2) When will the minister table the report in Parliament?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) Stakeholder briefings are currently being held on key outcomes arising from the study. The written 
report will be released in late 2010. 

(2) The report will not be tabled in Parliament. It will be published by the Water Corporation.  

MARBLE BAR ROAD 

916. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the Minister for Transport: 

I am wondering whether the minister would like a copy of the question, because this is a question without notice. 

Hon Adele Farina: Aren’t you organised!  
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Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Yes—very well.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: We’ll see. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: I refer to the minister’s announcement earlier this week about work on Marble Bar 
Road. 

(1) Is the minister aware of the reports by the Main Roads department that the geometry of this road has 
contributed to the recent fatal accidents on this road? 

(2) If yes, why has less than $1 million been allocated to upgrading this road? 

(3) How will a minimal spray and “undertaking minimal geometric and drainage improvements” address 
the serious safety issues of this road? 

(4) How many more lives have to be lost on this road before the minister and his government do the serious 
major upgrade that is urgently needed on this vital inland road through the central Pilbara region? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! There is a section of that question that borders on making imputations. But I will let 
the minister answer if he wishes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Thanks, Mr President.  

(1)–(4) There have been some imputations around in the last 24 hours. Let me make it quite clear that this 
government rejects the proposition that we are playing with people’s lives. The Labor Party is to be 
held in contempt, in that it tries to politicise tragedies when lives are lost on roads. That was 
exemplified —  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: You just shut up and listen! You come in here with this sort of nonsense! 

The PRESIDENT: Order, minister! Resume your seat.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Lower the temperature. There is no need to blow a gasket. Minister, answer the 
question; and members opposite, stop interjecting. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Mr President, let me say at the outset that the fourth part of the question is quite 
objectionable, and the assumption contained therein is refuted by the government, in the same way that the 
extraordinary and defamatory suggestions made by a Labor member yesterday are similarly rejected by the 
government.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I remember saying something about no interjections.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: In relation to the balance of this particularly ill-informed question, which reflects some 
of the ill-informed comment that we have had in response to a recent announcement by the government about 
works awarded for Marble Bar Road, let me say this. Of course I am aware of Main Roads department reports 
about Marble Bar Road in relation to the condition of the road and fatal accidents. Of course I am aware of that, 
and I am concerned about that. That is why I have asked Main Roads to undertake a variety of actions to address 
the situation. The situation is this. We have a largely unsealed outback road that is increasingly subjected to a 
heavier transport task. Larger and heavier vehicles, in greater numbers, are now on that road, and whether it be 
new users or regular long-term passenger users of this road, that poses some hazards.  

The second part of the question says — 

(2) If yes, why has less than $1 million been allocated to upgrading this road? 

The premise of that question is wrong—totally wrong. A number of parcels of money have been provided for 
upgrading this road. The one that I announced the other day was just one parcel, of almost $1 million, to 
undertake some works over a 33-kilometre section, or number of sections totalling that distance, between 
Newman and the Roy Hill station section. That is not the only works that have been or will be carried out on 
Marble Bar Road. The works that have been or will be carried out on Marble Bar Road, whether by Main Roads 
or in partnership between the state government and several mining companies in the area, are works that did not 
occur during the time the Labor Party was in government.  

Hon Ken Travers: We spent more money on roads than this government is spending. This government has cut 
the budget!  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: They are the facts, so if Labor members want to make offensive remarks about lives 
being lost, they need to consider their own record. As I said during my concluding remarks in response to a 
member’s statement last night, if Labor members opposite, whether their spokesman or anybody else, want to 
stick their heads up and bring on a debate in this house about the Coalfields highway, I say bring it on! We will 
have a look at the Labor Party’s record.  

Finally, in relation to question (3), I will take the member in good faith and simply answer the question. I will 
ignore any imputation, which I am sure is not intended in this part of the question. It is actually a good thing that 
we are proceeding in the way described because it means that we can stretch the improvements that are 
happening on the road over a much greater distance. If we were to rebuild Marble Bar Road from Newman 
through to Marble Bar to current Main Roads standards we would be looking at a cost of at least $145 million. 
They are not funds that are going to be found any time soon, but I am determined to do something about the 
condition of that road. The problem with that road that we can do something about is the conditions of 
corrugations, because it is unsealed and the problems of dust, particularly dust caused by heavy vehicles because 
it is unsealed. In an environment of heavy vehicles with three or four trailers using the road and kicking up dust, 
the dust hangs around in the air and causes a real hazard to other vehicles.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Members opposite claim to be concerned about saving lives. I am telling members 
what we will do about it! Therefore, the best thing we can do with the available funds—we are finding more, we 
are applying more and we are entering into cash-or-kind partnerships with mining companies that use the road—
is to seal as much of it as we can. It helps preserve the pavement so that it does not have to be regraded every 
three years. Using the so-called minimal spray means we can cover a far greater area. We are providing benefits 
to more of the road. I will provide the member with a briefing on another occasion as to the totality of the works 
on this road. I hope we do not have any more of this sort of nonsense because, quite frankly, it does not reflect 
very well on members opposite.  

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSIONS — REVIEW 

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

I refer to the review of regional development commissions. 

(1) Has the minister received the review committee’s report? 

(2) If yes to (1), when did the minister receive it; will the minister release the report to the public; and, 
when can the community expect an announcement on the government’s decision on the review?  

(3) If no to (1), why not, and when does the minister expect to receive the report?  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Regional Development, I thank the 
member for some notice of the question.  

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) An extension was requested by the review committee and subsequently approved by the minister. The 
minister expects to receive the report by 30 November 2010.  

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — NEW LIVING HOUSING PROGRAM 

918. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 

I refer to a letter sent by the office of the director general of the Department of Housing to the Bloodwood Tree 
Association on 9 August 2010 about the New Living program relating to questions without notice 769, 795 and 
809. 

(1) How many social and government regional officers’ houses, by type, including those in the New Living 
program or provided for under royalties for regions, currently exist in South Hedland and Port Hedland? 

(2) How many social and GROH houses, by type, existed in South Hedland or Port Hedland immediately 
prior to the commencement of the New Living program?  

(3) How many social and GROH houses, including those in the New Living program or provided for by 
royalties for regions, will be completed or sold in South Hedland and Port Hedland during the 2010-11 
financial year?  
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(4) Is it correct that the New Living program intends to refurbish approximately 480 departmental homes, 
with 293 to be retained for rental purposes and 187 sold?  

(5) How many social and GROH houses, by type, including those in the New Living program or provided 
for under royalties for regions, will remain in South Hedland and Port Hedland after the sale of all the 
New Living program houses currently earmarked for sale?  

The PRESIDENT: The Leader of the House will answer that not-so-concise question. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for his not-so-concise question.  

The honourable member may not be aware, but in this context royalties for regions funding is provided for 
government employee housing, not social housing. It is also important to remind the member that the objective 
of the South Hedland New Living project is to revitalise South Hedland. This is being done through four major 
components; that is, land development, property refurbishment, infrastructure upgrades and community 
development. The Department of Housing is not aiming to reduce the public housing presence in South Hedland; 
rather, to more evenly distribute accommodation and improve the standard and amenity level of its homes. As 
properties are sold through the project, ongoing housing construction programs will be undertaken to replenish 
housing numbers. Homes and land sold through the project will provide much-needed accommodation for the 
wider community. 

(1) Public housing, 697; GROH, 361; community housing, 58, consisting of eight crisis accommodation, 43 
joint venture and seven community housing.  

(2) Social housing, 641; GROH, 322. 

(3) Seventy properties are budgeted to be refurbished during 2010–11 with 25 budgeted to be sold in South 
Hedland. Five GROH properties are planned for completion in 2010–11; none of these will be sold. 

(4) Yes. 

(5) The department will continue to construct housing to meet the demand of the social housing waitlists 
and GROH housing for the region, and to provide affordable housing for low to middle-income earners.  

KARRATHA DESALINATION PLANT 

919. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Water: 

(1) Can the minister provide an overview of the community service obligations funding for Karratha’s new 
six gigalitre desalination plant announced by the Premier and the minister, inclusive of both capital 
expenditure and operating expenditure for the following years - 

(a) 2011–12, inclusive of expenditure on design and construction; 

(b) 2012–13; 

(c) 2013–14; and 

(d) 2014–15. 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1)(a)–(d) The minister advises that community service obligations payments in respect of Karratha’s 
new six gigalitre desalination plant recently announced by the Premier and minister will be 
determined as part of the normal budgetary process.  

ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY METERING CODE 2005 

920. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer the minister to the Electricity Industry Metering Code 2005. 

(1) How many meters connected to the south west interconnected system comply with the definition of a 
metering point under the code; that is “a point at which a revenue meter measures electricity production 
or consumption for the connection point”? 

(2) Does the minister concede that many newly installed meters do not record amounts of energy produced 
separately from the amount of energy consumed and are therefore in breach of the code? 

(3) What has the minister done to rectify this situation?  
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Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) As at 10 November 2010 there are 1 028 647 revenue meters as per the 2005 metering code. 

(2) No. All newly installed Western Power meters are compliant with the metering code. The minimum 
requirement of the code is that meters record electricity production or consumption for the connection 
point to the south west interconnected system. This means that a meter can record both electricity 
production and consumption and therefore exceeds the code’s minimum requirements. Where bi-
directional electricity flows occur, newly installed Western Power meters separately record both 
production and consumption at the connection point and do not breach the code, recognising that at any 
instant in time only production or consumption occurs at the connection point, not both. 

(3) Not applicable.   

ROE HIGHWAY STAGE 8 — COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

921. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the Minister for Transport: 

(1) In the South Metro Connect consultation process, were residents or groups given the opportunity to 
voice their outright rejection of the Roe Highway stage 8 extension? 

(a) If yes, what was the exact wording? 

(b) If no, why not? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1) (a)–(b) Yes. Residents or groups were given the opportunity to voice their outright rejection of the 
Roe Highway extension. The project team records all community and stakeholder comments 
on the road, including from opponents. There were 23 comments recorded voicing opposition 
to the project during the three design workshops. There have been 32 comments recorded 
voicing opposition to the project thus far during day-to-day contacts with community and 
stakeholders during the engagement process. It is worth remembering that the community 
survey across the southern metropolitan area found that 73 per cent of people either supported 
or strongly supported the extension of Roe Highway. 

CHILD AND ADOLESCENT MENTAL HEALTH SERVICE — SOUTH WEST REGION 

Question on Notice 2795 — Correction of Answer 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.06 pm]: I would like to make 
a correction to one part of an answer given to question on notice 2795 asked on 21 September 2010 by Hon 
Adele Farina of the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health. Part (1)(c) of the question, 
relating to the number of children who were admitted to the South West Child and Adolescent Mental Health 
Service community service, was incorrectly recorded as 14 for the period 1 July 2010 to 11 October 2010. The 
correct figure is 82. I apologise to the house for this error and I seek leave to have this correction incorporated 
into Hansard. 

The PRESIDENT: The minister has tabled that answer and seeks leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. It 
is incorporated into Hansard by the very fact that it has now been read as a document, so it is incorporated into 
Hansard; Hansard recorded it as the minister read it. 

[See paper 2810.] 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 2837, 2793, 2823 AND 2853 

Papers Tabled 

Papers relating to answers to questions on notice were tabled by Hon Michael Mischin (Parliamentary 
Secretary) and Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Transport). 

[See papers 2811 to 2814.] 

PROHIBITED BEHAVIOUR ORDERS BILL 2010 

Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the 
chair; Hon Michael Mischin (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 3: Terms used — 

Committee was interrupted after the amendment moved by Hon Alison Xamon had been partly considered. 
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Hon ALISON XAMON: Before the break I was listing a small sample of the sort of research which has been 
done looking at the effect of the naming of juvenile offenders and the negative impact that has on their prospects 
for rehabilitation. I asked the parliamentary secretary what evidence had been looked at. I must make the 
comment that I take great umbrage at the slurs of character that, unfortunately, come all too frequently from the 
parliamentary secretary. I would ask that the parliamentary secretary respond, with some respect, to the 
questions I had about the research available around this area and whether the government had actually 
considered any of it.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, it did. The government does not necessarily accept the conclusions that the 
honourable member has drawn from that research. In the latest research that was cited, that of Chappell and 
Lincoln in 2009, the conclusion they reached—I understand this is a direct quote—was that none of those 
sources provides direct evidence of impacts, negative or otherwise, of the mass media naming of young people 
involved in criminal proceedings. Although there was a call for further research on the matter, that seems to be 
the latest conclusion that is available.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I note that clause 3 contains definitions for “child” and for “youth”. I am curious to 
know why there is a need for the two definitions, when according to this bill it is intended to operate only in 
relation to adults and youth.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The distinction is being drawn in the bill between a child and a youth because in 
most legislation a child is commonly understood to be someone under the age of 18 years, which is also reflected 
for the purposes of this bill. However, the application of this bill is to people who are between 16 and 18 years; 
hence, the term “youth” has been employed for that age group. There is felt to be a need to do so because other 
laws, some of which are identified in clause 18 of the bill, refer to “children” or “child” and, of course, clause 34 
deals with the publication and details of constrained people and prohibits the publication of anything that is 
capable of identifying a child, which is anyone under the age of 18 years. There has been some need to 
distinguish between the two age groups, but for different purposes.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I want to put on the record that I recently attended a youth conference in Bunbury at 
which a number of youth—or children, according to the definition used in this bill—presented personal stories 
and their own experiences and views about a range of things. It largely targeted safety issues and mental health 
issues. As members will know, the 16 to 18–years age group is a particularly vulnerable group for mental health 
illness. In fact, there is a very definite spike at that age group. One of the issues they raised was the lack of 
consistency about when one is considered an adult. Some legislation says they are not adults until they are 18 
and other legislation imposes adult responsibilities on them at the age of 16. The complete lack of consistency 
with the government’s position on this causes great confusion and frustration for them. I wonder why the 
government continues to persist down this line when there is a growing differentiation on what is a child. It is 
internationally recognised—I think the United Nations charter on children recognises it—that a child is a person 
under the age of 18 years. It is what has been accepted in this state as a general principle forever. But recently we 
see that, more and more, government is introducing legislation into this place that seeks to draw a distinction and 
lower the age category of a child and impose adult responsibilities on children at a much younger age. I wonder 
whether this is a government policy position and how we deal with this issue, which the youth themselves are 
finding all very confusing because of the lack of consistency about whether they are an adult at age 16 or 18.  

