
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Tuesday, 16 December 2003 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

PREMIER, VISIT TO UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND MEXICO 
Statement by Premier 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [2.03 pm]:  I rise to report on my recent trip to the United States of 
America and Mexico from 28 November to 7 December.  The trip involved both government officers and 
representatives of Western Australia’s oil and gas industry, brought together by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of 
Western Australia.  The delegation visited both the United States and Mexico to promote the Western Australian 
liquefied natural gas industry in North America. 

American interest in LNG is clear and the US federal Government has made it clear that it wishes to see a significant 
expansion of LNG’s role in the energy market.  This was confirmed in talks with senior government officials in 
California, Baja California in Mexico, and Washington.  A US National Petroleum Council report, “Balancing Natural 
Gas Policy” of September 2003, predicts LNG imports growing from just over one per cent of US natural gas supply to 
14 to 17 per cent by 2025.  This will require the construction of seven to nine regasification terminals and the expansion 
of three of the four existing terminals. 

The delegation received extensive briefings from ChevronTexaco, BHP Billiton and Shell on their regasification 
facilities proposed for the west coast.  The delegation also sought to further promote the excellent trade and investment 
relationship between Western Australia and the United States.  I was briefed on the current stage of negotiations over 
the proposed US-Australia free trade agreement and met with senior business people who support the free trade 
initiative.  Discussions were also held with the Chairmen of ChevronTexaco, Mr David O’Reilly, and Alcoa, Mr Alain 
Belda, about future investment prospects in WA.  I gave an address on investment and trade opportunities in Western 
Australia to the American Australian Association in New York.  The delegation was also briefed on American efforts to 
build the hydrogen economy by representatives from ChevronTexaco, Rio Tinto and the federal Government. 

In placing my report before the Parliament today, I congratulate Mr Tim Shanahan from the Chamber of Minerals and 
Energy of Western Australia for his initiative in suggesting this delegation.  I would like to thank Shell, Woodside Pty 
Ltd, ChevronTexaco, BHP Billiton and Alcoa for their participation in the delegation, and ABC Radio and The West 
Australian newspaper for their coverage via Sinead Mangan and Steve Pennells.  The visit has enabled both government 
and industry to gain a better understanding of the North American energy market and the opportunities that exist for 
WA to play a role in providing LNG to North America. 

It was made clear in the USA that a public education campaign on the health and safety record of the LNG industry 
needed to be undertaken.  I am sure this will be one of the matters discussed at the LNG summit in Washington this 
week, which Western Australia’s Minister for State Development is attending.  I table my report. 

[See paper No 1966.] 

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE REPORT “INQUIRY INTO HOSPITAL TRUST ACCOUNTS” 
Statement by Minister for Health 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Health) [2.06 pm]:  I refer to the fifth report of the Public Accounts 
Committee, “Inquiry into Hospital Trust Accounts”, tabled in the House on 4 December 2003.  In accordance with 
Standing Order No 277(1), I advise the House that the Government accepts the recommendations contained in the 
report, and that I have directed the Department of Health to implement the recommendations.  

The committee acknowledges on page xi of its report that since it commenced its work, “a range of improvements has 
been initiated, both within individual teaching hospitals and the Department of Health”.  I am pleased that 
improvements have been made but also agree with the observations of the committee that many of those improvements 
were well overdue. 

On behalf of the Government, I thank the many doctors in our public health system whose tireless contribution to the 
community is often taken for granted.  I am aware that for many this inquiry has been an anxious time.  Since becoming 
Minister for Health I have had the opportunity to meet with many of our doctors in the public health system.  They 
constantly remind me of the need for there to be good documentation, financial accountability and processes for 
hospital accounts.  The Public Accounts Committee inquiry has confirmed this basic but essential requirement. 

I advise the House that following the publication of the PAC report, I received communication from Professor Bryant 
Stokes seeking to correct any misleading impressions that might be gained from the events recorded in the report.  The 
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publication of the report has enabled everyone to bring closure to this unfortunate period in our recent history.  I table 
Professor Bryant Stokes’ correspondence to me. 

[See paper No 1967.] 

“CRIME AND JUSTICE STATISTICS FOR WESTERN AUSTRALIA: 2002” 
Statement by Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [2.08 pm]:  Today the University of 
Western Australia’s Crime Research Centre released “Crime and Justice Statistics for Western Australia: 2002”.  The 
report is the thirteenth in the series and describes crimes that are reported to the Western Australia Police Service as 
well as the subsequent processes of Western Australia’s criminal justice system.  Today’s report covers the period 1 
January to 31 December 2002. 

The CRC’s report confirms that in 2002 Western Australia experienced improvements in crime rates.  That result has 
been consolidated and further improvements occurred this year.  In 2002 WA had a crime rate equal to or lower than the 
national average for reported offences in most key categories.  Last year the total number of recorded key offences also 
decreased, as did the rate of offences for every 100 000 persons.  The rate of reported offences against property for 
every 100 000 persons decreased by 1.7 per cent and the rate of offences against the person for every 100 000 persons 
decreased by 2.6 per cent.  The rate of reported armed robbery offences decreased by 10.5 per cent and the rate of 
unarmed robbery decreased by 1.5 per cent.  Also in 2002 the rate of motor vehicle theft for every 100 000 registered 
vehicles decreased by 12 per cent, and was the lowest rate since 1991.  

The CRC’s statistics are almost 12 months old.  More recent data from the Western Australia Police Service comparing 
the preliminary year-to-date figures for 2003 with the 2002 figures reveal that sexual assault offences have decreased 
further by nearly 27 per cent, assault offences are down by more than two per cent and motor vehicle theft has 
decreased by a further 6.4 per cent. 

The State Government recognises the terrible effect that burglary has on the community.  The Gallop Government is 
tackling burglary head-on.  We have committed more resources than ever to our burglary reduction campaign, and it is 
starting to pay dividends.  The Crime Research Centre report showed a small reduction in the rate of burglary of 
dwellings per 100 000 in 2002.  The more recent police data shows that for the months of November 2002 and 2003, 
there has been a decrease of 13.5 per cent in home burglaries.  The Police Service’s year-to-date figures for 2002 and 
2003 show that burglary of dwelling offences have decreased by more than 2000 offences, and burglary of other 
premises has decreased by nine per cent.  The initiatives of the Gallop Government are paying dividends by reducing 
the number of burglaries in the community.  There is no doubt that there is more to do, and the Gallop Government is 
giving our police and the community greater resources to reduce and prevent burglary and to make our community safer 
and more secure. 

NEW METRORAIL PROJECT, SOUTH WEST SUBURBS RAILWAY COMPONENT 
Statement by Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 

MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [2.10 pm]:  I am pleased to advise the 
House that state Cabinet has approved the awarding of two major contracts for construction of the south west suburbs 
railway component of the New MetroRail project.  Construction work will start within three months.  I am also pleased 
to advise the House that the project will be brought forward.  Services to Mandurah will now start at the end of 2006.  
The member for Mandurah has been lobbying for that, and I am glad that the Government has been able to deliver. 

The cost of the south west suburbs component is now $1.059 billion - an increase of about $100 million on our original 
estimates. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Another $100 million, and you haven’t even started. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Just look at the estimates; look who is wrong. 

This has increased the overall cost of the New MetroRail project by seven per cent to $1.518 billion.  The New 
MetroRail project consists of the south west suburbs rail, the extension of the northern suburbs line, the Thornlie spur 
and the purchase of 93 new railcars.  Any increase in cost is a concern, but the project is affordable and achievable, and 
will transform our city and rapidly growing outer suburbs with a world-class public transport system.  In fact, we cannot 
afford to not build it.  The south west corridor is growing at more than three per cent per annum.  It will have a 
population of 400 000 by the time the rail is open.  If we do not build this rail, by 2006 we will need to add three 
freeway lanes to service the area. 

The additional cost of this project will be sourced from new borrowings.  The State’s net debt is in a very sound 
position.  As at 30 June this year, the State’s net debt to revenue ratio was 32.3 per cent, while our self-imposed limit is 
47 per cent.  This project is budgeted to be well within our targets over the forward estimates period.  The entire project 
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represents less than nine per cent of our total capital works budget over the next five years.  Given the booming 
construction industry and the size and scope of this project, I am satisfied with the outcome of negotiations. 