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: The parliamentary secretary has the call. 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, the parliamentary secretary. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: Order, members! The parliamentary secretary has the call. Thank you. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you Mr Chairman. The government does not accept the proposition upon 
which that question is founded. If there is any confusion, it may be largely the product of increased expectations 
by society upon those increasing in maturity as they go through their teen years before they reach 18; the 
assumption of juveniles, who, as they feel they are getting more mature, make greater demands and have greater 
expectations that they will be treated like adults, and rebel against the idea that society regards them as being 
children, even at the age of 16 or 17; or propositions encouraged by some pundits that people as young as 16 
ought to have the adult obligation and right to vote, for example. Even the Greens seem to acknowledge that 
their brains are not fully formed and they are nowhere near mature enough to have the obligations of adults, but 
seem to think they have the rights of adults. A variety of mixed messages is being sent out, but not by this 
government, with respect. The proposition that founds that question is simply misconceived.  
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Hon ALISON XAMON: I note yet another cheap shot from the parliamentary secretary, who will use any 
opportunity to try to blame the Greens for everything. I am waiting for the Greens to be blamed for the black 
plague in Europe or any number of ills. I note the reluctance of the parliamentary secretary to answer the 
question. There seems to be from this government a great desire to give 16 and 17-year-old children the 
responsibilities that we give to adults. Is there any suggestion at all that they should also be afforded the rights 
adults have? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: With respect, the proposition on which that question is based is not one the 
government accepts. As for the idea of giving children the rights of adults, they seem to have the right—fully 
supported by the Greens and the opposition, and one that is entrenched in law and which the government does 
not cavil against—that they ought to be treated differently from adults when it comes to committing offences 
against other people in the community. We can treat people as children and recognise they have special needs 
and requirements. As they get older they do not suddenly at the age of 18 years turn into mature adults, but they 
are claiming additional responsibility and they demand additional recognition of their increased maturity. So 
there are balances to be struck. In the case of committing offences, there is a difference between someone of 16 
years and older, who is entitled to give consent for sexual intercourse, for example, and someone who is younger 
and is not regarded as being sufficiently capable of giving that. The Greens (WA) seem to be more concerned 
with loading rights onto people who they themselves acknowledge are not mature adults. If mixed messages are 
being sent, it is not by this government.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I cannot help myself, given the parliamentary secretary raised this issue. I cannot 
remember the title of the bill, but when we were debating 16 year olds being able to consent to a sexual 
relationship, whether it was a homosexual or heterosexual relationship, every member of the opposition—that is, 
the government at the time it was the opposition—made the argument that a 16 year old was not capable of 
giving consent to a sexual relationship, particularly if it was a homosexual relationship. For some reason there 
was a distinction. They read research that people at the age of 16 are not mature and that in fact the rate of 
maturity was going backwards and they did not reach maturity until a much older age than was previously the 
case because we give less responsibility to them. It is interesting that now those same members are occupying 
the government benches, they try to make the argument that we should treat 16 year olds as adults because they 
have the maturity to make adult decisions and adult judgements. That is exactly what the government is arguing 
with the introduction of legislation that continues to lower the bar of when young people are treated as adults. 
That is exactly what this bill is doing. It is saying that at 16 or 17 years of age, people will be treated the same as 
a person who is over the age of 18 years. The change of views depending on what side of the house members sit 
is really interesting; it is absolutely extraordinary because the argument was that at 16 people do not have the 
capacity and the maturity to make a decision about whether they want to consent to a sexual relationship. I 
commented at the time that if we were going to use maturity as a basis on which one could consent to a sexual 
relationship, there would be a lot of 45-year-old men who had not yet experienced their first sexual relationship. 
I want to put that on the record because the parliamentary secretary attacked Hon Alison Xamon on the basis she 
was twisting things when in fact it is government members who are changing the bar depending on which side of 
the house they sit.  

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am glad Hon Adele Farina has put on the record that she believes that this 
legislation is treating juveniles in the same way as adults, because it demonstrates, for anyone who bothers to 
look at the debate until now and can understand the legislation, that is not right. I point to a thing called division 
2, which starts off at clause 16, which is an entire division dealing with how juveniles are to be treated 
differently from adult offenders. 

Hon Adele Farina: Yes, there are slight distinctions. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There are slight distinctions; I see! 

Hon Adele Farina: But you lift the bar, just like your slight distinctions. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It was implicitly the same. Clause 19 specifically states that when a court hears 
youth-related PBO proceedings, the Young Offenders Act 1994 applies. It defeats me how that means that this 
legislation is treating juveniles in the same way as adults are treated. It demonstrates for anyone who cares to 
read the record just how misconceived these arguments are. 

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

YOUTH PORTFOLIO — FUNDING AND ACTIVITIES 

Statement 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Minister for Youth) [5.21 pm]: Today I rise as the 
Minister for Youth, not the Minister for Environment. I want to respond to some remarks made in this house last 
night by Hon Alison Xamon about the youth portfolio. I will quote from the uncorrected Hansard. 
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Hon Adele Farina: Is “youth” defined under your portfolio as 16 years or 18 years? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: If the member listens, she will learn what we do in the youth portfolio. 

Hon Alison Xamon said — 

… the youth sector is traditionally given very little political prominence or acknowledgement, and it is 
constantly struggling to get attention and obtain sufficient funding. 

Even today, the Office of Youth has limited funding for youth projects and youth sector engagement. 
The Minister for Youth has no dedicated funding for this aspect of her portfolio. I will say that I think 
the lack of a dedicated youth plan for Western Australia makes it difficult for the limited funding 
available to be allocated in a strategic way in order to maximise positive outcomes for young people 
and for youth service organisations. 

The PRESIDENT: Minister, did you identify the document? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I did, Mr President, as the uncorrected Hansard from yesterday. 

These comments are absolutely incorrect. It is unfortunate that Hon Alison Xamon has chosen to say these things 
without any regard for what the government is doing in this important area. I appreciate that it is usual practice 
for the Greens (WA) and those on the other side of the house to be negative rather than to look at the positive. 
But on this occasion, I do not intend to have her remarks go without a response. 

Firstly, although it might have been the previous practice of Labor youth ministers that this portfolio simply be 
an add-on to a larger portfolio, that is not the case under Liberal governments. I will educate Hon Alison Xamon 
about a few aspects of what we are doing. She said that we have no dedicated funding for youth services. That is 
simply wrong. An amount of $1.3 million in recurrent support is provided to 13 youth organisations, including 
the scouts, the guides and even the Youth Affairs Council of Western Australia, which the member suggested 
last night we did not provide funding to. As the minister, I have overseen through this year’s budget process an 
increase in funding to Cadets WA of $2 million over four years. This is the first funding increase in its 14-year 
history. That is something that the previous government failed to do. I never hear the Greens talk about Cadets 
WA. I do not know why; it just seems to be missed by them. We secured $600 000 to ensure that the Leeuwin 
Ocean Adventure Foundation stayed afloat, literally. That fantastic program has helped so many young from all 
walks of life. Funding of $600 000 not only allows them to stay afloat, but also, through the money that was 
secured through this government, there will be places for young people with disabilities, young carers, young 
people in state care and others, which is very important.  

We provide funding of around $455 000 each year for youth activities, strategic projects and National Youth 
Week—again, something that Hon Alison Xamon said that we apparently do not do. We have reinstated funding 
this year for the YMCA Youth Parliament—something that was cut by the former Labor government. We have 
the One Sky, Many Paths program for Indigenous youth leaders; we have revamped the WA Youth Awards by 
adding a new category; at my request, an additional category has been added that recognises outstanding youth 
workers; and we have revamped the Positive Image Award. I was very pleased that after discussions with my 
office, The West Australian published a number of very positive articles about young Western Australians doing 
very good things in the community; I hope that will become an annual partnership for that award program.  

Hon Alison Xamon says I have no plan—how wrong! I have very clear priorities that the Office for Youth is 
following up on, which range from youth development to young carers and young people with disabilities. We 
have now entered into partnerships with Carers WA, the Western Australian Association for Mental Health and 
the YMCA’s Big Brothers Big Sisters program, something I would have thought that Hon Alison Xamon would 
have supported. Members might recall that in the last sitting week I, along with Hon Simon O’Brien in his 
capacity as Minister for Disability Services, co-hosted an excellent event at Parliament in support of the 
Developmental Disability Council to promote the value of the Politician Adoption Scheme, something that I and 
many members of this house have been proud to be part of for many years.  

I just want to end with a little story. Through the Big Brothers Big Sisters program, the government has provided 
funding to increase participation for young people to be matched with a mentor, with a priority on young people 
with disabilities, those with poor mental health, and young carers. I want to tell the house one story that has 
come from this partnership about a girl who has been given the name “Little B”: Little B is a highly strung 
12 year old girl. Mum has chronic schizophrenia and bipolar disorder; dad is her registered carer between regular 
hospitalisation. The family is doing the best it can, and despite the emotional rollercoaster they are able to stay 
positive and have dreams of owning their Homeswest house in the near future. There is a lot of love and care 
from the parents, who take one day at a time without too many expectations. Little B immediately hit it off when 
she was introduced to her “big sister”. They have already had some fun times exploring the riverbanks along the 
Maylands foreshore, and a visit to the RSPCA. Little B is very excited about having a “big sister”, and mum has 
already started to notice some small changes and less aggression in Little B’s behaviour at home. That, Hon 
Alison Xamon, is the practical outcome of the government’s strong commitment to youth in this state.  
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In conclusion, there are many more examples I can point to of work this government has undertaken in this 
portfolio, so instead of knocking and being negative, I would ask Hon Alison Xamon to actually look at what we 
are doing. If the member needs a briefing to find out more—which she clearly does—I would be very happy to 
arrange it.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! We do not want to be in this place so long that our youth runs out! 

FORGET-ME-KNOT DAY — ADULT SURVIVORS OF CHILD ABUSE 

Statement 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.29 pm]: I rise this evening to 
draw attention to tomorrow—12 November is national Forget-me-knot Day. Forget-me-knot Day draws attention 
to adults who are survivors of child abuse. 

The organisation Adults Surviving Child Abuse in its purview has done research on the impacts of child abuse 
on adults and how they might untangle the complications of their lives, hence the symbol of the knot. The 
research varies because the very nature of child abuse is such that it is not always recorded, but it is estimated 
there are about two million adults in Australia who were abused as children. If that is the case—I suspect it is 
actually an underestimate—statistically there would be about 200 000 adult survivors of child abuse in Western 
Australia. The statistics also tell us that about 96 per cent of that group of people who were abused as children 
were abused by somebody who was known to them—that is, somebody who was a person of some authority in 
their lives, whether as a friend of the family, somebody associated with an activity or community group that they 
were involved with as a child or somebody in the church their family was active in. Seventy per cent of those 
who were victims of child abuse were abused by somebody who was a direct family member. That is by far and 
away the bulk of the people affected by child abuse. Much attention was drawn, certainly in my lifetime as I was 
growing up, to a lot of public education campaigns on the nature of stranger danger and ensuring that children 
learn that not everybody they would come across was friendly. It is important to devote energy and resources to 
those sorts of campaigns but, unfortunately, for most children affected by child abuse it is actually somebody 
they ought to be able to trust who has betrayed their trust by abusing them, and for most of them it is members of 
their immediate household or immediate family. Behind those numbers, the 200 000 statewide or the two million 
nationally, sit family members who, although they might not have been victims of abuse themselves, have had to 
deal with the consequences of that abuse for their loved ones and deal with how their loved ones untangle the 
knot of that shame and stigma and the damage it does to relationships for ever and a day. 

Forget-me-knot is three words put together to symbolise a range of things. Adults Surviving Child Abuse says 
that “forget” is about the fact that most people forget that adults who are abused as children often need help to do 
things that the rest of us take for granted. Some people do not even realise. The human brain continues to 
develop into a person’s 20s, and childhood abuse in all its forms, as well as neglect, profoundly impacts on the 
developing brain, arresting emotional development and one’s ability to maintain healthy relationships for long 
after the abuse stops. The “me” in the forget-me-knot is because many survivors suffer from low self-esteem, 
struggling with a sense of their own value and worth. The organisation Adults Surviving Child Abuse works 
with those survivors to help them regain their sense of who they are—their sense of self. The “knot” represents 
that when children are abused, they become confused, and life, even in adulthood, can be chaotic and tangled. 
Adults Surviving Child Abuse wants all Australians to work together to untangle the knot of child abuse and to 
support those survivors as they work through. 

One survivor described to me how he first contemplated suicide at the age of five. For those members who, like 
me, are lucky to have had a happy and healthy childhood, that is shocking—absolutely shocking! But 
statistically the numbers tell us that most likely somebody who goes in and out of this chamber every day has 
suffered some form of abuse as a child. The Adults Surviving Child Abuse campaign on Forget-me-knot Day 
wants to draw attention to its aspirations and its desire to ensure that all Australian adult survivors of child abuse 
can access the resources and programs that will help them move on with their lives. 

Some of the people from the Western Australian branch of Adults Surviving Child Abuse are in the public 
gallery today, and I recognise them. Their research has shown that with the right kind of programs and therapies, 
we can reduce the legacy of childhood abuse so those affected can move on to live happy and healthy lives. It is 
really important that we ensure that we stop that legacy, help people to heal from it and move on because part of 
the legacy can also continue intergenerational abuse if we do not break the circuit.  

Tomorrow, 12 November, a new wave of adult survivors of child abuse will be brave enough to wear a knot and 
for the first time talk to people who ask about it about what lies behind that symbol. I wish them well. I have a 
little bundle of extra knots today. I invite members to take one and wear it in support of Adults Surviving Child 
Abuse.  
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AUSTRALIAN ARMED FORCES — INDIGENOUS SERVICE 

Statement 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.36 pm]: I am sorry to 
persist with the theme of reflective topics that we have heard so far today. Today is Remembrance Day, the 
ninety-second anniversary of Armistice Day in 1918, the day that the guns fell silent on the Western Front at 
least and marked the end of official hostilities during the First World War, probably the most destructive war in 
history up until that time. It seems to me an appropriate occasion to mention and give some recognition to a 
little-known fact of Australian history and to a group of service men and women who, until relatively recently, 
have not been appropriately recognised for their contribution to this country’s safety and security. I am speaking 
of Aboriginal service men and women. Indigenous people have had a long and largely unappreciated history of 
fighting for this country for its protection and preservation. Theirs is a little known and, in my mind, 
insufficiently acknowledged contribution to our military and social history. Despite the legal and social 
impediments that were in their way, over 100 Aboriginals served in the first and second Boer Wars on behalf of 
what were then the Australian colonies. Some served as horse handlers while many served as trackers to follow 
guerilla bands through South Africa. Their names were often not recorded on shipping manifests. I understand 
there to be evidence that a number were simply left behind when the Boer Wars concluded and Australian troops 
returned to their homeland.  

It is estimated that up to 500 Indigenous soldiers served in the First World War, of whom 428 have been 
identified. Among them was one Aboriginal nurse who, sadly, died in transit on board the ship that was returning 
her to Australia at the end of hostilities. Some 5 000 Aboriginals served in World War II. The exact number will 
never be known. Many hid their identities or pretended to be Maori or Indian in order to be accepted into our 
armed services. More were rejected when they applied to join our armed services and were sent back to their 
communities. Often they were arrested for breaking the laws in place at the time that prohibited them from 
leaving their reservations and places to which they were confined and controlling native movements because 
they had left their areas without permission.  

Many more Aboriginals have seen active service during the Malay conflict , the Korean War and the Vietnam 
Wars and, of course, Indigenous soldiers have continued to serve in peacekeeping roles around the world since 
then on behalf of Australia. Those who did serve and who were prepared to put their lives on the line for 
Australia, risk death and injury and endure hardship and who sought acceptance, notwithstanding the prejudices 
of time towards them, did not come home to acclaim and honours as did their comrades in arms. They did not 
enjoy the welcomes accorded their comrades in arms of European descent. For example, following the Second 
World War a parade was to be held in Quairading to welcome back returning servicemen. Aboriginal servicemen 
were not welcome and their children, gathering to greet their fathers returning sometimes from imprisonment 
and certainly from active service, were chased out of town. The servicemen themselves were shunned or ignored. 
They were not eligible for soldier resettlement schemes available to Caucasian service personnel or allowed to 
have a drink with their comrades. Those physically or mentally scarred by their experiences received none of the 
support available to their white brothers in arms. Until 1967 they were not even regarded as citizens of the 
country in which they were born and chose to serve, and they were not entitled to vote for the government whose 
authority they acknowledged and whose orders they followed. It is ironic, and to my mind a source of legitimate 
shame to right-thinking people, that these men and women who chose to serve our country were the subject of 
intolerance, prejudice and worse, and were treated little better by their homeland than they could expect to be 
treated by those who sought to destroy it. Fortunately, this wrong is now slowly being redressed. In this regard I 
make mention of one organisation and two people in particular. The organisation is called Honouring Indigenous 
War Graves Incorporated—HIWG. One of the people to whom I am referring is its president, Mr John Schnaars. 
HIWG was established by a group of ex-veterans in Bruce Rock in June 2005 to acknowledge the service of 
Indigenous veterans throughout Australia. Many Indigenous families have loved ones and ancestors who 
participated in Australia’s various conflicts over the years and who have now died without ever having their 
efforts for their country acknowledged, recognised or commemorated. The final resting places of many of these 
servicemen and women remain unknown to the authorities. HIWG believes it is important for younger 
generations, both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal, to learn the truth about these people and for their descendents 
to learn the truth about the involvement of their elders in the protection of our country and the sacrifices they 
made so that their descendents can enjoy the freedoms they now have. I have a longstanding interest in military 
history generally and I agree with and am proud to be a member of HIWG. I applied for membership and was 
accepted. I have been to one of its annual general meetings, which I will say something about in just a moment. 

Once the group identifies the resting place of an Indigenous veteran who has not been honoured for his or her 
service, HIWG works with the person’s family and local community to decide whether a headstone and a 
commemorative service would be acceptable to them. HIWG also liaises with established groups of Korean and 
Vietnam veterans, the military, the Kelmscott–Pinjarra 10th Light Horse Memorial Troop, the Salvation Army 
and other veterans in order to recognise and bring closure to the memory of these servicemen and women. 
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HIWG funds the headstone, the ceremony and the associated printing of programs and so forth for the 
commemoration. To date, it has funded and erected more than 100 headstones at the resting places of fallen 
Indigenous service personnel. Mr Schnaars is an ex-national serviceman who saw active service in 1968 in 
Vietnam. He has been tireless in his promotion of HIWG and its aims. I had the pleasure of meeting him for the 
first time while representing the state government at the Remembering Indigenous Service ceremony at the 
Kings Park War Memorial on 2 June this year. It was then that I first learned of HIWG and its work and I have 
tried to assist the organisation since then. Many of the organisation’s members are ex-servicemen and former 
comrades of Mr Schnaars, and are both Aboriginal and Caucasian. There may be some significance that a large 
proportion of them are ex-Vietnam veterans who, perhaps more than any other group of servicemen in our 
community, would identify with the pain of returning from active service and being shunned for their 
contribution and their sacrifice and not being properly acknowledged. 

The second person I would like to acknowledge is the Northam-based historian Jan James, who is known to her 
Indigenous friends as Kabarli. She has written a book dedicated to the memory of our Western Australian 
Indigenous service personnel. The book contains the names and details of 645 Indigenous veterans so far 
identified through her many years of research on the subject. The Quairading story that I mentioned is a story 
that was related to her by the child in Quairading who was there to greet his father and was chased out of town. 
The story had a sad ending, in as much as the father, who came back from the war a broken man, went to the 
local pub to have a drink with his mates. The local publican refused to serve him, he saw red, and he punched the 
publican, who fell down some stairs and died. So this returned veteran ended up spending 15 years in prison. 

Another story that was related and very much moved me at the Remembering Indigenous Service ceremony was 
that of a serviceman who was light skinned. 

I will continue my remarks on another occasion. 

MENTAL HEALTH 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [5.45 pm]: During the last recess, before we moved into this 
week of sitting, I held a roundtable discussion with a wonderful group of people about mental health legislation 
in Western Australia. A lot of people attended that forum, and I was very grateful for that. They represented a 
wide range of people who are currently directly impacted by the legislative framework. We had quite a few 
consumers of mental health services, who are quite experienced advocates, attend. There were people who 
provide family support for consumers and employees of non-government organisations that deliver mental health 
care services. We were also lucky enough to have representatives attend from the medical and legal sectors who 
are directly involved with the delivery of mental health services.  

The forum came about because obviously discussion on mental health issues is quite timely at the moment. I 
understand that the government is undertaking yet another review of the Mental Health Act. This has been going 
on for a very long time. I am aware of that. It was actually started by the previous government many years ago 
but was not progressed. I understand that it has now been picked up by the Mental Health Commission, which is 
revising the original revisions of the act to see whether they are relevant, with the intention of proceeding with a 
new Mental Health Act. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank the people who turned up for that forum for their time and their 
passionate advocacy on this very important issue. It was very clear that they want to see improvements and they 
want to see them done in a timely way, and they will not give up fighting for that. I am particularly humbled by 
the willingness and preparedness of these people to work with me.  

I am sure it will not be news to anyone that there was unanimous agreement among the participants that there are 
serious problems with our current mental health legislative framework and that urgent change is needed. As I 
have mentioned, this is something that has been recognised not only by this government but by successive 
governments. The reason this discussion came about was not to try to reinvent what the government is currently 
doing; it was to open up a dialogue. That dialogue has come about because I have been having multiple 
discussions with these people over the past 12 months about whether we even need a Mental Health Act. That is 
a very different question from the one that we have been working with. By that, I mean that people want to have 
a discussion on, or space to talk about, whether a better approach would be to look at having a general capacity 
act, or an incapacity act, or legislation that, for example, would greatly enhance the guardianship legislation. 
There are ongoing issues, which I will elaborate on a bit more, about the interlinking between various legislative 
regimes. Certainly what has come out of this forum is that there is not a yea or a nay as to whether we need to 
completely change our approach to the mental health legislation and not have that legislation at all, or whether 
we need to continue down the path of just amending our existing mental health legislation. Certainly, people got 
a lot out of the discussions; the forum was food for thought. It provoked some very interesting discussions and 
observations about the continuing stigmatisation of mental illness in our community. I will not go through the 
exhaustive list of discussions we held, because it went for several hours, but I will draw members’ attention to 
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some of the recurrent themes that were raised. Specifically, a lot of the discussion was about the current 
disconnect between the reviews that are occurring now of two of our most significant pieces of mental health 
legislation—the Mental Health Act 1996, which is being dealt with by the Mental Health Commission, and the 
Criminal Law (Mentally Impaired Accused) Act 1996, which is currently being dealt with by the Attorney 
General’s office. People at the forum felt that this disconnect needs to be addressed urgently. I am hoping that 
the opportunity provided by the summer recess will be used by the Minister for Mental Health and the Attorney 
General to get together and ensure that the two acts are not being looked at in isolation. A recurrent theme at the 
forum was the suggestion that consideration could even be given to amalgamating the bills. Certainly, there is a 
great amount of concern, broadly speaking, within the mental health community about the reviews of these acts 
occurring in silos. I encourage both ministers to take those concerns on board and, if those reviews are not taking 
place in isolation, to perhaps get some information out to the community so that it can be assured that it is not 
occurring. 

We need to decriminalise mental illness and to make sure that the people who come under the Criminal Law 
(Mentally Impaired Accused) Act are not put away indefinitely because of holes in the legislation, that they are 
not sent to Hakea Prison when they are considered unfit to plead, and that they do not remain incarcerated under 
this legislation for longer than they would have been had they pleaded guilty to the initial act. Prison is simply 
not an appropriate place for people with serious mental illness. There is an urgent need for court diversion 
intervention programs. Mental health legislation should be interacting seamlessly with other legislation, 
including mandatory sentencing legislation, to ensure that people with a mental illness are not discriminated 
against or unfairly impacted upon by its provisions. Mental health legislation needs to be reviewed and amended 
regularly. I understand that it is an area about which we are constantly learning and for which we are constantly 
developing new treatment models; however, it is precisely because it is such a difficult area to change 
legislatively that we should not be putting it in the too-hard basket. One of the advocates at the forum said that 
mental ill health should never be put in the too-hard basket; it should be put in the extremely vulnerable and 
therefore most important basket instead. I thought that was lovely. 

We need to put more resources, time, political will and funding into making world’s best legislation, including, 
when the time comes, making sure that we are engaging experienced and skilful drafters. We need to change the 
current paternalistic act and provide stronger advocacy for the person put into involuntary hospitalisation, or who 
is subject to a community treatment order. At the moment, there are just not enough checks and balances. This 
lack of checks and balances in the current legislative regime is putting people at risk. We need an independent 
oversight body, or watchdog, that has teeth and is given adequate powers to play an effective role.  

Another recurrent theme was that legislation needs to reflect that the roles of the treatment provider, such as the 
psychiatrist or the detention decision maker, are fundamentally different ones. They are not treated as such under 
the current system, and this is compromising treatment. It makes it virtually impossible for the development of a 
strong therapeutic relationship between the treatment provider and the consumer, and psychiatrists are also 
asking for change. 

I would like to discuss many other things—but I will not do it now—including the need to incorporate into 
mental health legislation provisions for Aboriginal people and individuals from culturally and linguistically 
diverse backgrounds, as well as a recognition of the needs of mature minors and carer provisions, or provisions 
for those family members providing support for people with serious mental illness. I would also like to mention, 
although it is not directly related to legislative changes, that access to services will always remain a core issue. I 
am not the only one who knows that. Time and again, people who are involuntarily hospitalised for mental 
illness would not have deteriorated to such a drastic level had they been able to access voluntary treatment 
sooner. None of these issues is new; I am well aware that they were all raised in the 2003 review under the 
previous government. I know that many people put a lot of time, effort and thought into this review in the 
expectation that their input would be valued by government and would feed into improvements, but they are still 
waiting and they are very disappointed about that.  

It is urgent that improvements to our mental health legislation be considered now. It has not been a high priority 
of this government, but it should be, because the flaws in the current legislation are having a direct and serious 
impact on members of our community who are already suffering through having a mental illness. Laws are there 
to serve people, but instead our mental health legislation is creating a category of victims.  

Again, I acknowledge that it is a difficult area, but we are talking about forcing treatment on and locking up 
people who have not committed crimes. There are inherent tensions between the rights of individuals and the 
rights of communities, and between the right to freedom and the right to treatment. And who gets to judge what 
is normal? We do need to make it a priority. We know that the current system is flawed. I understand that the 
minister and the Attorney General are looking at their respective acts, and I hope there is enough goodwill to 
move this neglected area forward, preferably in a cohesive and timely away. 

House adjourned at 5.56 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND LANDS — FTE EMPLOYEES 

2793. Hon Adele Farina to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Regional Development 

I refer to the Department of Regional Development and Lands (the Department), and ask — 

(1) What is the total number of FTEs in the Department as at — 

(a) its establishment in 2008; 

(b) 1 July 2009; and 

(c) 30 August 2010? 

(2) For each of the financial years stated in (1), how many of the FTEs identified were allocated to or 
undertook duties associated with regional development (as opposed to lands) in — 

(a) 2008–2009; 

(b) 2009–2010; and 

(c) 2010 to date? 

(3) In relation to (2), how many FTE positions are — 

(a) level nine or higher; 

(b) level eight; 

(c) level seven; 

(d) level six; 

(e) level five; 

(f) level four; and 

(g) level three or lower? 

(4) What is the title, description of responsibilities and number of FTEs for any and all sections, units, 
Departments and/or divisions within the Department that deal with regional development and/or 
Royalties for Regions matters? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

(1) (a) Not applicable. 

(b) 178 FTE  

(c) 223 FTE  

(2) (a) Not applicable. 

(b) 108.84 at 30 June 2010  

(c) 105.84 as at 30 August 2010  

(3) 2008-2009 

(a)-(g) Not applicable. 

At 30th June 2010  

Answer Level RDL (minus lands) 
a 9 7 
b 8 13.44 
c 7 18.6 
d 6 12.33 
e 5 24.87 
f 4 8 
g 3 24.6 

At 30th August 2010  

Answer Level RDL (minus Lands) 

a 9 7 
b 8 12.44 
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c 7 15.6 
d 6 14.33 
e 5 23.87 
f 4 7 
g 3 25.6 

(3) [See paper 2812.] 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2804. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM 

1 Department of Mines and Petroleum 2010/11 Targets: 

(a) 23% (tier two and three combined) 

(b) Not set 

(c) 17.4%  

(d) 1.43%  

(e) 2.8%  

(f) 6.6%  

2 (a)-(f)  Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817.  

MINERALS AND ENERGY RESEARCH INSTITUTE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 
(MERIWA) 

1 (a)-(f)  The Minerals and Energy Research Institute of Western Australia consists of 3 part-time 
employees. Due to the small size of the Institute no targets have been set. 

2 (a)-(f)  Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2805. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Fisheries 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 
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(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(a) (a) 20%  

(b) 56  

(c)  7%  

(d) 1.5%  

(e) 4%  

(f) 5% 

(2) a)-(f)  Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2806. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Electoral Affairs 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

1 (a)-(f)  No longer set by the Electoral Commission as it is too small an organisation for such targets. 

2 (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2807. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Transport 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 
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(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Public Transport Authority 

(1) (a) 32 per cent. 

(b) 90. 

(c) 16 per cent. 

(d) 2 per cent. 

(e) 3.7 per cent. 

(f) 9 per cent. 

(2) (a)-f)  Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 2817. 

Main Roads 

(1) (a) Women in Management — 44 per cent. 

(b) Equity Index for women — 55. 

(c) People from culturally diverse backgrounds — 13 per cent. 

(d) Indigenous Australians — 3.2 per cent. 

(e) People with disabilities — 3.7 per cent. 

(f) Youth — 8 per cent. 

(2) (a)-(f)  Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 2817. 

Department of Transport 

(1) (a) 11 per cent. 

(b) 50 per cent. 

(c) 19 per cent. 

(d) 2 per cent. 

(e) 3 per cent. 

(f) 10.5 per cent. 

(2) (a)-(f)  Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2808. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Disability Services 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 
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(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) (a) 46 per cent. 

(b) This information is not a requirement. 

(c) 13 per cent. 

(d) 2 per cent. 

(e) 3.5 per cent. 

(f) 6 per cent. 

(2) (a)-(f)  Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2809. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

Office of Energy 

(1) (a) Tier One (CEO): 0 percent 
Tier Two: 44 percent 

(b) 78 

(c) 25 percent 

(d) No target 

(e) 25 percent 

(f) 8 percent 

Department of Training and Workforce Development 

No targets have been set in each of the areas by the recently established Department of Training and Workforce 
Development. These targets are developed as part of an Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) Management 
Plan, which agencies are required to prepare and implement in accordance with the Equal Opportunity Act 1984. 
Since the Department was established on 31 October 2009, the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity has 
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indicated that the Department needs to provide an EEO Management Plan by 31 December 2010 to meet its 
legislative obligations.  