This is a world-class project, and the technical challenges and contract complexities, which are greater in the city 
project than in any other part of the New MetroRail project, are commensurate with that.  The innovative new designs 
for widening the bridges under the Narrows and Mount Henry contract will deliver significant environmental benefits.  
These benefits include minimising the impact on the sensitive, eastern side bushland, reducing decking shadow on the 
river and halving the impact of pile driving on the riverbed itself.  This is an innovative new project.  It is now no longer 
a promise; we will deliver it. 

“DRAFT WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GREENHOUSE STRATEGY” 
Statement by Minister for the Environment 

DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment) [2.13 pm]:  I take pleasure in tabling a copy of the 
“Draft Western Australian Greenhouse Strategy” that I released on Thursday, 11 December 2003 for three months 
public comment.  The strategy was prepared by the Western Australian Greenhouse Task Force, which is chaired by my 
parliamentary secretary, the member for Cockburn.  The task force has built on earlier work by the former Western 
Australian Greenhouse Council and the public service, and has consulted widely with the community generally, and 
industry, conservation and rural stakeholders.  It prepared and released an issues paper in December 2002 and 
established a Western Australian greenhouse web site to promote community and stakeholder awareness and to seek 
comment about the directions a Western Australian greenhouse strategy should take.  Throughout this process, a cabinet 
committee, which I chair, has provided direction about major policy areas, such as emissions reduction, institutional 
arrangements and carbon sequestration. 

The draft strategy has two sections.  The first section outlines the science and policy which underlies the strategy.  The 
second section contains objectives and actions proposed by the task force which cover all aspects of a comprehensive 
response to the greenhouse effect.  Some of the more important of the proposed actions relate to the role of government 
leadership in demonstrating how an organisation’s emissions can be reduced without incurring significant costs or 
impairing business efficiency. Other proposed actions concern mandatory reporting of greenhouse gas emissions by 
major emitters, establishing a greenhouse abatement fund to market emission or sequestration credits owned by the 
Western Australian Government, developing a greenhouse gas registry and promoting a greenhouse emissions market.  
Other sections and proposed actions relate to organic and geological sequestration, seizing economic opportunities that 
could arise from the greenhouse effect, successfully adapting to unavoidable changes to our climate, forming effective 
partnerships with local government and the community and ensuring that research activities generate the knowledge 
required for responsible decisions.  An important proposal is that a greenhouse unit be established in the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet to ensure that activities in the State are coordinated and national and international advocacy is 
based on the very best information and analysis. 

Research by the Indian Ocean Climate Initiative suggests that Western Australia might already be experiencing the first 
impacts of the greenhouse effect.  It is important that the State have a comprehensive and effective greenhouse strategy 
to ensure that we are able to reduce our contribution to climate change wherever possible.  I commend the “Draft 
Western Australian Greenhouse Strategy” to Parliament and urge members to read it and provide comments to the task 
force before 15 March 2004. 

[See paper No 1968.] 

DISABILITY SERVICES ACT 1993, TENTH ANNIVERSARY 
Statement by Minister for Disability Services 

MS S.M. McHALE (Thornlie - Minister for Disability Services) [2.17 pm]:  Ten years ago today, the Disability 
Services Act 1993 was given royal assent.  Seven days later, on 23 December, the first board chairperson, the late Ray 
Young, and board members were appointed.  On the tenth anniversary it is timely to celebrate a decade of the Disability 
Services Act 1993, and the creation of the Disability Services Commission. 

In 1991, the then Labor Government began to consolidate its plans for a new government agency for people with 
disabilities, with its own legislation and its own minister.  In that same year, the first Minister for Disability Services in 
Australia was appointed.  I speak, of course, of my parliamentary colleague, Hon Eric Ripper, MLA, who is now 
Treasurer and Deputy Premier. 

In the past 10 years we have seen many advances in the area of disability and disability services.  These achievements 
have been in an environment of unprecedented growth in demand, increased societal expectations, and a greater level of 
government accountability.  The funded sector has grown, with some 49 per cent of the commission’s budget now 
going to external providers, compared with 35 per cent in 1993-94; the total disability budget has increased by 117 per 
cent; and funding has been allocated on the basis of individual demonstrated need, rather than diagnostic groupings or 
organisational allegiances. 

Our agenda for the future is strong, and includes - 
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continuation of the strong partnership between the sector and the commission to give disability in Western 
Australia a strong voice;  

implementing recommendations from the review of the Disability Services Act 1993, the Accommodation 
Blueprint Steering Committee and the review of local area coordination to further strengthen the focus of 
disability in this state and provide improved services and initiatives for people with disabilities, their families 
and carers; 

furthering the access rights of people with disabilities; 

the need for strong advocacy, policy and philosophy;  

getting better at meeting the needs of people with disabilities in rural and isolated communities, particularly 
indigenous Australians; and 

a community awareness campaign for disability. 

In 10 years of progress, much has been achieved, but much has yet to be achieved for people with disabilities.  To this 
end, it is pleasing to announce that growth funding of $1.5 million has been made available to provide post-school 
options for young Western Australians with disabilities who are leaving school at the end of this year.  A further 
$900 000 will provide additional therapy and other services to tackle the complex needs of adults and children with 
disabilities across Western Australia.  This Government’s vision is for Western Australia to be the most accessible 
State.  With vision and commitment, I believe this can be achieved.  I congratulate and thank all those involved in the 
disability sector during the past 10 years.  I refer to members on both side of the House, former board members and 
chairpersons, staff of the commission, and, most importantly, people with disabilities and their families. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

SOUTHERN RAIL PROJECT, BUDGET 

1392. Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure: 
I refer to the article in today’s The Australian Financial Review, and the minister’s admission today, that the 
Government is to concede a further $100 million-plus cost blow-out on the southern rail project, and that these 
additional project costs above the Government’s revised $1.4 billion budget have been factored into the Government’s 
mid-term budget review. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that the Government cannot deliver the project within the budgeted $1.4 billion as 
she promised? 

(2) Given that the budget for this project was revised upwards from $1.1 billion to $1.217 billion in July 2001, and 
again to $1.4 billion in May 2002, and now to $1.5 billion, how can the people of Western Australia have any 
confidence in the Government and the minister to deliver this project within any responsible budget limits?  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s a misleading question.  You didn’t escalate the figures. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  How many times will the Treasurer escalate it?  

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 
(1)-(2) Yet again - 

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Here we have the old lie that somehow or other -  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Speaker, the Treasurer knows that he has just crossed over the boundaries of the standing 
orders and the code of conduct in this place.  He just referred to the Opposition as a dishonest Opposition.  I ask that he 
withdraw it.   

The SPEAKER:  His comment is getting close to breaching the new standard in this place.  However, I do not think the 
Treasurer actually said the magic word lie, so I do not think there is a need for a withdrawal. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I was referring to the old lie claimed by members of Opposition that they would be able to 
build the discredited Kenwick deviation line for $1.1 billion based on 1998 figures.  We know something about the 
credibility of members opposite when they made no decision and refused time and again to escalate those figures and to 
go to the people of Western Australia at the last election with a set of honest figures.  The Government has addressed 
that matter.  I will go through the detail again.  The proposal of members opposite was $1.1 billion plus $70 million - 
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which members opposite always forget - for their busway project, plus the escalation.  It is true that ultimately there is a 
difference between the discredited Kenwick option and our rail option. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  That difference is $120 million.  What do we get for that $120 million?  We get a railway 
project that is $15 million per year cheaper to operate than the Kenwick option; a railway system that will capture 
40 per cent more patronage; and a railway system that will not operate at full capacity on the day it opens.  The 
discredited Kenwick option, which sought to bring two railways into one, would have condemned forever the people of 
the south west and south east corridors to a substandard rail system; that is, a lesser system than that delivered to the 
people of the northern suburbs.  The Government is very proud of this project.  After 10 years of talk, we are now ready 
to start.  We will see construction start on this project in the next three months.   

SOUTHERN RAIL PROJECT, BUDGET BLOW-OUT 

1393. Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure: 
I ask a supplementary question.  Having repeatedly promised that this project will be delivered on time and on budget, 
can the minister now admit that she has misled Parliament?   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 
What a lot of nonsense!  We have always set out what our process is.  We made a strategic decision to run the rail line 
directly across the freeway and into the city because we understand how public transport works.  Cost estimates then 
showed that this project could be delivered at a cost of $1.419 billion.  It has turned out that the cost of one of the 
components of those projects will be greater than the estimated cost.  There are two principal factors for this: first, that 
we are operating in a very heated construction market, and we are pleased to say that Western Australia is booming 
under our watch.  Second, it is also true that the construction of the rail line through the foreshore is a very complex and 
challenging task and the construction model that our estimators took into account was not the model that has been 
adopted by the successful tenderer, Leighton-Kumagai Gumi.  In an engineering sense, it has gone for a more 
conservative and risk-adverse construction methodology than that which our estimators relied upon.  As a result, that 
part of the project is now more expensive - we accept that.  However, overall, this is a seven per cent increase on this 
project, and, as I said before, it is a project that we simply cannot afford not to build.  We cannot afford to allow our city 
to continue with such a high level of car dependency.   

It is always the case that the period of maximum vulnerability is that between the estimation and the getting of the firm 
tender prices.  We have now got to a stage at which, for 92 per cent of that project, we have got firm prices; we know 
what it will cost.  Contractors have put up their hand and said that they are prepared to build a project for a certain price.  
In addition, we have built in some healthy contingencies on packages E and F.  We have a 10 per cent contingency and 
rise and fall allowance.  In addition, we have not included any of the land development opportunities that will be made 
available.  In particular, we anticipate that we will get at least $10 million from the sale of the foreshore land that will 
be freed up, none of which has been counted into this project.  We would prefer not to have a seven per cent increase, 
but we have managed this project in a very disciplined manner.   

Is it not entertaining: yesterday the opposition spokesperson on planning, the member for Kingsley - 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, she will not, she is retiring.  She has had enough of the Leader of the Opposition.   

The member for Kingsley was complaining because we were not paying to sink the rail between Northbridge and the 
city.  Members opposite are a rabble.  Every day their story changes - they are going down the Kenwick deviation; then 
they are not going to do it; then they are only going to go to Thomson Lake; and then they are going to Rockingham!  
Let us look at some of these figures on this chart showing the comparison of cost estimates for this project.  The Leader 
of the Opposition reckoned the project would cost $2 billion and the opposition spokesperson, the member for Carine, 
thought it would cost $2.059 billion!  A seven per cent increase on a project of this scope is perfectly reasonable. 

SOUTHERN RAIL LINK, PREMIER’S SUPPORT 

1394. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Premier: 
Can the Premier indicate his support for the New MetroRail project?  

Dr G.I. GALLOP replied: 
I was very proud to be a member of a Labor Government that built the northern suburbs rail.  I am very proud to be the 
leader of the Australian Labor Party in this Parliament when it is extending the northern suburbs rail.  I am also very 
proud to be Premier of this State and leader of the Labor Party when, finally, the working people in the southern 
suburbs and the south eastern corridor of Western Australia are being recognised by this Parliament and this 
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Government.  They were never properly recognised by the coalition Government when it came to making decisions.  I 
am proud of the work we are doing in Armadale and in Maddington-Kenwick.  Indeed, I was in Maddington and 
Kenwick on Saturday afternoon, with the mayor of Gosnells, signing an agreement with the city to develop those 
suburbs and to return to the working people their appropriate social dividends.  We will be spending $1.5 billion to 
make sure that the people of Mandurah and Rockingham, those who live in the southern suburbs between those two 
districts, and those who live between Rockingham and Perth, get a proper public transport system for the future.  Is that 
system needed?  Yes.  For social, economic and environmental reasons we must have a metropolitan rail system to the 
south.  Is it achievable?  Yes, because a Labor Government is in power. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I call to order the members for Nedlands, Roe and Wagin.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I was in this Parliament when the then Opposition, the same people who are in opposition today, 
told the then Labor Government that it would never build the northern suburbs rail.  That Labor Government did build 
it, because it believed in the project; and that belief underpins and also will deliver this project.  Is it affordable?  Yes, it 
is affordable, because of the excellent work this Government is doing to make sure its budget is managed properly, 
there are surpluses and there is room for capital works in this State.  The deficits that existed under the coalition 
Government have been reversed.  The MetroRail project is needed, it is achievable and it is affordable, and it will 
happen under a Labor Government. 

Talking about budgets and budget blow-outs, I remind the House of the performance of the now Leader of the 
Opposition when he was Minister for Education.  The budget blow-out in 1998-99 was $87.6 million; in 1999-2000, it 
was $98 million; and in 2000-01, it was $106.8 million.  They are the blow-outs!  We are talking about the creation of 
an integrated metropolitan rail system that will improve social amenity and bring equality to the metropolitan area, that 
is fundamentally important for the future of the economy of the metropolitan area and, most importantly, will ensure 
that Perth is a clean and livable city into the future. 

SOUTHERN RAIL LINK, BUDGET BLOW-OUT 

1395. Mr C.J. BARNETT to the Treasurer: 

I refer the Treasurer to the alarming report in The Australian Financial Review today, and confirmation in the 
Parliament, that the cost of the Government’s southern rail link has blown out and that the Treasurer has incorporated 
this cost blow-out in the mid-term budget review to be released, I understand, on Friday.  

(1) Can the Treasurer confirm that he has included a further $100 million blow-out in the cost of the southern rail 
link in the mid-term budget review? 

(2) When was the Treasurer first made aware that the cost of the southern rail link would exceed $1.4 billion, 
which had already increased from the $1.2 billion cost promised in the Premier’s press release of 16 July 
2001? 

(3) Was the Premier being truthful in his media release of 16 July 2001?  It states - 

The $1.2 billion project will connect Mandurah - . . .  

It states further on - 

Importantly, the cost of the direct route will be contained within existing budget estimates.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 
(1)-(3) I am sorry that the Premier has already referred to these figures, because I had a piece of paper in front of me 

to remind me that when the Leader of the Opposition was Minister for Education the state budget blow-out 
was $86 million in 1998-99, $99 million in 1999-2000 and $106.8 million in 2000-01.  

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Under standing orders, answers to questions should be relevant.  This question is about the budget 
blow-out on the southern rail link and the Premier’s press statement in 2001.  It has nothing to do with what happened 
during the previous Government’s term.  I can understand the Treasurer wanting to gain political advantage, but at least 
the relevant aspects of his answer should come first.  

The SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That was a wise ruling if I might say so.  The Leader of the Opposition was responsible for not only 
that budget blow-out but also a massive blow-out in the budget for the Collie power station.  That power station 
produces the most expensive per unit of capacity coal-fired power in the world.  It cost $850 million to build and 
probably should have cost about $400 million.  
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Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I hate to raise a point of order again but, so far, the Treasurer has not answered one part of this 
question.  His answer has contained no relevance whatsoever to the question.  I ask that he be directed to relate his 
response to the question.  

The SPEAKER:  I am sure the Treasurer is about to respond to the question.  I note that the preamble to the Leader of 
the Opposition’s question also was relatively extensive.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is important to put answers into context.  I will quote from the Hansard of 2 December, which 
contains the most recent debate on this issue in this place.  To quote a reliable source, Mr E.S. Ripper said - 

The Government has never denied that any big project has risks attached to it.  

We need a sensible, mature debate on this topic.  When undertaking a $1.5 billion project we must expect risks to be 
associated with it.  Anyone on the other side of the House who pretends that risks are not associated with such a big 
project has forgotten what happened to the Collie power station when the Leader of the Opposition was Minister for 
Energy and what happened to the education budget when he was Minister for Education.  The point is that Cabinet 
made a decision to increase the budget on Monday.  On Tuesday we told the community, and the cabinet budget 
decision will be in the mid-year review when it is released, and it will show that, due to this Government’s management 
of the State’s finances, the southern rail link is entirely affordable.  

SOUTHERN RAIL LINK, $100 MILLION BLOW-OUT 

1396. Mr C.J. BARNETT to the Treasurer: 
When did the Treasurer become aware of the further $100 million cost blow-out?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 
The Government formally decided to change the budget on Monday. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the first time.  Whoever owns that mobile 
phone can remove himself from this Chamber. 

SOUTHERN RAIL PROJECT, TIMETABLE FOR COMPLETION 

1397. Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure: 
Will the minister advise the House of the Government’s final timetable for the south west suburbs rail line to 
Mandurah? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.  It is such good news that we want the opportunity to ensure that 
no-one misses it.  I am very sad that the member for Dawesville is not here today because he was going to provide the 
Government with a little something if the Government was able to do this by 2006. 

The Government has received very positive contract prices. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The Government has been able to save money by bringing the project forward.  The project 
was originally projected until 2007 in order to control the issue of net debt.  Because of the excellent economic 
management by this Government and the Treasurer, the Government is well below its targets for net debt to revenue 
ratios.  The Government will be able to deliver the rail line to the people of Mandurah in 2006, as originally promised.  
The contracts will be signed and executed and work will commence well before the next election.  The community will 
be in a position to judge between a party that promises all and does absolutely nothing and the Labor Party, which 
promises and delivers! 