Central Institute of Technology 

(1) (a) 44 percent 

(b) 78 percent 

(c) 12 percent 

(d) 3.2 percent 

(e) 3.7 percent 

(f) 8 percent 

Challenger Institute of Technology 

(1) (a) 45 percent 

(b) 78 percent 

(c) 13 percent 

(d) 3.2 percent 

(e) 2.6 percent 

(f) 8 percent 

Durack Institute of Technology 

(1) (a) 47 percent 

(b) 74 percent 

(c) 5.5 percent 

(d) 5.5 percent 

(e) 2 percent 

(f) 3 percent 

Great Southern Institute of Technology 

(1) (a) 55 percent 

(b) 90 percent 

(c) 8 percent 

(d) 4 percent 

(e) 2.8 percent 

(f) 4 percent 

Kimberley TAFE 

(1) (a) 40 percent 

(b) 77 percent 

(c) 5 percent 

(d) 16 percent 

(e) 1 percent 

(f) 1.5 percent 

C Y O'Connor Institute 

(1) (a) 45 percent 

(b) 70 percent 

(c) 10 percent 

(d) 8.8 percent 

(e) 3.5 percent 

(f) 8 percent 

Pilbara TAFE 

(1) (a) 50 percent 

(b) 55 percent 

(c) 13 percent 
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(d) 10 percent 

(e) 5 percent 

(f) 8 percent 

Polytechnic West 

(1) (a) 35 percent 

(b) 70 percent 

(c) 15 percent 

(d) 2 percent 

(e) 2 percent 

(f) 5 percent 

South West Institute of Technology 

(1) (a) 65 percent 

(b) 74 percent 

(c) 6.5 percent 

(d) 2 percent 

(e) 2.8 percent 

(f) 7 percent 

West Coast Institute of Training 

(1) (a) 41 percent 

(b) 78 percent 

(c) 13 percent 

(d) 1 percent 

(e) 1 percent 

(f) 1 percent 

Department of Education Services 

(1) (a) 25 percent 

(b) Not reportable — due to the number in a diversity group being less than 10 — as per 
guidelines issued by the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity 

(c) 7 percent 

(d) 2 percent 

(e) 1 percent 

(f) 7 percent 

Independent Market Operator 

(1) (a)-(f) Nil 

Building and Construction Industry Training Fund 

(1) (a)-(f) The BCITF has not set specific targets, which are difficult to achieve in a small organisation 
employing only 14 people. 

Office of Energy; Department of Training and Workforce Development; Department of Education Services; 
Independent Market Operator; Building and Construction Industry Training Fund 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2810. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 
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(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2809. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2811. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Child Protection 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) (a) women in management = 61.0% 

(b) equity index for women = 83 

(c) people from culturally diverse background = 9.8% 

(d) Indigenous Australians = 11.6% 

(e) people with disabilities = 1.8% 

(f) youth = 7.7% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2812. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Community Services 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 
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(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) The department's Corporate Executive is currently in the process of reviewing and setting 
targets for 2010-11 in the areas of: women in management; equity index for women; people 
from culturally diverse backgrounds; Indigenous Australians; people with disabilities and 
youth.  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2813. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) The department's Corporate Executive is currently in the process of reviewing and setting 
targets for 2010-11 in the areas of: women in management; equity index for women; people 
from culturally diverse backgrounds; Indigenous Australians; people with disabilities and 
youth.  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2814. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Women's Interests 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 



8652 [COUNCIL - Thursday, 11 November 2010] 

 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) The department's Corporate Executive is currently in the process of reviewing and setting 
targets for 2010-11 in the areas of: women in management; equity index for women; people 
from culturally diverse backgrounds; Indigenous Australians; people with disabilities and 
youth.  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2815. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Environment 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

Department of Environment and Conservation, including the Office of the Appeals Convenor and the Swan 
River Trust 

(1) a.  20% 

b.  60 

c.  6% 

d.  6% 

e.  2.5% 

f.  8% 

Perth Zoo 

(1) a.  50% 

b.  108 

c.  8.5% 

d.  2% 
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e.  6.6% 

f.  13.4% 

Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority 

(1) a.  44% 

b.  78% 

c.  5% 

d.  2% 

e.  2% 

f.  16% 

Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 

(1) (a)-(f) The Office of the Environmental Protection Authority was established in November last 
year. The Department is currently developing equity and diversity targets as part of its 
Corporate Planning Process.  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2816. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Youth 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

Department for Communities; including the Office for Youth 

(1) (a)-(f) The department's Corporate Executive is currently in the process of reviewing and setting 
targets for 2010-11 in the areas of: women in management; equity index for women; people 
from culturally diverse backgrounds; Indigenous Australians; people with disabilities and 
youth.  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2817. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Premier’s responsibility, will the Premier provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 
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(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Government agencies in the Premier's portfolio advise: 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet: 

The Department of the Premier and Cabinet advises the following targets were determined for the respective 
periods: 

2009-2010 2010-2011 

(1) (a) 25%  26% 
(b) 69  71 (calculated on current occupancies) 
(c) 20%  22% 
(d) 0.5%  0.6% 
(e) 2%  2.5% 
(f) 14%  16% 

Public Sector Commissioner: 

(1) (a) The target for women in management is 37.5%; 

(b) The target equity index for women is 100; 

(c) The target for people from culturally diverse backgrounds is 18%; 

(d) The target for Indigenous Australians is 2%; 

(e) The target for people with disabilities is 5%; and 

(f) The target for youth is 8%. 

Department of State Development: 

(1) (a) 2009/2010 — 44% 

(b) 2009/2010 — 78% 

(c) 2009/2010 — 13% 

(d) 2009/2010 — 3.2% 

(e) 2009/2010 — 3.7% 

(f) 2009/2010 — 8%  

Acting Commissioner of the Public Sector Standards: 

(1) (a)-(f) Agencies that have up to 50 employees are not required to set targets. The Office of the Public 
Sector Standards Commissioner falls into this category.  

Gold Corporation: 

(1) (a) 42.9% 

(b) 44% 

(c) 36.3% 

(d) 2% 

(e) 2.3% 

(f) 7.4% 

Lotterywest: 

(1) (a) women in management — actual 41.65% 

(b) equity index for women — actual 74.6 
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(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds — actual 13.1% 

(d) Indigenous Australians — actual 0.5% 

(e) people with disabilities — actual 1.9% 

(f) youth — actual 1.9% 

Western Australian Treasury Corporation 

In its recruitment process Western Australian Treasury Corporation seeks to employ the best people for the 
relevant positions whilst maintaining equal opportunity. In this process Western Australian Treasury Corporation 
has established guidelines to monitor its diversity initiatives, which are shown below. 

(1) (a) 2010 — 30% 

(b) 2010 — Not applicable  

(c) 2010 — 20%,  

(d) 2010 — 1%,  

(e) 2010 — 2%,  

(f) 2010 — 6%,  

Office of the Auditor General 

(1) (a) 48% 

(b) 84% 

(c) 24%  

(d) 3 % 

(e) 4.7 % 

(f) 23% 

Insurance Commission of WA 

The Insurance Commission's Strategic Business Plan for 2010/2011 and the 2010-2012 Equity and Diversity 
Management Plan includes the following targets:  

(1) (a) 14% 

(b) 45  

(c) 14%  

(d) 1% 

(e) 3% 

(f) 11%  

Department of Treasury and Finance 

(1) (a) 32% 

(b) 65% 

(c) 15% 

(d) 0.9% 

(e) 3% 

(f) 9.9% 

GESB 

(1) (a) 50% 

(b) >/= 90% 

(c) > / = 25% 

(d) At this stage, GESB has not specified an agency target for employment of indigenous 
Australians 

(e) At this stage, GESB has not specified an agency target for employment of people with 
disabilities 

(f) 8% 

The response provided by Office of Public Sector Standards Commissioner is the collective achievement by all 
public sector agencies and authorities. 
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(2) (a) There is a requirement for agencies to provide their diversity data to the Director of Equal 
Opportunity in Public Employment (DEOPE). This is reported on in the DEOPE Annual 
Report. For the 2009/10 reporting period the following has been achieved across the sector: 

Women in management  

Tier 1 26.9% 
Tier 2 31.7% 
Tier 3 35.1% 

(b) The equity index for women (distribution) in the 2009/10 reporting period is 62. 

There is a requirement for agencies to provide their diversity data to the Director of Equal 
Opportunity in Public Employment (DEOPE). This is reported on in the DEOPE Annual 
Report. For the 2009/10 reporting period the following has been achieved across the sector: 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds 11.9% 

(d) Indigenous Australians 2.4% 

(e) people with disabilities 2.8% and 

(f) youth  6.2%. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2818. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Treasurer 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Treasurer’s responsibility, will the Treasurer provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817.. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2819. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 
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(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. . 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2820. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Transport representing the Deputy Premier 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Deputy Premier’s responsibility, will the Deputy Premier provide 
information on the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Department of Indigenous Affairs 

(1) (a)-(f) There is no requirement for individual agencies to provide targets for 2010-2011, however, the 
Department of Indigenous Affairs has developed attraction and retention strategies to ensure 
that it has a diverse workforce that reflects its client base.  

Department of Health 

(1) (a)-(f) There are no specific targets. The Department of Health is an Equal Opportunity employer and 
encourages women (and men), indigenous Australians, young people, people with disabilities 
and people from culturally diverse backgrounds to apply for positions within the Department. 

Nurses and Midwives Board of Western Australia 

(1) (a)-(f) There are no specific targets. The Nurses and Midwives Board of Western Australia is an 
Equal Opportunity employer and encourages women (and men), indigenous Australians, 
young people, people with disabilities and people from culturally diverse backgrounds to apply 
for positions within the agency. 

Office of Health Review 

(1) (a)  4 

(b) 50% 

(c) 3 

(d) 1  

(e) 1 

(f) 3 
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Healthway 

Healthway is a small agency with only 15 staff and is therefore not required to establish or report against formal 
equal employment opportunity targets. Healthway does however maintain an Equal Opportunity and Diversity 
Plan 2009-2012 and continually explores opportunities for women, people from culturally diverse backgrounds, 
Indigenous Australians and people with disabilities. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2821. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister for Health 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2820. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2822. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister for Indigenous Affairs 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2820. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2823. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Regional Development 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) [See paper 2814.] 

The member should also note that since the Equity & Diversity Plan was first published in 
February 2002, public sector agencies with fifty employees or less have been exempted from 
setting equity and diversity targets. The Development Commissions have a small staff 
allocation which falls under this threshold. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2824. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Lands 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2823. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2825. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister Assisting the Minister for 
State Development 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2823. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2826. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister Assisting the Minister for 
Transport 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2823. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2827. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Education 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 
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(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

Department of Education 

For 2010, the Department of Education equity group targets are: 

(1) (a)  47% 

(b)  73 

(c)  6% 

(d)  3.2% 

(e)  2% 

(f)  8.5% 

Country High School Hostels Authority 

For 2010-2011, Country High School Hostels Authority equity group targets are: 

(1) (a)  27.3% 

(b)  70 

(c)  6.5% 

(d)  3% 

(e)  1% 

(f)  3.5% 

Public Education Endowment Trust 

(1) (a)-(f)  Not applicable 

Department of Education Services 

(1) (a)  25% 

(b)  Not reportable — due to the number in a diversity group being less than 10 — as per 
guidelines issued by the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity 

(c)  7% 

(d)  2% 

(e)  1% 

(f)  7% 

Curriculum Council 

(1) (a)  35% 

(b)  73% 

(c)  9.5% 

(d)  1.5% 

(e)  3.0% 

(f)  6.5% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2828. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Environment representing the Minister for Tourism 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

Rottnest Island Authority 

The targets for the following areas for the financial year 2010/2011 are: 

(1) (a)  45% 

(b)  Not applicable as measurement is not compulsory 

(c)  8.4% 

(d)  3.6% 

(e)  2% 

(f)  9% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

Tourism Western Australia 

The targets for the following areas for the financial year 2010/2011 are: 

(1) (a)  45% 

(b)  74 

(c)  7% 

(d)  4% 

(e)  1% 

(f)  5% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2829. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Police 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 
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(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1) (a)  Tiers 2 and 3 combined 7.4% 

(b)  No target set 

(c)  6.2% 

(d)  2.0% 

(e)  2.2% 

(f)  9.3% 

Source: Objectives from Workforce Equity and Diversity Plan April 2010 to June 2011. Management 
positions are not defined so the figure reported in the plan for women at tiers 2 and 3 is used. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2830. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Emergency Services 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) Targets for 2010/11 are currently under review by the FESA Equity and Diversity Group. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2831. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Road Safety 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 
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(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1)-(2) The office of Road Safety is administratively supported as part of Main Roads WA and as such the 
response will be included in the MRWA response under the Minister for Transport. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2832. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

DEPARTMENT OF SPORT AND RECREATION 

(1) (a) women in management; 38% 

(b) equity index for women; 55 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 10% 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 5.8% 

(e) people with disabilities; 1.4% 

(f) youth; 12.3% 

(2) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

VENUESWEST 

(1) (a) 37% 

(b) VenuesWest did not publish a target equity index for women, only the above percentage target 
for women in management.  

(c) 14.1% 

(d) 0.2% 

(e) 1.1% 

(f) 55% 

(2) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2833. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor 

(1) (a) 40% 

(b) 40% 

(c) 21% 

(d) 2% 

(e) 2% 

(f) 8% 

(2) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2834. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Transport representing the Minister Assisting the Minister for 
Health 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Response will be forthcoming from the Minister for Health. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2835. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister for Planning 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

Armadale Redevelopment Authority 

(1) (a)-(f) The Armadale Redevelopment Authority has no specific targets as it has a small workforce 
of 19 FTE. Staff are selected on merit. 

East Perth Redevelopment Authority 

(1) (a) 50% in management tiers 2 and 3 

(b)  50% 

(c)  15% 

(d)  4% 

(e)  2% 

(f)  6% 

Subiaco Redevelopment Authority 

N/A for SRA. Under its Act, the SRA is restricted to employing only a Chief Executive Officer. Other staff, 
resources and services are provided by EPRA through a Service Agreement.  

Midland Redevelopment Authority 

(1) (a)-(f) As the Midland Redevelopment Authority is an agency with less than 20 employees, no targets 
have been determined for the above. 

Department of Planning: 

(1) (a) 26% 

(b) 52.4% 

(c)  2% 

(d) 11% 

(e) 1.8% 

(f) 13% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2836. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) (a) 2010 — 41.9%, 2012 — 50.0% 

(b) 2010 — 81.0%, 2012 — 81.0% 

(c) 2010 — 14.8%, 2012 — 16.4% 

(d) 2010 — 1.6%, 2012 — 3.0% 

(e) 2010 — 1.6%, 2012 — 3.7% 

(f) 2010 — 6.2%, 2012 — 9.0% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2837. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Attorney General 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Attorney General’s responsibility, will the Attorney General 
provide information on the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) [See paper 2813.] 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2838. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Corrective Services 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

(1)-(2)  Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2837. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2839. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Water 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

Department of Water advises: 

(1) (a) 22.2% 

(b) 70.0% 
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(c) 10.0% 

(d) 1.0% 

(e) 1.0% 

(f) 5.8% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

Water Corporation advises: 

(1) (a) Tier 1 = No target. 
Tier 2 = 28.6%. 
Tier 3 = 17%. 

(b) No Equity Index targets for women but outcomes recorded. 

(c) 12.8% 

(d) 2.4% 

(e) 3.4% 

(f) 5.5% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

Aqwest advises: 

(1) (a)-(f) No targets have been set by Aqwest. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

Note:  

As an agency of 50 staff or less Aqwest is not required by the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity 
(OEEO) to set and report on the above equity and diversity targets. However in accordance with OEEO 
requirements for agencies with 50 staff or less Aqwest has completed its EEO management plan 
for 2010-11. The plan sets out EEO outcomes to be achieved during the period including identifying 
existing strategies in place, proposed strategies for development and strategies that will be subject to 
further review for the following 3 outcomes: 

#1. The organisation values EEO and diversity and the work environment is free from sexual and racial 
harassment 

#2. Workplaces are free from employment practices that are biased or discriminate unlawfully against 
employees or potential employees 

#3. Employment programs and practices recognise and include strategies for EEO groups to achieve 
workforce diversity. 

The 2011 plan will be submitted to the OEEO by 31 December 2010. 