ELECTIVE SURGERY WAITING LISTS 

1398. Mr M.F. BOARD to the Minister for Health: 
I refer the minister to his predecessor’s press release dated 12 December 2003 in which he claimed that elective surgery 
waiting lists have plunged to their lowest level in 11 years. 

(1) Is the minister aware of the Auditor General’s report released last week that found that waiting lists have not 
improved over the past four years, and that hundreds of people are waiting more than five years for elective 
surgery? 
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(2) Is the minister also aware that the Auditor General found that the current waitlist reporting system represents 
only 47 per cent of the total waiting list? 

(3) Given that the Auditor General recommended improved coordination of elective surgery waiting lists, will the 
minister now restore the annual $12 million funding that his Government removed from the Central Wait List 
Bureau? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY replied: 
(1)-(3) I refer the member to the report of the Auditor General titled “Patients Waiting: Access to Elective Surgery in 

Western Australia”.  Under the heading “Waitlist Numbers” at page 19, the report states - 
The number of patients on the reported waitlist has fallen from 17 500 in August 1999 to 13 500 in 
August 2003.  

Mr M.F. Board interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is what is done; waiting lists are reported.  In answer to the first point raised by the member, I 
will leave it at that.  There are 4 000 fewer people on the waitlist for elective surgery in Western Australia than there 
was when the member was in government. 
Mr M.F. Board interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If the member does not think that is what it says, I will quote it again - 

The number of patients on the reported waitlist has fallen from 17 500 in August 1999 to 13 500 in August 
2003.  

Mr M.F. Board interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!  If members have stopped interrupting, we can continue. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The requirement on all States is to report in conformity with the standards laid down by the 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare.  It specifies which lists are to be included so that we can have an accurate 
interstate comparison.  The Auditor General was at pains to point out that the traditional and accepted method of 
determining what is a waitlist and what procedures are included on it, was used.  It is the national standard.  There were 
4 000 fewer people on the waitlist in August this year - as traditionally measured than there was when the Opposition 
was in government in 1999.  The Auditor General reported that in that period the number of people on the waitlist had 
fallen from 17 500 to 13 500.  When the Opposition was in government, the number of people on the waitlist was more 
than 20 000 compared with - this is an apples with apples comparison - 13 500 people waiting for surgery today.  That 
is the truth of the matter.   
Mr J.H.D. Day:  Waiting times are the most important data.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Does the member know what the Auditor General said about that?  No.  He should read the report; 
he obviously has not read it.  Members opposite will find in the report a comment by the Auditor General that although 
the number of people on the waitlist has fallen, waiting times have remained stationary.  Having said that, it is an 
unacceptable situation, even though the number of people waiting for elective surgery in Western Australia is currently 
at an 11-year low.  It is an unacceptable position, which the Government will do something about.   
Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am happy to respond to the member’s interjection.  The point that must be made is simple: too 
many people have been waiting on the list for too long.  They have been waiting for longer than is clinically desirable.  
In particular, some very patient Western Australians have been waiting for a length of time that no member in this 
House would consider acceptable.  The Government will do something about that.  We were previously aware of the 
situation that the Auditor General has highlighted in his report, and the Government will properly address it.  It was 
very interesting that the Liberal Party health policy, which was relaunched about a month ago, was silent on the 
question of elective surgery.   
Mr M.F. Board:  It was not a policy for a start.  Read the front page.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It was silent on one of the big issues affecting health care in Western Australia: waiting times for 
elective surgery.  It was a 40-page document and there was not a word in it on what the Opposition would do about 
either the number of people on the waitlist or the time those people wait for surgery.  Do members know why the 
Opposition’s document was silent?  It is simple: the coalition Government was a failure when it was in government.  
More than 20 000 people were on the waitlist for surgery then compared with 13 500 on the waitlist today.  It is no 
wonder that the Opposition was silent on the question of elective surgery and what it would do about it, because it does 
not have the answers.  It is as simple as that.  

SOUTHERN RAIL LINK, BUDGET VARIATION 

1399. Mr A.D. McRAE to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the variation in the budget of the New MetroRail southern line project.  Can the Government afford it?   
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  How long have you known for? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 
Since Monday, when the Government made the decision.  That is the budget matter. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why did you conceal it from the Parliament?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What a remarkable statement.  The Government made a decision in Cabinet on Monday and 
announced it to the Parliament on Tuesday, yet the Leader of the Opposition claims that we have concealed it.  Is the 
Leader of the Opposition arguing that we concealed the decision for 24 hours?  What a stupid argument.  The 
Government’s finances are in good shape because we have exercised financial discipline for the past three years.  We 
have delivered three balanced budgets.  At the same time, we have poured tens of millions of dollars into our priority 
areas of health, education and policing.   

Last Friday I announced the proclamation dates for the abolition of a series of state taxes.  Some of those state taxes 
have been on the statute book for more than 120 years.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  All I hear is carping from the Leader of the Opposition.  Does he support the abolition of six taxes?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I don’t support the $100 million in extra taxes.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition will not say whether he supports the abolition of the six taxes.  I also 
want to say what I said last Friday; that is, the Government will consider targeted tax cuts in the next budget if the State 
can afford it.  I, as Treasurer, will be taking that approach as we go into the budget process.  However, those tax cuts 
will be possible only due to our financial discipline.  Regrettably, financial discipline appears to be a foreign concept to 
members opposite.  They raised taxes in five out of eight budgets and still delivered five out of eight budgets in deficit.  
On the other hand, we abandoned their reckless practice of spending windfall gains.  We do not spend windfall gains, 
we deliver balanced budgets and we acknowledge that one-off revenue windfalls cannot be used for ongoing 
expenditure. 

In 2002-03 the Government was able to announce that state debt for that year was $4.465 billion; that is $1.4 billion 
lower than originally forecast, the second lowest debt figure in a decade and even lower than the official pre-election 
forecast of debt in the previous Government’s last year in office - 2000-01.  That was a very good debt result.  We have 
controlled debt, we have delivered surpluses, we have preserved our AAA credit rating and we have kept our debt-to-
revenue ratio well below our self-imposed target of 47 per cent.  We can afford to accommodate the variation in the rail 
project because of all those things we have done. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  A $400 million tax increase! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What is the Leader of the Opposition saying?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You raised taxes by $410 million a year, by policy decisions to increase rates of tax.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition complains about the rail budget.  Each year for three years he had a 
blow-out in his education budget, which was equivalent to the increase in the rail budget that we have announced today.  
He was one of the worst offenders in the Government, which was described by Alan Wood as sinking in a sea of red ink 
when it left office.  The Leader of the Opposition invested tens of millions of taxpayers’ dollars in the mirage of 
Oakajee; he invested taxpayers’ money in the Windimurra pipeline, which Western Power has had to write off; and he 
was part of the government budget committee that did nothing about the light vehicle leasing arrangement with Matrix 
Leasing Pty Ltd, and underfunded the police communications and information technology project by tens of millions of 
dollars.  Mr Speaker, do you know what the Leader of the Opposition did when he was on the budget committee of the 
previous Government?  The police went ahead with a massive telecommunications and information technology project 
on the strength of a letter from the previous Premier.  It was not made public in the budget papers; it was concealed 
from the public in a private communication between the former Premier and the Commissioner of Police.   

There is a very important question here: was the Leader of the Opposition paying attention when he sat on the previous 
Government’s budget committee or was he asleep at the wheel? 

NEW HOSPITAL, PORT HEDLAND 

1400. Mr T.K. WALDRON to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to reports on page 5 of The West Australian on Monday, 15 December 2003, which state that the Government 
intends to build a new hospital at Port Hedland.  

(1) Given the minister’s decision to not proceed with the $6 million upgrade of the Moora District Hospital 
because of budget constraints, will the minister please advise how he is now able to find the $11 million 
required for stage 1 of the Port Hedland hospital redevelopment? 
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(2) With reference to the capital works commitments outlined in the 2003-04 budget papers, which included 
Moora and Port Hedland hospitals, will the minister advise the basis on which he is now prioritising hospital 
upgrades? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question.   

(1)-(2) I am pleased to provide some information to the House on this very important issue.  A problem sometimes 
arises when a journalist is given a headline and asked to write a story to that headline: sometimes the facts do 
not quite line up between the headline and the story, and the headline ends up being discordant.  I make the 
point that there was provision in this year’s budget of $11 million for redevelopment of the Port Hedland 
hospital. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  Was the Moora one there as well? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, it was, and we have announced that Moora will not be proceeding, as we intend to direct that 
money to Geraldton.  There is $11 million in the budget that was intended to be spent on the Port Hedland hospital.  
There is nothing new about that; it is on the public record.   