Busselton Water Board advises: 

(1) (a)-(f) No targets have been set by the Busselton Water Board . 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

Note:  

As an agency of 50 staff or less the Busselton Water Board is not required by the Office of Equal 
Employment Opportunity (OEEO) to set and report on the above equity and diversity targets. However 
in accordance with OEEO requirements for agencies with 50 staff or less the Busselton Water 
Board has completed its EEO management plan for 2010-11. The plan sets out EEO outcomes to be 
achieved during the period including identifying existing strategies in place, proposed strategies for 
development and strategies that will be subject to further review for the following 3 outcomes: 

#1. The organisation values EEO and diversity and the work environment is free from sexual and racial 
harassment 

#2. Workplaces are free from employment practices that are biased or discriminate unlawfully against 
employees or potential employees 

#3. Employment programs and practices recognise and include strategies for EEO groups to achieve 
workforce diversity. 

The 2011 plan has been submitted and endorsed by OEEO. 
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2840. Hon Sally Talbot to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Mental Health 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

The Drug and Alcohol Office advises: 

(1) (a) 41% 

(b) 74 

(c) 11.75% 

(d) 3% 

(e) 3.6% 

(f) 7.5% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

The Mental Health Commission advises: 

(1) (a)-(f)  No targets have been set by The Mental Health Commission. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

Note:  

As an agency of 50 staff or less Mental Health Commission (MHC) is not required by the Office of 
Equal Employment Opportunity (OEEO) to set and report on the above equity and diversity targets. 
 However in accordance with OEEO requirements for agencies with 50 staff or less the MHC has 
completed its EEO management plan for 2010-11.  The plan sets out EEO outcomes to be achieved 
during the period including identifying existing strategies in place, proposed strategies for development 
and strategies that will be subject to further review for the following 3 outcomes: 

#1. The organisation values EEO and diversity and the work environment is free from sexual and racial 
harassment 

#2. Workplaces are free from employment practices that are biased or discriminate unlawfully against 
employees or potential employees 

#3. Employment programs and practices recognise and include strategies for EEO groups to achieve 
workforce diversity. 

The 2010-11 plan has been submitted to and endorsed by the OEEO. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2841. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Local Government 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 
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(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

Department of Local Government including the Office of Multicultural Interests 

(1) (a)  45% 

(b) 100 

(c) 14% 

(d) 3% 

(e) 10% 

(f) 15% 

(2) (a)  40% 

(b) 100 

(c) 26.22% 

(d) 2.8% 

(e) 7.5% 

(f) 15% 

These figures contribute to the public sector diversity data as outlined in Legislative Council Question on 
Notice 2817. 

Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 

(1) (a)-(f)   Nil  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2842. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Heritage 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 
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(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1) (a)-(f)   Nil  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2843. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural 
Interests 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1) (a)-(f)   Nil  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2844. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

Department of Agriculture and Food 

(1) (a)  25 per cent. 
(b) 61. 
(c) 10.1 per cent. 
(d) 1.9 per cent. 

(e) 2.6 per cent. 

(f) 3.6 per cent. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2845. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister for Forestry 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

Forest Products Commission  

(1) (a)  25 per cent. 

(b) 60. 
(c) 18.7 per cent. 
(d) 3 per cent. 
(e) 6 per cent. 
(f) 11.2 per cent. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2846. Hon Sally Talbot to the Minister for Energy representing the Minister Assisting the Minister for 
Education 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 
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(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2827. 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2847. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Commerce 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Commerce 

(1) The targets for 30 June 2011 are: 

(a) 31% of Tiers 2 and 3 management positions. 

(b) An equity index of 72. 

(c) 12%. 

(d) 1.7%. 

(e) 5.2%. 

(f) 11%. 

Please Note: (1)(b) The ideal equity index is 100. An equity index less than 100 indicates the diversity 
group is concentrated at the lower salary ranges. The Commerce equity index of 68.8 for 2010 is higher 
than the equity index for women in the public sector, which was 62 for 2010. 

SBDC 

(1) (a) women in management — 32% 

(b) equity index for women — 65 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds — 15% 

(d) Indigenous Australians — 0.9% 

(e) People with disabilities — 3% 

(f) Youth — 9.9% 
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WAIRC 

(1) (a) 55% 
(b) 78% 
(c) 10.2% 
(d) 3.2% 
(e) 4.2% 
(f) 15.2% 

WorkCover 

(1) Based on the WorkCover WA EEO Plan 2010-2013. The targets are as follows: 

(a) 50% 
(b) 70 
(c) 16% 
(d) 2% 
(e) 6%  
(f) 4% 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2848. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Science and Innovation 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 
(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 
(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

ChemCentre 

(1) (a) 12% 
(b) 51 
(c) 15% 
(d) 0% 
(e) 2% 
(f) 13% 

For the Science, Innovation and Business department please see the "Commerce" answer to Legislative 
Council Question on Notice 2847.  

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2849. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 
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(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) (a) 32% [representation (%) of women in management tiers 2&3] 

(b) 64 

(c) 5.8% [representation (%) of people from culturally diverse backgrounds] 

(d) 9% [representation (%) of Indigenous Australians] 

(e) 2% [representation (%) of people with disabilities] 

(f) 8% [representation (%) of youth 

(2) (a)-(f) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT TARGETS 

2850. Hon Sally Talbot to the Leader of the House representing the Minister Assisting the Treasurer 

In relation to all Agencies that fall under the Minister’s responsibility, will the Minister provide information on 
the following — 

(1) What are the targets for the following areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

(2) What has been achieved for each of these areas — 

(a) women in management; 

(b) equity index for women; 

(c) people from culturally diverse backgrounds; 

(d) Indigenous Australians; 

(e) people with disabilities; and 

(f) youth? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(1) Response will be forthcoming from the Treasurer. 

(2) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2817. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CHILD PROTECTION — FTE EMPLOYMENT 

2853. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) As at 31 August 2010, what was the total funded full time equivalent (FTE) employee allocation by 
directorate and district? 

(2) As at 31 August 2010, what were the vacancies in the full time equivalent (FTE) terms by directorate 
and district; how many of those vacancies were subject to advertising at 31 August 2010 by district; and 
of those not subject to advertising as at 31 August 2010, why not? 

(3) As at 31 August 2010, what was the total service delivery full time equivalent (FTE) employee 
allocation by directorate and district? 

(4) As at 31 August 2010, what were the total vacant service delivery positions by directorate and district? 

(5) As at 31 August 2010, what was the total full time equivalent (FTE) case worker allocation by 
directorate and district? 

(6) As at 31August 2010, what was the total full time equivalent (FTE) vacant case worker positions? 

(7) As at 31 August 2010, what was the full time equivalent (FTE) number of employees by directorate and 
district on permanent contract and on fixed term contract? 

(8) As at 31 August 2010, how many DCP field officers have been co-located with WA Police staff from 
the family protection unit, in regional and rural offices  as part of the strategy to combat family and 
domestic abuse? 

(9) What are the co-location sites where the DCP officers referred to in (8) are situated? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) Total FTE = 2265 FTE. [See paper 2811] for funded FTE breakdown by directorate and district. 

(2) Total Vacancies = 214 FTE. [See paper 2811] for all vacancies by directorate and district. 

(3) 71 FTE were subject to advertising/pool recruitment processes. [See paper 2811] for a full breakdown. 

(4) Of those not subject to advertising/pool recruitment processes, 18 FTE were subject to structural review 
of the positions and 123 were vacant pending a recruitment process. 

(5) 1433 FTE. [See paper 2811] for breakdown by directorate and district. 

(6) 157 FTE. [See paper 2811] for breakdown by directorate and district. 

(7) 726 FTE. [See paper 2811] for breakdown by directorate and district. 

(8) 68 FTE. [See paper 2811] for breakdown by directorate and district. 

(9) 2092 FTE. [See paper 2811] for breakdown by directorate and district. 

(10) 1846 FTE (Permanent) 

(11) 246 FTE (Fixed Term) 

(12) 9 Staff 

(13) [See paper 2811] for a full list of co-location sites 

FOSTER CARERS — STATISTICS 

2855. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

As at 31 August 2010, what was total number of — 

(a) applications to be a foster carer approved by category of relative and non relative carer and by district; 

(b) registered foster carers by category of relative carer and non relative carer and by district; 

(c) interim foster carers, by category of relative and non relative carer and by district; 

(d) registered foster carers with children placed, by category of relative and non relative carers by district; 
and 

(e) interim foster carers with children placed, by category of relative and non relative carers by district? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  
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Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may not be comparable with data previously 
reported. 

(a) In August 2010, there were 22 relative and 21 non relative applications to be a foster carer approved in 
each of the following districts:  

Armadale — 0 relative, 1 non relative 

Cannington — 6 relative, 0 non relative 

Fremantle — 3 relative, 0 non relative 

Joondalup — 1 relative, 1 non relative 

Midland — 1 relative, 0 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Perth — 6 relative, 1 non relative 

Rockingham — 1 relative, 0 non relative 

Goldfields — 1 relative, 2 non relative 

Great Southern — 0 relative, 1 non relative 

Kimberley (East) — 2 relative, 2 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 1 relative, 1 non relative 

Murchison — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Peel — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Pilbara — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

South West — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 0 relative, 5 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Fostering and Adoption Services — 0 relative, 7 non relative 

(b) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 1201 relative and 1205 
general registered foster carer households in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 71 relative, 82 non relative 

Cannington — 114 relative, 68 non relative 

Fremantle — 117 relative, 46 non relative 

Joondalup — 49 relative, 58 non relative 

Midland — 77 relative, 65 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 86 relative, 83 non relative 

Perth — 79 relative, 39 non relative 

Rockingham — 45 relative, 52 non relative 

Goldfields — 62 relative, 28 non relative 

Great Southern — 63 relative, 41 non relative 

Kimberley (East) — 75 relative, 19 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 85 relative, 24 non relative 

Murchison — 52 relative, 36 non relative 

Peel — 60 relative, 47 non relative 

Pilbara — 50 relative, 9 non relative 

South West — 55 relative, 83 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 57 relative, 59 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 2 relative, 32 non relative 

Fostering and Adoptions Services — 2 relative, 334 non relative 

(c) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 451 relative and 82 non 
relative interim foster carer households in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 33 relative, 13 non relative 

Cannington — 38 relative, 8 non relative 

Fremantle — 42 relative, 4 non relative 
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Joondalup — 15 relative, 1 non relative 

Midland — 31 relative, 7 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 29 relative, 9 non relative 

Perth — 26 relative, 4 non relative 

Rockingham — 15 relative, 3 non relative 

Goldfields — 46 relative, 10 non relative 

Great Southern — 11 relative, 2 non relative 

Kimberley (East) — 26 relative, 1 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 30 relative, 2 non relative 

Murchison — 26 relative, 4 non relative 

Peel — 34 relative, 4 non relative 

Pilbara — 18 relative, 0 non relative 

South West — 12 relative, 1 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 17 relative, 6 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Fostering and Adoptions Service — 2 relative, 3 non relative 

(d) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 767 relative and 663 
general foster carer households with children placed in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 55 relative, 57 non relative 

Cannington — 80 relative, 39 non relative 

Fremantle — 68 relative, 26 non relative 

Joondalup — 37 relative, 44 non relative 

Midland — 47 relative, 34 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 54 relative, 49 non relative 

Perth — 53 relative, 29 non relative 

Rockingham — 26 relative, 34 non relative 

Goldfields — 35 relative, 15 non relative 

Great Southern — 38 relative, 23 non relative 

Kimberley (East) — 54 relative, 5 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 53 relative, 13 non relative 

Murchison — 31 relative, 20 non relative 

Peel — 34 relative, 29 non relative 

Pilbara — 37 relative, 5 non relative 

South West — 34 relative, 49 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 29 relative, 32 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 13 non relative 

Fostering and Adoptions Services — 2 relative, 147 non relative 

(e) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 239 relative and 26 non 
relative interim foster carer households with children placed in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 23 relative, 3 non relative 

Cannington — 23 relative, 1 non relative 

Fremantle — 17 relative, 0 non relative 

Joondalup — 6 relative, 0 non relative 

Midland — 18 relative, 3 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 16 relative, 1 non relative 

Perth — 14 relative, 3 non relative 

Rockingham — 8 relative, 1 non relative 

Goldfields — 25 relative, 4 non relative 

Great Southern — 5 relative, 2 non relative 
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Kimberley (East) — 14 relative, 1 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 18 relative, 1 non relative 

Murchison — 10 relative, 3 non relative 

Peel — 15 relative, 0 non relative 

Pilbara — 14 relative, 0 non relative 

South West — 7 relative, 0 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 4 relative, 2 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Fostering and Adoptions Service — 2 relative, 1 non relative 

CARERS — STATISTICS 

2856. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

During the month of August 2010 — 

(a) what was the total number of registered carers with four or more children placed with them by category 
of relative and non relative carer, by district; 

(b) what was the total number of interim carers with four or more children placed with them by category of 
relative and non relative carer, by district; 

(c) how many carers had an interim registration for more than 90 days by category of relative and non 
relative carer, by district; 

(d) how many carers had a ‘carer record screening’ overdue or not recorded by category of relative and non 
relative carer, by district; and 

(e) how many carers had overdue ‘carer reviews’ by category of relative and non relative carer, by district? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  

Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may not be comparable with data previously 
reported. 

(a) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, 49 relative and 81 non relative 
registered carer households had four or more children placed in the following districts:  

Armadale — 5 relative, 7 non relative 

Cannington — 3 relative, 4 non relative 

Fremantle — 3 relative, 4 non relative 

Joondalup — 1 relative, 7 non relative 

Midland — 3 relative, 3 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 6 relative, 9 non relative 

Perth — 0 relative, 5 non relative 

Rockingham — 4 relative, 2 non relative 

Goldfields — 1 relative, 0 non relative 

Great Southern — 6 relative, 2 non relative 

Kimberley (East) — 2 relative, 2 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 2 relative, 1 non relative 

Murchison — 3 relative, 2 non relative 

Peel — 4 relative, 5 non relative 

Pilbara — 2 relative, 2 non relative 

South West — 0 relative, 5 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 4 relative, 5 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Fostering and Adoption Service — 0 relative, 16 non relative 
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(b) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, 13 relative and 1 non relative 
interim carer households had four or more children placed in the following districts:  

Armadale — 3 relative  

Fremantle — 3 relative 

Mirrabooka — 1 relative 

Goldfields — 1 relative 

Great Southern — 1 relative 

Kimberley (East) — 1 non relative 

Murchison — 2 relative 

Peel — 1 relative 

Wheatbelt — 1 relative 

(c) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, 212 relative and 24 non relative 
carer households had interim registration for more than 90 days and children placed in the following 
districts:  

Armadale — 21 relative, 2 non relative 

Cannington — 17 relative, 1 non relative 

Fremantle — 16 relative, 0 non relative 

Joondalup — 4 relative, 0 non relative 

Midland — 17 relative, 3 non relative 

Mirrabooka — 16 relative, 1 non relative 

Perth — 10 relative, 3 non relative 

Rockingham — 7 relative, 1 non relative 

Goldfields — 23 relative, 4 non relative 

Great Southern — 5 relative, 2 non relative 

Kimberley (East) — 10 relative, 0 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 18 relative, 1 non relative 

Murchison — 9 relative, 3 non relative 

Peel — 14 relative, 0 non relative 

Pilbara — 12 relative, 0 non relative 

South West — 7 relative, 0 non relative 

Wheatbelt — 4 relative, 2 non relative 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative 

Fostering and Adoption Services — 2 relative and 1 non relative 

(d) This data are not currently available. 

SUSPECTED SEXUAL ABUSE OF CHILDREN — STATISTICS 

2857. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

For the period 1 June 2010 to 31 August 2010, what were the number of - 

(a) reports of suspected child sexual abuse received, by district and by category of mandated 
reporter; 

(b) suspected child sexual abuse investigations recorded during that month; 

(c) individuals charged as a result of a report of suspected child sexual abuse; 

(d) reports of suspected child abuse by district in the categories of — 

(e) neglect; 

(f) physical abuse; and 

(g) emotional abuse; and 

(i) in relation to (c), what were the nature of these charges? 
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The response should be read in conjunction with the following: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  

Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may not be comparable with data previously 
reported. 

In March 2010, the Department for Child Protection implemented a new assessment and investigation 
framework. 

In the context of this question, the term "reports" equate to an Initial Inquiry. Initial inquiries are made for the 
purposes of determining whether action should be taken to safeguard or promote a child's wellbeing. If there are 
concerns for a child, a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment is initiated. 

The previously named Assessment for Concern for a Child equates to a new Safety and Wellbeing Assessment. 
The purpose of a safety and wellbeing assessment is to assess the current circumstances of the child and family, 
as these relate to risks, harm, future danger, safety, wellbeing and protective concerns, in order to 
determine whether further actions should be taken to safeguard or promote the child's wellbeing.  

The previously named Investigation equates to a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment with a harm 
assessment. A harm assessment is completed, as part of the safety and wellbeing assessment, for 
concerns relating to abuse and neglect where significant harm or risk of significant harm is suspected.  

(a) During the period 1 June 2010 and 31 August 2010, there were 608 reports of suspected child sexual 
abuse arising from mandatory reports. 

- Armadale District 60 

- Cannington District 42 

- East Kimberley District 29 

- Fremantle District 24 

- Goldfields District 38 

- Great Southern District 26 

- Joondalup District 38 

- Midland District 68 

- Mirrabooka District 31 

- Murchison District 40 

- Mandurah District 29 

- Perth District 28 

- Pilbara District 24 

- Rockingham District 43 

- Southwest District 32 

- West Kimberley District 24 

- Wheatbelt District 23 

- District not recorded 9 

By referrer: 

- Doctor 87 

- Midwife 1 

- Nurse 43 

- Police Officer 288 

- Teacher or Principal 189 

(b) During the period 1 June 2010 and 31 August 2010, there were 425 safety and wellbeing assessments 
with a harm assessment where the concern category related to suspected child sexual harm. 

By district: 

- Armadale District 39 

- Cannington District 32 

- Crisis Care District 21 
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- East Kimberley District 3 

- Fremantle District 17 

- Goldfields District 21 

- Great Southern District 17 

- Joondalup District 33 

- Midland District 32 

- Mirrabooka District 59 

- Murchison District 28 

- Mandurah District 45 

- Perth District 13 

- Pilbara District 8 

- Rockingham District 5 

- Southwest District 27 

- West Kimberley District 6 

- Wheatbelt District 19 

(c) These data are not collected in the Department for Child Protection's client information system. 
Questions regarding charges should be referred to the Minister for Police. 

(d) Between 1 June 2010 and 31 August 2010, the number of initial inquiries for child concerns received 
for the following primary natures of concern were: 

- neglect (482 initial inquiries), 
- physical harm (350 initial inquiries), 
- emotional harm (214 initial inquiries), 

(i) The 482 initial inquiries relating to neglect were received by the following districts: 

- Armadale District 24 

- Cannington District 36 

- Crisis Care District 27 

- East Kimberley District 34 

- Fremantle District 9 

- Goldfields District 41 

- Great Southern District 15 

- Joondalup District 46 

- Midland District 26 

- Mirrabooka District 79 

- Murchison District 34 

- Mandurah District 35 

- Perth District 21 

- Pilbara District 7 

- Rockingham District 15 

- Southwest District 24 

- West Kimberley District 4 

- Wheatbelt District 5 

(ii) The 350 initial inquiries relating to physical harm were received by the following districts: 

- Armadale District 24 

- Cannington District 44 

- Crisis Care District 21 

- East Kimberley District 6 

- Fremantle District 28 

- Goldfields District 26 

- Great Southern District 13 
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- Joondalup District 21 

- Midland District 26 

- Mirrabooka District 27 

- Murchison District 20 

- Mandurah District 26 

- Perth District 10 

- Pilbara District 16 

- Rockingham District 7 

- Southwest District 19 

- West Kimberley District 7 

- Wheatbelt District 9 

(iii) The 214 initial inquiries relating to emotional harm were received by the following districts: 

- Armadale District 2 

- Cannington District 22 

- Crisis Care District 8 

- East Kimberley District 3 

- Fremantle District 22 

- Goldfields District 22 

- Great Southern District 19 

- Joondalup District 15 

- Midland District 12 

- Mirrabooka District 28 

- Murchison District 15 

- Mandurah District 15 

- Perth District 8 

- Pilbara District 10 

- Rockingham District 5 

- Southwest District 6 

- West Kimberley District 2 

(iv) Refer to (c). 

RESPONSIBLE CARING AGREEMENTS — STATISTICS 

2858. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) For the period 1 June 2010 to 31 August 2010, how many Responsible Parenting Agreements have the 
Department for Child Protection implemented? 

(2) How many of those Responsible Parenting Agreements listed above originated from a referral from 
another State Government Department, and how many were referred by each Department? 

(3) How many parents approached to enter into a Responsible Parenting Agreement during this period, 
refused the agreement? 

(4) How many Responsible Parenting Agreements included an agreement for the parents to — 

(a) take part in counselling or parenting skills training; 

(b) take reasonable steps to ensure their child attends school; 

(c) take reasonable steps to ensure their child avoids contact with particular people or places; or  

(d) undertake other measures? 

(5) How many juveniles, whose parents agreed to a Responsible Parenting Agreement have — 

(a) improved their attendance at school; and 

(b) re-offended since the Agreement was made? 
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) In the period 1 June 2010 to 31 August 2010, there were seven pre-existing and three new Responsible 
Parenting Agreements implemented by the Department for Child Protection. 

(2) Three of the Responsible Parenting Agreements listed above originated from a referral from the 
Department of Education. All others were implemented by Parent Support, Department for Child 
Protection. 

(3) No parents who were approached to enter into a Responsible Parenting Agreement by Parent Support 
during this period refused the agreement. 

(4) In Responsible Parenting Agreements: 

(a) All included an agreement for the parents to take part in counselling or parenting skills 
training. 

(b) All included an agreement for the parents to take reasonable steps to ensure their child attends 
school. 

(c) No agreements concerned reasonable steps to ensure their child avoids contact with particular 
people or places; and 

(d) one included an agreement for the parents to undertake other measures. 

(5) Of the children whose parents are subject to a Responsible Parenting Agreement: 

(a) One has improved their attendance at school and one has not been effective. The other 
Responsible Parenting Agreements have not been in place long enough to be assessed as an 
effective outcome (Agreements last between six months and a year). 

(b) No Responsible Parenting Agreements concerned offending behaviours. 

COMPULSORY INCOME MANAGEMENT — REFERRALS TO CENTRELINK 

2859. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) During the months of June, July and August 2010, how many individuals did the Department of Child 
Protection refer to Centrelink, for compulsory income management by district? 

(2) How many individuals with children have presented seeking financial assistance on two or more 
occasions to the department for the period 1 June 2010 to 31 August 2010 by district? 

(3) How many of these individuals have been assessed for the purpose of referral to the income 
management program by district? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) During the month of June 2010, the number of individuals that the Department for Child Protection 
referred to Centrelink for compulsory income management by district is as follows: 

Armadale — 3 

Fremantle — 2 

Joondalup — 2 

West Kimberley — 4 

During the month of July 2010, the number of individuals that the Department for Child Protection 
referred to Centrelink for compulsory income management by district is as follows: 

Cannington — 1 

Joondalup — 2 

Midland — 2 

Mirrabooka — 1 

East Kimberley — 1 

West Kimberley — 3 

During the month of August 2010, the number of individuals that the Department for Child Protection 
referred to Centrelink for compulsory income management by district is as follows: 

Armadale — 1 

Cannington — 1 

Joondalup — 1 
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Midland — 1 

Mirrabooka — 2 

Rockingham — 5 

East Kimberley — 1 

(2)-(3) Not available. 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is 
ongoing data quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous 
client system.  

Information in relation to Question (2) cannot be reliably extracted from the client system. 

In relation to Question (3), the Department does not record this information in a way that enables it 
to answer this question in a quantitative sense.  

KALGOORLIE-BOULDER — PROPOSED ROAD OVER MINE TENEMENTS 

2871. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Transport 

With reference to question on notice No. 2488 asked in the Legislative Council on 15 June 2010, and the 
proposed road associated with the Department of Mines Petroleum notation by the City of Kalgoorlie Boulder: 
Ref 6-04-2010-AD-JL, I ask — 

(1) Given that the road has no speed limits or signage, who is in control of this road and/or its users? 

(2) What jurisdiction do the Police have over this road? 

(3) Are any road grants to the Local Government provided for this road? 

(4) Is Main Roads or the Town of Kalgoorlie the responsible party — 

(a) in the event of death or injury; 

(b) for policing speeding; 

(c) occupational health and safety; 

(d) maintenance and dust suppression; and 

(e) for the relevant signage? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The road in question is Sutherland Street. It is a local road, maintained by the City of Kalgoorlie 
Boulder.  It is partly sealed (from Goldfields Highway to Collier Place), and unsealed from Collier 
Place to Yarrie Road.  Main Roads has received written advice from Council that they propose to close 
the unsealed section of the road from Collier Place to Yarrie Road.  

(2) Enforcement of Road Traffic Code and any other laws that are applicable. 

(3) Main Roads does not provide any grants to the City of Kalgoorlie Boulder to maintain or improve the 
road. 

(4) (a) The City of Kalgoorlie Boulder is the responsible party. 

(b) The Police are the responsible party. 

(c)-(e) The City of Kalgoorlie Boulder is the responsible party.  

PRESCRIBED BURNING PROGRAM — AREA BURNT 

2887. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Environment 

In reference to prescribed burns carried out by the Department of Conservation in 2009-10, and unmanaged bush 
fires, I ask — 

(1) Does the Department keep records of the square kilometres burnt by prescribed burns in Western 
Australia? 

(2) Is yes to (1), how much was burnt in 2009-10? 

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

(4) Does the Department keep records of the square kilometres burnt by unmanaged bush fires in Western 
Australia? 

(5) If yes to (4), how much was burnt in 2009-10? 
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(6) If no to (4), why not? 

(7) Does the Department have a figure for CO2e released in 2009-10 as a result of prescribed burns? 

(8) If yes to (7), will the Minister table those figures? 

(9) If no to (7) — 

(a) why not; and 

(b) why are these figures not acquired or kept to enable CO2e levels to be attributed to Western 
Australia? 

(10) Does the Department have a figure for CO2e released in 2009-10 as a result of unmanaged bush fires in 
Western Australia? 

(11) If yes to (10), will the Minister table those figures? 

(12) If no to (10) — 

(a) why not; and 

(b) why are these figures not acquired or kept to enable CO2e levels to be attributed to Western 
Australia? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

(1) Yes, for those prescribed burns conducted by the Department of Environment and Conservation 
(DEC).  

(2) 212,017 hectares in DEC's three south-west forest regions and 1.06 million hectares in the remainder of 
the State, for a total of 1.27 million hectares.  

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) Yes, for those bushfires monitored or attended by DEC personnel. 

(5) 2.6 million hectares of bushfires monitored or attended by DEC. 

(6) Not applicable. 

(7)-(9)  DEC prepares an annual inventory of its greenhouse gas emissions which includes emissions from 
prescribed burns. DEC's inventory for 2009/10 is due to be completed by 31 January 2011.  

(10)-(12)The inventory conducted by DEC does not include emissions from bushfires. 

Local government authorities, DEC and the Fire and Emergency Services Authority have responsibility 
for management of bushfires. 

COCKBURN CEMENT PLANT EMISSIONS AIRSHED — BOUNDARIES 

2889. Hon Lynn MacLaren to the Minister for Environment 

(1) Has the Department mapped the boundaries of the emissions airshed for the Cockburn Cement plant in 
Munster? 

(2) Will the Minister please provide a map outlining the boundaries of the Cockburn Cement Ltd airshed? 

(3) How do the boundaries of the Kwinana Air Quality Buffer compare to the boundaries of the Cockburn 
Cement Ltd airshed? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

(1) The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) has not created any specific air shed 
boundary around Cockburn Cement Limited's (CCL) plant in Munster.  

The Environmental Protection (Kwinana) (Atmospheric Wastes) Policy 1999 (EPP) was approved by 
the Environmental Protection Authority in July 1992 and reviewed without change in 1999. The EPP 
includes an area around Cockburn Cement at its north-eastern boundary of approximately 
1.5 kilometres in radius.  

(2)-(3)  Not applicable 

NATIVE VEGETATION WORKING GROUP — TERMS OF REFERENCE 

2890. Hon Giz Watson to the Minister for Environment 

I refer to the answers given to my question on notice No. 2645 on 23 September 2010, and ask — 

(1) What are the terms of reference of the Native Vegetation Working Group? 
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(2) Will the Working Group’s report to the Minister be made public? 

(3) Will the public be able to provide submissions to the proposed policy on native vegetation? 

(4) Regarding the answer given to (2), of my previous question on notice, how does the Department of 
Environment and Conservation assess priority of one region over another? 

(5) Regarding the statement at page eight of the report of the Environmental Stakeholder Advisory Group 
(ESAG), that the Environmental Protection Authority has made a commitment in the 2007 State of the 
Environment Report to undertake a review of native vegetation clearing data, and ESAG members look 
forward to the outcome of that review — 

(a) has this review commenced; 

(b) if no to (5)(a), when will it commence; 

(c) how much funding has been allocated to this review; and 

(d) will the review when undertaken be made public? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

(1) The terms of reference state that the interagency Native Vegetation Working Group will: 

(i) Consider the report prepared by the Minister for Environment's Environmental Stakeholder 
Advisory Group, and in particular the recommendations to prepare a whole-of-government 
policy on native vegetation and to consider legislative amendments proposed by the 
Department of Environment and Conservation and stakeholders to the Middle review. 

(ii) In that context, provide a draft report and advice to the Minister for Environment by the end of 
November 2010 for consideration by the Ministerial Taskforce on Approvals, Development 
and Sustainability. 

(2)-(3)  The Working Group is due to provide its report to me by 30 November 2010. Following my review of 
the report I will consider the need for any further targeted stakeholder consultation.  The report will 
released following these considerations. 

(4) Priority setting for examining changes in the extent and condition of native vegetation at a State level is 
undertaken based on a number of criteria, including the current extent of native vegetation in the area, 
and significance of impacts from current and future pressures at a bioregional scale. 

(5) (a)-(b) No. The EPA's focus over the past two years has been to implement the recommendations of 
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Review to achieve a thorough, clear, consistent 
and timely EIA process. The Office of the EPA is a member of the interagency Native 
Vegetation Working Group. 

(c)-(d) Not applicable 

BURRUP ROCK ART MONITORING PROGRAMS 

2896. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Environment 

I refer to the Burrup Rock Art Monitoring Program (BRAMP), and the Burrup Rock Art Monitoring 
Management Committee (BRAMMC), and I ask — 

(1) Does the BRAMP still exist? 

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

(3) Does the BRAMMC still exist? 

(4) If yes to (3), will the Minister identify is membership? 