Mr M.F. Board:  But Moora was in the budget. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, and we announced that we were not proceeding with it, so it is no longer there. 
Mr W.J. McNee:  What was so good about Port Hedland then?  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In respect of Port Hedland, the answer to the question - 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!    
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The answer to the question is that nothing has changed.  It is as simple as that.   

Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not think members opposite are interested in the answer.   

AUSTRALIAN COAL INDUSTRY, COAL 21 INITIATIVE 

1401. Mr J.H.D. DAY to the Minister for Energy:   
I refer the minister to a positive initiative of the Australian coal industry called Coal 21, which is a partnership of 
Governments, industry and the research community aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions from coal-fired 
electricity generation.   

(1) Can the minister confirm that, despite about half of our electricity needs being generated from coal, Western 
Australia is the only State with a major interest in the outcome of Coal 21 that has not signed up to this 
important initiative? 

(2) Given that the Australian Greenhouse Office and the Commonwealth Government, the Queensland 
Government, the New South Wales Government, the Victorian Government, the South Australian 
Government, the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, the Centre for Fuels and 
Energy at Curtin University, and numerous other research bodies and industry representatives, have formally 
become involved in Coal 21, on what basis has the Gallop Government refused to join?   

(3) Will the minister admit that his recently announced crackdown on government agencies that are generating 
harmful greenhouse gases is hypocritical when the Government itself is not serious about improving its 
environmental performance?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 
(1)-(3)  Although I do not have the figures in front of me, I venture to suggest that on the south west grid the carbon 

intensity of electricity generated and supplied is lower than the carbon intensity of electricity supplied in the 
national electricity market.  That is because of the balance of fuel used on the south west grid compared with 
the fuels used in the eastern States.  With regard to the potential for zero or low emission coal-fired electricity 
generation, I believe this is an area of technology that is highly prospective for the future.  Leading scientists 
and engineers argue that one of the best ways in which to tackle greenhouse gas emissions into the future will 
be through a combination of technologies whereby coal is gasified and used for power generation, and the 
carbon dioxide is drawn off and sequestered deep underground in uneconomic coal seams.  The Australian 
Government and the industry took a mission to the United States to discuss these very matters.  I arranged for a 
staff member of the Office of Energy to join that mission and go to the United States for that series of 
consultations. 
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With regard to formally joining Coal 21, I will look into that matter and see what cost is involved for the 
Government.  We certainly do have an interest in low or zero emission coal technology.  I need to say, though, 
that on the advice available to me, that technology will not be available within the next decade.  I wish it were 
likely to become available within the next decade, but my advice is that the advent of that technology is likely 
to be somewhat beyond that window.   

AUSTRALIAN COAL INDUSTRY, COAL 21 INITIATIVE 

1402. Mr J.H.D. DAY to the Minister for Energy: 

I ask a supplementary question.  The minister touched on the real question towards the end of his answer.  I repeat: why 
has the Government not signed up to this initiative? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

I said in answer to the member’s question that I will examine the obligations and cost of the Government’s signing up to 
that initiative.  The reason I gave the earlier answer was to indicate that the Government has a definite interest in this 
area, and it went as far as sending someone to the United States to engage in discussions and research on this matter.   

TEACHERS INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE, RESOLUTION 

1403. Mr P.W. ANDREWS to the Minister for Education and Training:   

Did the Australian Industrial Relations Commission play a useful role in the apparent resolution of the industrial dispute 
over the teachers enterprise bargaining agreement?   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 
I thank the member for Southern River for his question and for his advocacy for education in his electorate.   

A lot of criticism was directed towards the Government for taking this dispute to the Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission.  I am firmly of the view that if we had not done it, the dispute would not have been resolved, but it has 
been resolved.  The commission played a pivotal role in achieving that resolution.  It brought discipline to the 
proceedings and it required the State School Teachers Union of WA to put its position.  Commissioner Raffaelli, for 
whom I have great regard, allowed the issues to be drawn out and addressed one by one until they were resolved.   

I am sure that everyone in and outside the Parliament is glad that that dispute is over.  On Commissioner Raffaelli’s 
recommendation, we enhanced our baseline offer from three per cent to 3.3 per cent.  That 0.3 per cent enhancement 
will cost us an additional $18 million over three financial years.  The Government had already budgeted for the rest of 
the package; that is, the other $308 million.  I sought the additional $18 million and was given agreement that there 
would be supplementary funding.  That is the additional cost over and above the original budget position.  I contrast that 
with the situation under the education minister in the previous Government.  The Premier and the Deputy Premier have 
already outlined the overall budget blow-out in the last three years of the previous Government under its education 
minister.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Minister, where do you think we would be with the teachers’ dispute if we had taken the advice of the 
Opposition? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I think it speaks for itself.  In 1998-99 the previous Government had nearly $20 million in 
unfunded commitments to salaries, in 1999-200 there was $35 million and in 2000-01 there was $44 million.  That is a 
total of nearly $100 million in supplementary funding just for the salaries component of the enterprise bargaining 
agreement, not to mention all the other unfunded commitments that the Labor Party picked up when it came to 
government.   

The reason we have been able to offer such an attractive package to the teachers of Western Australia is that this 
Government, under this Treasurer and this Premier, is managing its budget properly.  It is the first time in a very long 
time that a State Government in Western Australia has managed its budget properly.  It was a very good outcome for 
education.  What we must do now is put the heat of the dispute behind us and ensure that Western Australia has an 
education system second to none.   

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT, CONTROLLED BURNING PROGRAM 

1404. Mr J.L. BRADSHAW to the Minister for the Environment:   
I refer the minister to an answer given to a question without notice in the Legislative Council on 9 December 2003 
about the Department of Conservation and Land Management’s controlled burning program, which stated -  

CALM has planned to burn between 200,000 hectares and 220,000 hectares in the south-west forest regions in 
the 2003/04 fire season.  To the end of November CALM had completed approximately 60,000 hectares of 
prescribed burns.  
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(1) Given that only just over one-quarter of the prescribed burns have been completed ahead of what is predicted 
to be a bad summer for bushfires, does the minister consider that CALM is on track to complete its plan to 
burn 200 000 hectares?   

(2) If so, can the minister give an indication of when she expects the program of controlled burns to be completed?   

(3) Is the minister satisfied that the measures taken by CALM to date are sufficient to prevent potentially 
catastrophic bushfires such as those experienced in New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory, 
particularly when the recent report “A Nation Charred: Report on the inquiry into bushfires” identified a lack 
of prescribed burning as a major contributor to those wildfires?   

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 

(1)-(3) I will start where the member ended.  Members of the select committee that conducted the recent inquiry 
visited Perth, went out into the field with CALM representatives, looked at the prescribed burning that is 
undertaken in Western Australia and gave us a big tick.  In fact, compared with other States, the inquiry 
pointed out that Western Australia undertakes prescribed burning and sets targets.  Other States do not set 
targets, so one of the recommendations of the committee report was that targets be set and that agencies move 
towards achieving those targets.  Prescribed burning is a big issue.  As the member for Murray-Wellington 
would be aware, about a month ago we had a couple of days on which the temperature shot up to over 35 
degrees, and it was 40 degrees in some parts of the State.  For that reason we were very concerned about the 
Collie area, and for a few days all prescribed burning was stopped because it was unsafe to undertake that 
prescribed burning.  Since then we have had rain and we now have milder conditions.  The Department of 
Conservation and Land Management is continuing to undertake prescribed burning.  A number of warnings 
have been given to city residents when smoke has come over the city.  There have not been a lot of complaints 
about this because, generally speaking, this has occurred during the middle of the night.  There have been some 
quite high levels of particulate emissions over the city as a result of the burning.   

I have told CALM that it needs to continue to try to reach its target.  In any given year, the target will always 
be a bit higher than what will be achieved.  That is because absolutely every area that could be burned is 
mapped out by CALM.  The Government is totally behind CALM undertaking prescribed burning and is 
making sure that this is being done.  The Government also makes it clear that, with CALM undertaking 
prescribed burning, city people will at times have to put up with smoke coming over the city from those 
prescribed burns.   