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

(6) Did the BRAMP ever acquire data that reflected the impact of the emissions from Burrup Fertilisers? 

(7) If yes to (6), how? 

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

(9) Is there any intention to continue monitoring the effect of emissions on the Dampier Archipelago 
petrogyphs? 

(10) If yes to (9) — 

(a) how will this be achieved; and  

(b) will reports be forthcoming? 
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(11) If no to (9), why not? 

(12) When were the air emission monitoring stations removed? 

(13) Why were the air emission monitoring stations removed? 

(14) For how many years or months, were the emission monitoring stations actually operative? 

(15) Will the Minister table all data pertaining to each station by recording intervals for the life of the 
stations? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

(1)-(2)  Yes. The Burrup Rock Art Monitoring Program was transferred from the Department of State 
Development to the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) on 1 July 2010.  

(3)-(5)  The Burrup Rock Art Monitoring Management Committee was established in 2002 by the then Minister 
for State Development to independently oversee a four-year Government funded monitoring program, 
commencing in 2004.  

The Committee released its report and recommendations for the first four years of the monitoring study 
to the Minister for State Development in April 2009.  With the release of the Committee's final report, 
the objectives of the Committee were met and the Committee was dissolved. 

The State Government approved the establishment of the Burrup Rock Art Technical Working Group 
on 20 September 2010, to review data collected from the monitoring program and make 
recommendations to the Minister for Environment. The Government is currently considering the 
appointment of the members of the Technical Working Group. 

(6)-(8)  The Committee's report, released in April 2009, recommended that no environmental management 
measures specifically to protect the rock art from air pollution were necessary at that time. If in the 
future the monitoring data suggest the possibility of impacts of air pollutants on rock art, the Technical 
Working Group will report to the Minister for Environment so that appropriate action may be taken.  

(9)-(11) Yes I have approved an extension to the Burrup Rock Art Monitoring Program for a further ten years, 
with a review to be undertaken after five years. As recommended by the former Committee, monitoring 
will involve annual field measurements of selected rock art to measure changes to colour or colour 
contrast of the images, and changes to surface mineralogy of the rocks from exposure to air pollutants.  

The Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) has been contracted by 
the Government since 2004 to conduct field monitoring of rock art on the BurrupPeninsula. Spectral 
mineralogy and colour contrast monitoring reports for 2004 to 2008 are available on DEC's 
website. Once established, the Technical Working Group will review the 2009 spectral mineralogy and 
colour contrast monitoring report, and the 2010 report, when it is submitted by CSIRO.  

(12)-(13)The air emissions monitoring stations were decommissioned in 2009 and 2010 in response to advice 
from the former Committee, which concluded that air emissions were low and that there was no 
measurable impact on the rock art. It recommended continuing the rock art monitoring and 
discontinuing the air quality monitoring. 

(14) An air emissions study was conducted between August 2004 to September 2005, February 2007 to 
September 2008, and August 2008 to August 2009, at a total of nine sites, seven of which were located 
on the BurrupPeninsula.  

(15) The "Burrup Peninsula Air Pollution Study: Report for 2004/2005 and 2007/2008, September 2008" is 
available on DEC's website. Once established, the Technical Working Group will review the 2010 Air 
Pollution Study Report and provide advice to me. The report will then be made publicly available. 

MIDLAND AND BASSENDEAN TRAIN STATIONS — PARKING 

2911. Hon Ken Travers to the Minister for Transport 

(1) Does the Department of Transport have any plans to improve or increase the parking at or around either 
the Midland or Bassendean Train Stations? 

(2) If yes to (1), what are the details? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Parking facilities at all trains stations are the responsibility of the Public Transport Authority, not the 
Department of Transport.  
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Accordingly, the Public Transport Authority has funding of $8.345 million available through the Asset 
Investment Program to provide additional car parking bays on the Midland, Armadale and Fremantle 
lines over the next four years.  

(2) Additional parking at all stations on these lines can only be provided once detailed analysis has been 
completed to determine priorities and a program of work planned for the total funding allocation 
available. Midland and Bassendean stations are being examined as part of this analysis. 

(3) Not applicable. 

DEPARTMENT OF CHILD PROTECTION — DEATHS OF CHILDREN IN CARE 

2920. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

I refer to the death of children in the care of the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the Department of Child 
Protection, and I ask — 

(1) Have any children in the care of the CEO died since 23 September 2008? 

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) how many; 

(b) what ages were the children; and 

(c) what category of placement were they in at the time of death? 

(3) What were the circumstances of any deaths and have any of these deaths been referred to the Coroner or 
to the Ombudsman’s office? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) Three. 

(b) Three, ten and sixteen years of age. 

(c) All three children were in relative care. 

(3) The three year old died in a caravan fire. The ten year old died at home. The cause of death is yet to be 
determined. The sixteen year old died from Hashimoto disease. 

The deaths of all three children will be investigated by the Ombudsman and subjected to a mandated 
inquest by the Coroner. 

FOSTER CARERS — STATISTICS 

2922. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) As at 31 May 2010, what was total number of applications to be a foster carer approved by category of 
relative and non relative carer and by district? 

(2) As at 31 May 2010, what was the total number of registered foster carers by category of relative carer 
and non relative carer and by district?  

(3) As at 31 May 2010, what was the total number of interim foster carers, by category of relative and non 
relative carer and by district?  

(4) As at 31 May 2010, what was the total number of registered foster carers with children placed, by 
category of relative and non relative carers by district?  

(5) As at 31 May 2010, what was the total number of interim foster carers with children placed, by category 
of relative and non relative carers by district? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The response should be read in conjunction with the following: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  

Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may not be comparable with data previously 
reported. 

In March 2010, the Department for Child Protection implemented a new assessment and investigation 
framework. 
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In the context of this question, the term "reports" equate to an Initial Inquiry. Initial inquiries are made for the 
purposes of determining whether action should be taken to safeguard or promote a child's wellbeing. If there are 
concerns for a child, a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment is initiated. 

The previously named Assessment for Concern for a Child equates to a new Safety and Wellbeing Assessment. 
The purpose of a safety and wellbeing assessment is to assess the current circumstances of the child and family, 
as these relate to risks, harm, future danger, safety, wellbeing and protective concerns, in order to 
determine whether further actions should be taken to safeguard or promote the child's wellbeing.  

The previously named Investigation equates to a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment with a harm 
assessment. A harm assessment is completed, as part of the safety and wellbeing assessment, for 
concerns relating to abuse and neglect where significant harm or risk of significant harm is suspected.  

(1) In May 2010, there were 27 relative and 20 non relative applications to be a foster carer approved in 
each of the following districts:  

Armadale — 1 relative, 4 non relative. 

Cannington — 2 relative, 1 non relative. 

Fremantle — 1 relative, 0 non relative. 

Joondalup — 1 relative, 1 non relative. 

Midland — 1 relative, 0 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 1 relative, 4 non relative. 

Perth — 4 relative, 0 non relative. 

Rockingham — 1 relative, 2 non relative. 

Goldfields — 1 relative, 2 non relative. 

Great Southern — 2 relative, 0 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 3 relative, 0 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 3 relative, 0 non relative. 

Murchison — 0 relative, 0 non relative. 

Peel — 3 relative, 0 non relative. 

Pilbara — 1 relative, 0 non relative. 

South West — 1 relative, 0 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 1 relative, 0 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoption Services — 0 relative, 6 non relative. 

(2) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 1201 relative and 1205 
general registered foster carer households in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 71 relative, 82 non relative. 

Cannington — 114 relative, 68 non relative. 

Fremantle — 117 relative, 46 non relative. 

Joondalup — 49 relative, 58 non relative. 

Midland — 77 relative, 65 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 86 relative, 83 non relative. 

Perth — 79 relative, 39 non relative. 

Rockingham — 45 relative, 52 non relative. 

Goldfields — 62 relative, 28 non relative. 

Great Southern — 63 relative, 41 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 75 relative, 19 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 85 relative, 24 non relative. 

Murchison — 52 relative, 36 non relative. 

Peel — 60 relative, 47 non relative. 

Pilbara — 50 relative, 9 non relative. 
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South West — 55 relative, 83 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 57 relative, 59 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 2 relative, 32 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoptions Services — 2 relative, 334 non relative. 

(3) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 451 relative and 82 non 
relative interim foster carer households in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 33 relative, 13 non relative. 

Cannington — 38 relative, 8 non relative. 

Fremantle — 42 relative, 4 non relative. 

Joondalup — 15 relative, 1 non relative. 

Midland — 31 relative, 7 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 29 relative, 9 non relative. 

Perth — 26 relative, 4 non relative. 

Rockingham — 15 relative, 3 non relative. 

Goldfields — 46 relative, 10 non relative. 

Great Southern — 11 relative, 2 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 26 relative, 1 non relative 

Kimberley (West) — 30 relative, 2 non relative. 

Murchison — 26 relative, 4 non relative. 

Peel — 34 relative, 4 non relative. 

Pilbara — 18 relative, 0 non relative. 

South West — 12 relative, 1 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 17 relative, 6 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoptions Service — 2 relative, 3 non relative. 

(4) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 767 relative and 663 
general foster carer households with children placed in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 55 relative, 57 non relative. 

Cannington — 80 relative, 39 non relative. 

Fremantle — 68 relative, 26 non relative. 

Joondalup — 37 relative, 44 non relative. 

Midland — 47 relative, 34 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 54 relative, 49 non relative. 

Perth — 53 relative, 29 non relative. 

Rockingham — 26 relative, 34 non relative. 

Goldfields — 35 relative, 15 non relative. 

Great Southern — 38 relative, 23 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 54 relative, 5 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 53 relative, 13 non relative. 

Murchison — 31 relative, 20 non relative. 

Peel — 34 relative, 29 non relative. 

Pilbara — 37 relative, 5 non relative. 

South West — 34 relative, 49 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 29 relative, 32 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 13 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoptions Services — 2 relative, 147 non relative. 
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(5) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, there were 239 relative and 26 non 
relative interim foster carer households with children placed in each of the following districts: 

Armadale — 23 relative, 3 non relative. 

Cannington — 23 relative, 1 non relative. 

Fremantle — 17 relative, 0 non relative. 

Joondalup — 6 relative, 0 non relative. 

Midland — 18 relative, 3 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 16 relative, 1 non relative. 

Perth — 14 relative, 3 non relative. 

Rockingham — 8 relative, 1 non relative. 

Goldfields — 25 relative, 4 non relative. 

Great Southern — 5 relative, 2 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 14 relative, 1 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 18 relative, 1 non relative. 

Murchison — 10 relative, 3 non relative. 

Peel — 15 relative, 0 non relative. 

Pilbara — 14 relative, 0 non relative. 

South West — 7 relative, 0 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 4 relative, 2 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoptions Service — 2 relative, 1 non relative. 

CARERS — STATISTICS 

2923. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) During the month of May 2010, what was the total number of registered carers with four or more 
children placed with them by category of relative and non relative carer, by district? 

(2) During the month of May 2010, what was the total number of interim carers with four or more children 
placed with them by category of relative and non relative carer, by district?  

(3) During the month of May 2010, how many carers had an interim registration for more than 90 days by 
category of relative and non relative carer, by district?  

(4) During the month of May 2010, how many carers had a ‘carer record screening’ overdue or not 
recorded by category of relative and non relative carer, by district?  

(5) During the month of May 2010, how many carers had overdue ‘carer reviews’ by category of relative 
and non relative carer, by district?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The response should be read in conjunction with the following: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  

Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may not be comparable with data previously 
reported. 

In March 2010, the Department for Child Protection implemented a new assessment and investigation 
framework. 

In the context of this question, the term "reports" equate to an Initial Inquiry. Initial inquiries are made for the 
purposes of determining whether action should be taken to safeguard or promote a child's wellbeing. If there are 
concerns for a child, a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment is initiated. 

The previously named Assessment for Concern for a Child equates to a new Safety and Wellbeing Assessment. 
The purpose of a safety and wellbeing assessment is to assess the current circumstances of the child and family, 
as these relate to risks, harm, future danger, safety, wellbeing and protective concerns, in order to 
determine whether further actions should be taken to safeguard or promote the child's wellbeing.  
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The previously named Investigation equates to a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment with a harm 
assessment. A harm assessment is completed, as part of the safety and wellbeing assessment, for 
concerns relating to abuse and neglect where significant harm or risk of significant harm is suspected.  

(1) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, 49 relative and 81 non relative 
registered carer households had four or more children placed in the following districts:  

Armadale — 5 relative, 7 non relative. 

Cannington — 3 relative, 4 non relative. 

Fremantle — 3 relative, 4 non relative. 

Joondalup — 1 relative, 7 non relative. 

Midland — 3 relative, 3 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 6 relative, 9 non relative. 

Perth — 0 relative, 5 non relative. 

Rockingham — 4 relative, 2 non relative. 

Goldfields — 1 relative, 0 non relative. 

Great Southern — 6 relative, 2 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 2 relative, 2 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 2 relative, 1 non relative. 

Murchison — 3 relative, 2 non relative. 

Peel — 4 relative, 5 non relative. 

Pilbara — 2 relative, 2 non relative. 

South West — 0 relative, 5 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 4 relative, 5 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoptions Service — 0 relative, 16 non relative. 

(2) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, 13 relative and 1 non relative 
interim carer households had four or more children placed in the following districts:  

Armadale — 3 relative. 

Fremantle — 3 relative. 

Mirrabooka — 1 relative. 

Goldfields — 1 relative. 

Great Southern — 1 relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 1 non relative. 

Murchison — 2 relative. 

Peel — 1 relative. 

Wheatbelt — 1 relative. 

(3) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 25 October 2010, 212 relative and 24 non relative 
carer households had interim registration for more than 90 days and children placed in the following 
districts:  

Armadale — 21 relative, 2 non relative. 

Cannington — 17 relative, 1 non relative. 

Fremantle — 16 relative, 0 non relative. 

Joondalup — 4 relative, 0 non relative. 

Midland — 17 relative, 3 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 16 relative, 1 non relative. 

Perth — 10 relative, 3 non relative. 

Rockingham — 7 relative, 1 non relative. 

Goldfields — 23 relative, 4 non relative. 
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Great Southern — 5 relative, 2 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 10 relative, 0 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 18 relative, 1 non relative. 

Murchison — 9 relative, 3 non relative. 

Peel — 14 relative, 0 non relative. 

Pilbara — 12 relative, 0 non relative. 

South West — 7 relative, 0 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 4 relative, 2 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 0 relative, 0 non relative. 

Fostering and Adoption Services — 2 relative and 1 non relative. 

(4)-(5) This data are not currently unavailable. 

CHILDREN IN CARE — STATISTICS 

2924. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) How many children were under the care of the Department of Child Protection (DCP) during the month 
of May 2010, by district? 

(2) How many of these were placed in non-Government group facilities, by district? 

(3) How many of these were in placements with DCP foster carers by category of relative and non relative 
carer, by district? 

(4) How many of these were in placements with non-Government organisation foster carers by district? 

(5) With reference to children under the care of the DCP, how many allegations of child abuse were 
reported in the month of May 2010? 

(6) What was the category breakdown of these allegations — 

(a) sexual; 

(b) physical; 

(c) emotional; 

(d) psychological; and 

(e) neglect? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The response should be read in conjunction with the following: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  

Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may not be comparable with data previously 
reported. 

In March 2010, the Department for Child Protection implemented a new assessment and investigation 
framework. 

In the context of this question, the term "reports" equate to an Initial Inquiry. Initial inquiries are made for the 
purposes of determining whether action should be taken to safeguard or promote a child's wellbeing. If there are 
concerns for a child, a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment is initiated. 