MIDLAND SALEYARDS, RELOCATION 

1405. Ms J.A. RADISICH to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fisheries: 

Will the parliamentary secretary please explain how the proposed relocation of the Midland saleyards to the north 
Bullsbrook-Muchea area demonstrates the Gallop Government’s commitment to regional Western Australia and the 
interface regions, as well as to the future of Midland?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question and for her continued interest in agricultural matters in her 
constituency.   

Members will be aware that at breakfast yesterday with the Swan Chamber of Commerce, the Minister for Agriculture, 
Forestry and Fisheries announced that the Gallop Government had given the go-ahead to plans to build a state-of-the-art 
livestock centre at Muchea to replace the Midland saleyards.  Members will be aware that this issue has been around for 
many years.  However, as part of its commitment to agriculture and regional Western Australia in general, this 
Government is now putting together a solution that meets the needs of the industry, the Midland community and the 
north eastern corridor.  I thank the member for Swan Hills and, indeed, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 
the member for Midland, for their support in addressing their communities’ needs whilst securing an outcome that 
addresses the future needs of our livestock industries on a whole-of-state, whole-of-industry basis.   

Members will recall that the Minister for Agriculture announced last February that the State Government had approved 
the relocation of the Midland saleyards to the Muchea area.  The overwhelming majority of industry favoured the 
Muchea location.  The decision followed an extensive evaluation and consultation period, during which a range of 
location options was assessed.   

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  After a request for interest process to establish the extent of private sector interest in the 
development of such a facility, the minister has taken advice from industry, which suggested that the best way forward 
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is to commence the development of a state government-owned facility at Muchea.  Specific arrangements for the use of 
funds from the eventual sale of the Midland saleyards assets have not been finalised.  However, current estimates are 
that all funds will be required for the new saleyards at Muchea.  The cost of the new facility is estimated at $11 million, 
plus land costs, with funds to come from the sale of the Western Australian Meat Industry Authority’s land assets at 
Midland and some borrowings.  The authority will build, own and operate the new multi-species facility, with flexibility 
for industry involvement in the future.  The minister is hopeful that the new facility will be ready for operation by the 
end of 2006 and has asked the Meat Industry Authority to take out a purchase option on a preferred site at Muchea and 
finalise the detailed design of the new facility.  I thank my colleagues for the animal noises.   

QUESTION ON NOTICE 1935, ANSWER ADVICE 

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES (Kingsley):  Pursuant to Standing Order No 80, I have a question for the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter interjected.  

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  I read them all; I bet the Minister for Education and Training is learning that!  How many 
laptop computers have gone missing?   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  1 545. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Perth just referred to the member for Kingsley as a grasshopper, and I think that is 
unparliamentary. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Within the film industry, to say “teach us grasshopper” is a form of saying someone has great wisdom.   

The SPEAKER:  I think that confirmed what the member for Perth did say.  I direct the member to withdraw that 
comment.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  I ask the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure: when will I receive an answer to question 
on notice 1935 of 16 September 2003 on the delays in handling local government scheme amendments?  

MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure):  I will make sure the member has the 
answer to that question by tomorrow.   

EASTERN HILLS SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL MUSIC PROGRAM 
Petition 

Ms J.A. Radisich presented the following petition bearing the signatures of 1 149 persons - 

To the honorable speaker,  

We the undersigned do humbly petition this honourable parliament to upgrade the music program at EHSHS to 
that of a music specialist school. 

As such to consider the provision of adequate funding to maintain the music program at EHSHS at a 
professional level as required by a music specialist school. 

The music program at this school will produce the third highest number of TEE music students in government 
high schools in WA in 2004. 

The current conditions resources & staffing are grossly inadequate to provide for this number of students.  This 
situation discriminates against students in the eastern suburbs. 

We seek the immediate resolution of this deficiency to enable the music program to proceed in 2004. 

[See petition No 307.] 

LUISINI WINERY 
Petition 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes presented the following petition bearing the signatures of 89 persons - 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 
Australia in Parliament assembled. 
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to any development at Luisini Winery because: 

1. Any commercial development at Kingslake Estate would adversely affect the amenity of the 
area; 

2. Any development of the Luisini Winery should require a vigorous assessment by the 
Environmental Protection Authority, which has not happened; and 

3. It is unacceptable for any proposed development to result in any traffic increase on Lakeway 
Drive, which is an access street. 

And we ask the Government to listen to the residents of Kingslake. 

[See petition No 308.] 

ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE, REPORT NO 8 
Correction, Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  I have received a request from the Chairman of the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee to amend the committee’s report No 8, on the sustainability of the dairy industry in Western 
Australia, tabled on 4 December 2003.  The reference on page 15 of the report to “a $19 million grant” is a 
typographical error and should read “a $10 million grant”.  Accordingly, under the provisions of Standing Order 
No 156, I advise the Assembly that I have authorised that the necessary correction be made to the tabled paper. 

HEALTH SYSTEM, AND CENTRAL WAIT LIST BUREAU FUNDING CUT 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to 
debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

Mr Speaker, 

In accordance with Standing Order 145, the Opposition wishes to raise the following Matter of Public Interest 
today: 

This House condemns the Labor Government for its complete failure to fix the crisis in our health system and 
in particular, its decision to cut funding to the Central Wait List Bureau and the resulting blow-out in elective 
surgery waiting times. 

Yours sincerely 

COLIN J BARNETT 
LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.14 pm]:  I move the motion.  I intend to concentrate on 
some of the broken promises and some of the realities of our health system.  The member for Murdoch will provide 
some alternatives for the way in which the health system in this State should be moving forward.   

We all remember what the now Premier said prior to the last election.  He made promises on behalf of Labor, which all 
Western Australians now consider to have been broken.  Labor promised that real solutions would be used to fix the 
health system.  In his campaign launch speech the Premier said the often-quoted words that it is a crisis when doctors 
and nurses are forced into public revolt over the management of our hospitals, all elective surgery in the main hospitals 
is cancelled and ambulances are forced to drive the streets of Perth to find an emergency ward that can accept patients.  
The Premier further said that if Richard Court could not fix it, he would.  After nearly three years, that has proved to be 
a farce.  We in this House all understand the cost pressures and demands on our health system.  However, the Premier 
made a commitment to fix it, and he has not delivered.  Three years later, the problems within our health system have 
deteriorated, not improved.  Ambulance bypass and now ramping at hospitals are at unprecedented levels.  St John 
Ambulance warns that lives may be at risk.  Perth tertiary hospitals were on bypass for nearly 8 000 more minutes in 
2002-03 than in 2001-02.  In August this year, all three tertiary hospitals were on simultaneous bypass on 18 occasions.  
That is a dramatic deterioration in the quality of health services in this State.   

There have been repeated delays with capital works.  Hopefully the emergency departments upgrades will soon be 
completed.  Despite the Government having repeatedly announced those projects, they still have not been completed.  
There has been very little in the way of new capital works.  There have been some minor works in information 
technology.  The Government has spent $3 million on infrastructure planning and $16 million on various minor works.  
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This is having an effect on country hospitals, and country people are seeing that directly impact on their communities.  
Improvements to country hospitals have not been progressed.  The Moora hospital project has been cancelled.  What is 
happening with the upgrades to the hospitals in Port Hedland, Margaret River, Kununurra, Halls Head and Derby?  
There has been delay, indecision and, in the case of Moora, a cut.  This Government has removed country health boards 
and, therefore, the ability of country people and communities to have a say in health delivery and the provision of 
services.   

Community health programs are so important to preventive health, but their funding has been cut by $12 million.  What 
sort of a Government takes $2 million out of mental health programs, including services for children under five years?  
It is a measure of this Labor Government that it has cut mental health programs for children under five years.  Some of 
the psychiatrists who work in that field say that it is the area of early identification and prevention.  If mental health 
problems, behavioural problems and learning difficulties are identified at a preschool age, there is more opportunity to 
address them.  Such children are more likely to succeed in school and less likely to come into contact with the justice 
system later in life.  Yet, this Government has cut funding to the largely volunteer-run programs in those areas.   

This Government refuses to accept responsibility for this and every other area of public administration.  It has 
repeatedly tried to blame the previous Government.  It continues to do so three years after being elected.  Annual 
growth in the health budget averaged six per cent over the eight years of the coalition Government.  It built new 
hospitals; it did not just talk about or promise them or put out press releases.  New hospitals were built at Mandurah, 
Joondalup, Bunbury, Armadale and Kelmscott.  Hospital upgrades were commenced at Albany, Broome and Geraldton, 
and the planning for the Moora hospital upgrade was started.  The coalition Government established the Central Wait 
List Bureau to reduce waiting times and so on.  To compare the record, there is a sharp contrast between what happened 
under the coalition and what has not happened under this Government. 

Labor has also tried to blame the Commonwealth.  I wonder what it will do if Mr Latham wins the election.  Will it 
continue to blame the Commonwealth?  It will probably put a different spin on it.  The current Minister for Health has 
claimed that Western Australia will receive $110 million less from the Commonwealth under the new Australian Health 
Care Agreement than if the 1998-2002 agreement had been rolled over.  The current Minister for Health has claimed 
that there will be a $110 million cut, yet, in answer to a question in the upper House, the Government - presumably the 
same minister - admitted that in the 2003-04 budget, it had factored in a contribution of $733.9 million from the federal 
Government and that it would receive $731.3 million; in other words, a difference of just $2.5 million.  However, the 
minister has tried to claim that there will be a federal government cut of $110 million. 

Where are the priorities of this Government?  There are severe problems in health, and problems in education and in our 
justice system.  However, in health, particularly in preventive health, especially for young children, this Government 
has been negligent.  We heard the Government try to boast about its priorities today.  One of its priorities is to re-route 
the south metropolitan rail line.  From the moment that decision was made in July 2001, the member for Carine, others 
and I have been warning this Government that the cost of that decision will be enormous.  The Premier issued a press 
release stating that it would be done for $1.2 billion.  He made that commitment just over two years ago.  Today we 
heard from the reckless, erratic Minister for Planning and Infrastructure that the cost has now blown out by 
$300 million, and work has not even begun.  It is not unusual to often see costs of major projects blow out, but I have 
never seen the cost of a project blow out by $300 million before a spade hits the ground in construction.   
Another priority of this Government is to break up Western Power.  The Government is prepared to spend $159 million 
to break up something that is providing a service to the public of this State.  I do not say that there cannot be reform in 
electricity, but I would have a different priority for that $159 million.  I would not be allocating it to destroy an 
organisation; I would be allocating it to education, health and areas of need within our community.  Yet that is not the 
Labor Government’s priority.  It would rather spend $159 million to satisfy commitments that it made to some business 
groups prior to the last election. 
The Government spent $28 million on a police royal commission that is unlikely to show systematic, endemic 
corruption in Western Australia, by the admission of the royal commission senior counsel himself; yet $28 million went 
on that project.  That was meant to cost $15 million.  The Government squandered hundreds of thousands of dollars on 
advertising decisions relating to Ningaloo Reef.  It has set up 295 reviews costing more than $13 million.  This 
Government would rather set up a committee, a commission, a task force, a review panel or whatever else than make a 
decision and do something.  It spent a fortune on a drug summit.  It is spending a fortune on east coast advisers on 
health and ignoring local knowledge.  It established NurseWest, which currently has 25 nurses.  It has been an absolute 
abject failure.  It has cost about $1 million a year.  It goes on.  The Government took $12 million from the Central Wait 
List Bureau.  It is little wonder that the Auditor General has said that it is not 13 500 people on the waitlist; it is 29 000.  
A thousand people are waiting for more than two and a half years for elective surgery in Western Australia, and 300 
people are waiting for more than five years.  Most of those people are seniors - elderly people - and they are waiting 
five years or two and a half years for necessary elective surgery.  This Government has no compassion and no genuine 
care for or interest in seniors in this community.  It goes on and on under Labor.   
The Premier and the current Minister for Health have not fixed the health crisis.  It is yet another example of another 
broken promise by this Labor Government.  The Premier promised the world and has delivered nothing, apart from his 
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295 committees.  He has delivered on that, but, apart from that, he does not have a result to show.  He has not been able 
to achieve any significant advance in the critical area of health care for the people of this State.  

MR M.F. BOARD (Murdoch) [3.25 pm]:  This debate has been brought on today - the last sitting day of 2003 - 
because we are about to enter the fourth year of the Gallop Government with a health system that has shown no 
improvement.  All the indicators are that the health system has deteriorated.  This news comes on the back of another 
report by the Auditor General.  The Auditor General has made a number of reports on the running of the Department of 
Health and the public health system in Western Australia.  Today we focus on the waiting lists for elective surgery.   

First off, the term “elective surgery” should be thrown out.  Even the Auditor General asks what elective surgery 
actually is.  It is, according to the report, surgery that does not have to be performed within 24 hours.  In other words, if 
a patient is not dying and the surgery is not an acute, lifesaving procedure, it is considered to be elective surgery.  
Whether a patient needs a heart transplant or coronary bypass, or has been waiting in pain for a number of months for 
surgery, it is considered to be elective surgery.  It is hardly elective in the sense that people are not choosing to undergo 
surgery; they are having the surgery to restore their long-term quality of life or providing an outcome such that they can 
function in society.  It is time we threw out the term “elective”, and just talked about public surgery in Western 
Australia. 

Who are the people on the waitlists?  The minister and I receive hundreds of letters from people on the public waitlist 
for “elective” surgery.  These people are severely disadvantaged.  Many of them have been waiting for a very long time.  
Hip replacements are very high on the agenda for dealing with pain and quality of life issues.  People want to return to 
work, or enjoy their work and provide some income for their families, but they are waiting on surgery.  That is the 
tragedy of the blow-out in the waiting lists.  In question time today, the minister continued fudging the figures - 
something at which this Government seems to be only too expert.  The Government is hoodwinking the people and this 
Parliament about elective surgery waiting lists.  The minister selectively quoted from one paragraph on page 39 of the 
Auditor General’s report on surgery waitlists, but the Auditor General went on to explain the waitlist numbers.  I will 
quote what the minister did not say in question time.  The report states - 

The number of patients on the reported waitlist has fallen from 17 500 in August 1999 to 13 500 in August 
2003. 

That is what the minister read out, but the report continues -  

Over that period, the number of patients admitted for their procedure also fell from 4 100 to 2 900 per month.  
The reduction in the waitlist occurred as the number of patients added to the waitlist each month has been less 
than the total of the patients admitted for their procedure plus those removed from the waitlist for other 
reasons. 

The public health system has been removing people from the public waitlist because they have been waiting too long - 
they are just written off as no longer waiting.  People in the country are not placed on the waitlist.  Patients not 
registered with a particular specialist in a particular tertiary hospital do not seem to be able to get on the waitlist.  The 
minister also did not mention the 30 per cent private health insurance rebate introduced by the Commonwealth 
Government, which saw thousands, particularly elderly people, remove themselves from the public hospital waitlists to 
move over to the private sector to have their surgery done one year after they had joined their health funds.  Hence, 
there was a spike in the number of patients seeking so-called elective surgery in the private system and therefore a slight 
decrease in the numbers waiting in the public system.   

Turning to the true figures as outlined by the Leader of the Opposition, page 39 indicates that the number of people on 
the waitlist has increased from about 26 000 to about 29 000.  A comparison of the total and reported waiting lists for 
the past two years is provided in figure 13 on page 39.  It indicates also that the number of reported cases has decreased.  
Therefore, the total number of people on the waitlist has increased, but the total number reported in the public system 
has decreased.  We see a fudging of the system.  Other States of Australia have country people admitted to the public 
waitlist, yet the Auditor General indicated that 3 500 such people are not included on the waitlist in Western Australia.  
A distortion of the figures is taking place to try to make it look as though the Government has done something. 
It is tragic that 42 per cent of people in Western Australia in the urgent category are waiting for longer than is clinically 
desired.  That is one of the highest rates in Australia, and should not be accepted by the Western Australian community.  
It should not be accepted that non-urgent cases, let alone urgent cases, are waiting for much longer periods than those 
clinically desired.  In fact, of the order of three per cent of the 1 000 cases that have waited more than three years are 
urgent cases.  Therefore, some 30 people have waited more than three years in the urgent category, which is an absolute 
disgrace.  The previous minister in particular was warned that this situation would arise when $12 million was taken 
from Central Wait List Bureau funding.  The coalition Government created the Central Wait List Bureau.  The previous 
minister, I believe in his ignorance, stated in an answer to a newspaper and in an answer to Parliament that the 
Government does not believe in providing increased amounts of money for administration.  That $12 million was not 
for administration, but to buy surgery.  It was a pooled fund from which the Central Wait List Bureau could take, say, 
Mrs Smith from Rockingham to have her surgery performed in the following week in Geraldton if that facility 
happened to have the bed space and surgeon available.  It is a matter of utilising the public hospital system effectively, 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 16 December 2003] 14899 

 

and efficiently using funds from the Central Wait List Bureau.  It had nothing to do with administration.  Those answers 
showed the minister’s misunderstanding of the system, and his ignorance to some degree of the way in which the 
process works.   