The previously named Assessment for Concern for a Child equates to a new Safety and Wellbeing Assessment. 
The purpose of a safety and wellbeing assessment is to assess the current circumstances of the child and family, 
as these relate to risks, harm, future danger, safety, wellbeing and protective concerns, in order to 
determine whether further actions should be taken to safeguard or promote the child's wellbeing.  

The previously named Investigation equates to a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment with a harm 
assessment. A harm assessment is completed, as part of the safety and wellbeing assessment, for 
concerns relating to abuse and neglect where significant harm or risk of significant harm is suspected.  

(1) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 11 October 2010, there were 3,389 children in care, 
in the following districts: 
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Armadale — 361 

Cannington — 271 

Fremantle — 231 

Joondalup — 221 

Midland — 257 

Mirrabooka — 300 

Perth — 220 

Rockingham — 156 

Goldfields — 114 

Great Southern — 155 

Kimberley (East) — 130 

Kimberley (West) — 143 

Murchison — 137 

Peel — 168 

Pilbara — 113 

South West — 182 

Wheatbelt — 218 

Accommodation and Care Services — 11 

Crisis Care — 1 

(2) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 11 October 2010, there were 112 children placed in 
non-government group facilities in the following districts: 

Armadale — 25 

Cannington — 12 

Fremantle — 6 

Joondalup — 18 

Midland — 8 

Mirrabooka — 10 

Perth — 11 

Rockingham — 8 

Goldfields — 1 

Great Southern — 4 

Kimberley (East) — 1 

Kimberley (West) — 2 

Murchison — 1 

Peel — 2 

Pilbara — 0 

South West — 1 

Wheatbelt — 2 

(3) These data are not retrospectively available. As at 11 October 2010, there were 1,300 children placed 
with departmental relative foster carers and 1,217 children placed with departmental non relative foster 
carers, in the following districts: 

Armadale — 103 relative, 173 non relative. 

Cannington — 124 relative, 97 non relative. 

Fremantle — 114 relative, 76 non relative. 

Joondalup — 59 relative, 93 non relative. 

Midland — 86 relative, 83 non relative. 

Mirrabooka — 99 relative, 131 non relative. 
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Perth — 68 relative, 102 non relative. 

Rockingham — 41 relative, 68 non relative. 

Goldfields — 59 relative, 18 non relative. 

Great Southern — 82 relative, 49 non relative. 

Kimberley (East) — 79 relative, 15 non relative. 

Kimberley (West) — 84 relative, 23 non relative. 

Murchison — 62 relative, 41 non relative. 

Peel — 56 relative, 78 non relative. 

Pilbara — 63 relative, 11 non relative. 

South West — 53 relative, 81 non relative. 

Wheatbelt — 67 relative, 68 non relative. 

Accommodation and Care Services — 1 relative, 10 non relative. 

(4) These data are not currently available. 

(5) With reference to children under the care of the Department, there were 11 abuse in care notifications in 
May 2010. 

In the context of this question, the notifications relate to the previously named Assessment for Concern 
for a Child that equates to a new Safety and Wellbeing Assessment. 

For allegations of abuse in care, Safety and Wellbeing Assessments are undertaken when initial 
inquiries establish there is a concern for a child in the care of the Chief Executive Officer and formal 
assessment of the risk of physical, emotional, psychological or sexual harm to a child, or neglect, is 
required. These data therefore reflect the point at which a decision is made that formal assessment of 
risk of harm is required rather than the point at which the concern is first reported. 

(6) The category breakdown of these notifications were: 

(a) Sexual — 3 

(b) Physical — 6 

(c) Emotional — 2 

(d) Psychological — 0 

(e) Neglect — 0  

SUSPECTED CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE — REPORTS 

2925. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

(1) For the period 1 March 2010 to 31 May 2010, what were the number of reports of suspected child 
sexual abuse received, by district and by category of mandated reporter? 

(2) For the period, 1 March 2010 to 31 May 2010 what were the number of suspected child sexual abuse 
investigations recorded during that month? 

(3) For the period 1 March 2010 to 31 May 2010, what were the number of individuals charged as a result 
of a report of suspected child sexual abuse? 

(4) With reference to (3), what were the nature of these charges? 

(5) For the period 1 March 2010 to 31 May 2010, what were the number of reports of suspected child abuse 
by district in the categories of — 

(a) neglect; 

(b) physical abuse; and 

(c) emotional abuse? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

The Department for Child Protection has recently implemented a new client system and there is ongoing data 
quality work to ensure the accuracy and completeness of data migration from the previous client system.  

Due to the differences between the two systems, reported results may contain errors and may not be comparable 
with data previously reported. 
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In March 2010, the Department for Child Protection implemented a new assessment and investigation 
framework. 

In the context of this question, the term "reports" equate to an Initial Inquiry. Initial inquiries are made for the 
purposes of determining whether action should be taken to safeguard or promote a child's wellbeing. If there are 
concerns for a child, a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment is initiated. 

The previously named Assessment for Concern for a Child equates to a new Safety and Wellbeing Assessment. 
The purpose of a safety and wellbeing assessment is to assess the current circumstances of the child and family, 
as these relate to risks, harm, future danger, safety, wellbeing and protective concerns, in order to 
determine whether further actions should be taken to safeguard or promote the child's wellbeing.  

The previously named Investigation equates to a Safety and Wellbeing Assessment with a harm 
assessment. A harm assessment is completed, as part of the safety and wellbeing assessment, for 
concerns relating to abuse and neglect where significant harm or risk of significant harm is suspected.  

(1) During the period 1 March 2010 to 31 May 2010, there were 535 reports of suspected child sexual 
abuse arising from mandatory reports. 

By District: 

- Armadale District 52 

- Cannington District 28 

- East Kimberley District 11 

- Fremantle District 31 

- Goldfields District 25 

- Great Southern District 17 

- Joondalup District 50 

- Midland District 58 

- Mirrabooka District 22 

- Murchison District 19 

- Mandurah District 25 

- Perth District 25 

- Pilbara District 29 

- Rockingham District 41 

- Southwest District 18 

- West Kimberley District 31 

- Wheatbelt District 41 

- District not recorded 12 

By referrer: 

- Doctor 81 

- Midwife 6 

- Nurse 45 

- Police Officer 268 

- Teacher or Principal 135 

(2) During the period 1 March 2010 and 31 May 2010, there were 335 safety and wellbeing assessments 
with a harm assessment where the concern category related to suspected child sexual harm. 

By district: 

- Armadale District 16 

- Cannington District 25 

- Crisis Care District 25 

- East Kimberley District 1 

- Fremantle District 17 

- Goldfields District 15 

- Great Southern District 11 

- Joondalup District 30 
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- Midland District 26 

- Mirrabooka District 61 

- Metropolitan Support Services (CHILDfirst Interview Unit) 1 

- Murchison District 16 

- Mandurah District 18 

- Perth District 13 

- Pilbara District 17 

- Rockingham District 11 

- Southwest District 19 

- West Kimberley District 1 

- Wheatbelt District 12 

(3)-(4) These data are not collected in the Department for Child Protection's client information system. 
Questions regarding charges should be referred to the Minister for Police. 

(5) Between 1 March 2010 and 31 May 2010, the number of initial inquiries for child concerns received for 
the following primary natures of concern were: 

- neglect (605 initial inquiries), 
- physical harm (428 initial inquiries), 
- emotional harm (237 initial inquiries), 

(a) The 605 initial inquiries relating to neglect were received by the following districts: 

- Armadale District 37 

- Cannington District 56 

- Crisis Care District 26 

- Head Office 2 

- East Kimberley District 18 

- Fremantle District 18 

- Goldfields District 53 

- Great Southern District 33 

- Joondalup District 57 

- Midland District 42 

- Mirrabooka District 66 

- Murchison District 47 

- Mandurah District 27 

- Perth District 23 

- Pilbara District 20 

- Rockingham District 27 

- Southwest District 19 

- West Kimberley District 9 

- Wheatbelt District 25 

(b) The 428 initial inquiries relating to physical harm were received by the following districts: 

- Armadale District 44 

- Cannington District 39 

- Crisis Care District 18 

- East Kimberley District 4 

- Fremantle District 22 

- Goldfields District 16 

- Great Southern District 24 

- Joondalup District 28 

- Midland District 36 

- Mirrabooka District 33 
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- Murchison District 31 
- Mandurah District 24 
- Perth District 18 
- Pilbara District 25 
- Rockingham District 26 
- Southwest District 26 
- West Kimberley District 6 

- Wheatbelt District 8 

(c) The 237 initial inquiries relating to emotional harm were received by the following districts: 

- Armadale District 9 

- Cannington District 18 
- Crisis Care District 14 
- East Kimberley District 2 
- Fremantle District 22 
- Goldfields District 8 
- Great Southern District 9 
- Joondalup District 22 
- Midland District 18 
- Mirrabooka District 24 
- Murchison District 21 
- Mandurah District 3 
- Perth District 35 
- Pilbara District 10 
- Rockingham District 6 
- Southwest District 9 
- West Kimberley District 1 
- Wheatbelt District 6 

WESTERN RINGTAIL POSSUM — SURVEY GUIDELINES 

2973. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Environment 

I refer to the guidelines for undertaking Western Ringtail Possum surveys currently being finalised by the 
Department of Environment and Conservation, and ask — 

(1) Have the guidelines been finalised? 

(2) If yes to (1), when will the guidelines be made public? 

(3) If no to (1), when will the guidelines be finalised? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

(1) The Department of Environment and Conservation's (DEC) guidelines for undertaking Western Ringtail 
Possum surveys in the South West Region are contained within the document 'Draft Development 
Planning Guidelines for Western Ringtail Possums in Busselton and Dunsborough.' Although currently 
a draft version, it is regarded by DEC as a regional working document subject to revision as required. 

(2) The document has been circulated amongst environmental planning and development consultants, 
relevant local government authorities and Department of Planning staff for comment and adoption. The 
document is available to anyone requesting a copy and is provided by DEC to any interested party 
seeking advice on the subject. 

(3) DEC is currently assessing the suitability of the guidelines for application in other regions where 
ringtail possums occur.  When this assessment is completed a final version of the document will be 
produced. DEC anticipates that this will occur within the next 12 months. 

AUTISM SERVICES — SOUTH WEST REGION 

2977. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Disability Services 

I refer to the Autism Specific Early Learning and Care Centre in Warwick, and ask — 

(1) Will the Minister undertake to provide a similar Centre in the South West region? 
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(2) If yes to (1), within what timeframe? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) The Autism Specific Early Learning and Care Centre in Warwick is a child care centre funded by the 
Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, as part of the 
Australian Government's 'Helping Children with Autism Package'. 

Support for children with disability, including autism, in child care, is funded by the Australian 
Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations through the Inclusion 
and Professional Support Program. 

AUTISM SERVICES — SOUTH WEST REGION 

2978. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Disability Services 

I refer to the Autism Centre in Subiaco, and ask — 

(1) Will the Minister undertake to provide a similar Centre in the South West region? 

(2) If yes to (1), within what timeframe? 

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

(4) In relation to the Government funding provided to the Autism Association of Western Australia, will 
the Government require as a condition of any future funding, that a portion of the funding is spent 
providing services, courses and/or facilities in the South West region? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) The "Centre" referred to is the office of the Autism Association of Western Australia, currently situated 
in Subiaco.  The Association is an independent organisation supporting people with an Autism 
Spectrum Disorder in Western Australia. 

Future development of services for people with disability in WA will be guided by Count Me In: 
Disability Future Directions.  Count Me In is a strategy for change which will forge new partnerships to 
support better futures for people with disability across the State. A recognised priority area is the need 
for responsive approaches in rural and remote areas. 

(4) No. 

(5) The Disability Services Commission contracts with the Autism Association of WA to support people 
with an Autism Spectrum Disorder and do not specify service quantity per region.  Service priority is 
determined on a relative needs basis. 

DISABLED PEOPLE — SERVICES IN SOUTH WEST 

2985. Hon Adele Farina to the Minister for Disability Services 

(1) What services and financial and other support is provided by the Disabilities Services Commission, to 
people with disabilities living in the South West region for the following age groups — 

(a) six years and under; 

(b) seven to twelve years; 

(c) 13 to 18 years; 

(d) 19 to 24 years; 

(e) 25 to 45 years; and 

(f) 45 years and over? 

(2) What autism specific services and financial and other support, is provided by the Disabilities Services 
Commission to people with autism, living in the South West region for the following age groups — 

(a) six years and under; 
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(b) seven to twelve years; 

(c) 13 to 18 years; 

(d) 19 to 24 years; 

(e) 25 to 45 years; and 

(f) 45 years and over? 

(3) What group homes, children’s residential respite, individual supported accommodation and other 
facilities, are provided in the South West region by the Disabilities Services Commission to people with 
disabilities, and to people with autism living in the South West region? 

(4) In relation to (3), what is the capacity of the facilities identified? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The Commission provides and funds disability services to enhance the wellbeing of people with 
disability of all ages and their carers by providing necessary supports and services. 

Local Area Coordination is focused on supporting people with disability by providing information, 
assistance with planning for the future, advocacy and working to build inclusive communities. 

Individual and family services enable people with disability to make positive and constructive links 
with their community; to develop independence, skills and abilities to participate in activities of their 
choice; to maintain health and wellbeing. 

Services may include professional intervention (early childhood intervention, positive behaviour 
support, therapy for children of school age), equipment and technical support, respite including school 
holiday programs, advocacy and community access through alternatives to employment and Post 
School Options. 

Accommodation support includes assistance for people to live in a range of accommodation options of 
their choice, including supported community living in their own homes, group homes and hostels. 

Key strategies which apply across WA include implementation of Disability Access and Inclusion Plans 
in public authorities, independent monitoring of disability service standards, early identification of 
issues which impact on people with disability and their families, community education and data 
collection and analysis to inform the ongoing development of disability policy and services. 

In the South West Region, professional services including early childhood intervention and professional 
services for children of school age with a disability are provided by the WA South West Health Service 
Department of Health. 

In the South West Region, 11 disability/community sector organisations have been endorsed through a 
pre-qualification process as providers of individual and family support and accommodation. 
 Individualised funding allows people with disability and their families to plan with these organisations 
how to achieve their goals taking into account their needs, particular circumstances and aspirations. 

The Local Area Coordinator is able to provide information about opportunities within the local 
community and guidance about access to funding, advocacy and support in negotiation with 
organisations. 

Specialist advice when needed is provided by Statewide consultancy and resource teams funded by the 
Disability Services Commission. 

(2) People of all ages with an Autism Spectrum Disorder who meet the Commission's eligibility criteria 
have access to services provided or funded by the Disability Services Commission on the same basis as 
other people with disability.  See response to part (1). 

For young children with autism in the South West Region, the Disability Services Commission's Early 
Years and Consultancy Team works in collaboration with therapists from WA South West Health 
Service. 

The Autism Association is funded to provide a Statewide consultancy service to support 
disability/community sector organisations. 

(3) Eleven organisations are pre-qualified to provide individual and family support and accommodation 
services to people with disability in the South West Region. People with disability have access to a 
range of options which include residential and individually planned respite and accommodation in 
group homes and individual living and family arrangements. 
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(4) The capacity of organisations to provide respite and accommodation is dependent on the funded 
programs and funding packages allocated to people with a disability from the South West who apply 
through the Disability Service Commission's funding strategies: Community Living Support, School 
Holiday Funding and the Combined Application Process for Accommodation Support, Intensive Family 
Support and Alternatives to Employment. 

__________ 

 

 