Where did that $12 million go?  It was sucked into the tertiary hospitals, as has another $40 million and another 
$80 million after that.  That continues to happen in Western Australia.  This minister calls it a core health outcome to 
continue to pour money into an inefficient tertiary hospital system that deals with far more cases than is needed, while 
our secondary hospitals and services in the community that try to prevent people ending up in tertiary hospital are 
starved of funds.  Tertiary hospitals suck up funds at an extraordinary rate in Western Australia.  According to figures 
provided around Australia, this State’s tertiary hospitals are the most inefficient in the country in terms of cost to deliver 
episodes and outcomes.  The costs at our tertiary hospitals are far greater than those found in other States of Australia.   

Let us talk about some positives.  Where do we go from here?  This Government has stalled for the past three years.  It 
heads into the last year of this Government, and it still has not improved the health system.  The Minister for Health 
mentioned in question time the Liberal Party’s “Health Directions and Initiatives” discussion paper - it is not a policy, 
as he indicated - that mentioned waitlists and elective surgery in relation to bed numbers and how to manage the system.  
This minister needs, as the Department of Health knows, to move a number of services away from our tertiary hospitals 
and to provide those services at our secondary hospitals.   

This State has a first-class health system once people get into it. There are no difficulties with the quality of the 
surgeons, clinicians or nurses or the dedication of those people; nobody criticises those people.  However, the problem 
in Western Australia has become one of access and being able to get into an overburdened system that does not have 
balance.  It is a health system that has become hospital-based and is directed from the tertiary hospital system down.  It 
does not deal with wellness, prevention or primary health care and it does not deliver services adequately close enough 
to where people live.  We need to get back to that desired situation.  To do that we do not need more reports, 
committees or administrative reviews.  We need to get on and do what everybody knows needs to be done and what has 
been done in other States of Australia.  We need to build up our primary health care and improve our access to 
secondary hospitals.  We need to create beds in those secondary hospitals and provide alternatives to help people access 
services, particularly in hospital.  Many people admitted to hospital do not need to be there.  Those admitted for longer 
periods, particularly the elderly, should not be there.  They are occupying valuable hospital beds, particularly tertiary 
hospital beds, because we have not had a structure or a plan to deal with an ageing and a growing population in the 
Perth metropolitan region.  Our discussion paper deals with those issues.  It talks about the successful hospital in the 
home projects, primary health care and access, and how we can reduce the current 65 to 70 per cent of admissions into 
tertiary hospitals down to 40 per cent within a five-year period.  All those things are achievable and have been achieved 
in other jurisdictions.  However, this State has wasted three years.  We had the Health Administrative Review 
Committee report.  We expected gurus to control the finances in tertiary hospitals.  We brought over some wise men 
from the east to tell us how to handle things locally, yet here we are, three years later, with a deteriorating health system 
when we could have put a number of these things in place some time ago.   

It does not take rocket science to alleviate some of the pressures within the public hospital system.  It does not even 
require a huge amount of additional money.  It requires a restructuring and a changing of where those services are 
delivered.  We need to offer more preventive services, to do more things up front and to have the courage of our 
convictions to see through those decisions and be able to follow through with those services.   

The Auditor General mentioned that we had difficulty getting surgeons to work in secondary hospitals because there are 
no teaching or research opportunities in those hospitals.  Why do we not teach across the total quantum of Western 
Australia’s hospital system?  Why has it been left to three or four hospitals that have become massive in size to become 
the kingdoms for teaching and research when day surgery and a range of short episodes such as keyhole surgery can be 
done closer to where people live?  Those people can be maintained in a home situation.  There are solutions.  We do not 
have to sit here year after year having the same debates and making the same excuses when people are in pain and 
waiting longer for elective surgery in the public hospital system.  Why are we not using the private system more?  Why 
do we not get some coordination going?  Why do we not do what Tony Blair has done and guarantee that people will 
have their surgery within a certain period?  It is time to get real.  It is not as though we do not have the resources.  We 
just have not had the management or the will to put it in place.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [3.38 pm]:  I also support this motion condemning the Labor Government for failing to 
fix the State’s public health system, a promise that the Government made some three years ago.  Country health services 
have definitely gone backward under this Labor Government.  The abolition of country hospital boards has resulted in 
the community having no input into the system and no control over the future of their local health services.  
Centralisation of control of the State’s public health system rests with the bureaucrats in Perth.  Funding cuts have 
occurred to non-government health services, such as mental health, men’s health and life education.  Country hospital 
services have been downgraded in areas such as Moora, Yarloop and Northampton.  That would have occurred also at 
Dumbleyung, but, thankfully, the people there got together and undertook a proper process and arrived at a good 
resolution.  I also ask the minister to answer the second part of the question I asked today about how he prioritises the 
upgrading of hospitals. 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  I was about to go on with that but I was interrupted. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  It is quite an important point. 

These actions are exacerbated by this Government’s failure to fully account for expenditure on the State’s public health 
system and to provide individual country hospital budget information, which is very important.  The evidence grows 
daily that this Labor Government has no idea how to fix the health system.  The latest Auditor General’s report, 
“Patients Waiting: Access to Elective Surgery in Western Australia”, is equally damning of the current health system 
and its administration.  The report highlights the fact that many people still wait longer than the clinically desirable 
waiting times.  The Auditor General said that this has been compounded by a shortage of fully trained surgeons and 
anaesthetists, a shortage of fully trained nurses, and a bed occupancy rate of 102 per cent, which is significantly higher 
than the recommended optimum level of 85 per cent.  The picture is far worse for people living in the country.  The 
Auditor General found that - 

As major surgery generally needs the special resources of a teaching hospital, elective surgery continues to be 
less accessible to people in country areas. 

People living in the country face the key issue of not only the waiting time for elective surgery but also the risks of that 
surgery being deferred.  Deferred surgery has a significantly greater impact on people living in the country than on 
those living in metropolitan areas.  In addition to the distress and inconvenience suffered by everyone, people living in 
the country have additional travel time and cost, plus the cost of accommodation.  The Government should take the 
option of country hospitals seriously.   

Secondly, more surgery should be performed in country hospitals to take the pressure off the metropolitan health 
system.  More aged care facilities should be located in our country hospitals.  The Auditor General found that - 

The pressure on the metropolitan hospitals has been further accentuated by the lack of facilities and doctors for 
many procedures in country hospitals which has forced country people to have surgery in the city. 

However, he concluded that - 

A range of intermediate and minor surgical operations can be safely performed at smaller hospitals. 

Surely this is enough incentive for the Government to seriously look at facilitating this option to take pressure off the 
city hospitals.  Members of the National Party have talked about this on many occasions.  This Government could 
pursue solutions to the waiting list problem, such as enabling more elective surgery to be conducted in country 
hospitals, and I urge the minister to do so. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Health) [3.44 pm]:  I commence with two extracts from the most recent 
report of the Auditor General entitled “Patients Waiting: Access to Elective Surgery in Western Australia”.  On page 19 
of the report, under the heading “Waitlist Numbers”, the Auditor General reports - 

The number of patients on the reported waitlist has fallen from 17 500 in August 1999 to 13 500 in August 
2003.   

In other words, over the past four years, with the transformation from the Liberal Party in government to the Labor 
Party in government, there has been a reduction of 4 000 people waiting for surgery in Western Australia.  The member 
for Murdoch should read page 19 of the report; there is no point huffing and puffing. 

Mr M.F. Board:  Read the rest of the quote; don’t be selective. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Murdoch did not mention the elective surgery waiting list under the Liberal Party 
policy because it failed to address it when in government.  It should also be noted that under the heading “Waiting 
Times”, the second paragraph states -  

Waiting times . . . have not increased in recent years.  Indeed, the average overall waiting time has remained 
relatively steady over the last four years at around four and a half to five months and at August 2003 was four 
and a half months.   

Despite what the Leader of the Opposition indicated quite dishonestly in his motion, there has not been a blow-out in 
elective surgery waiting times.  In the past four years, the time has remained within the range of four and a half to five 
months for surgery and is currently at the lower end of that range.  I do not know why the Liberal Party says things in 
this place that are patently untrue.  
Mr M.F. Board:  We did not.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Murdoch should tell me about the blow-out in elective surgery waiting times.   

Mr M.F. Board:  Seven per cent are waiting longer than the desired time.  There are 1 000 people waiting longer than 
three years.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  According to the dishonest motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition, there is a supposed 
blow-out in waiting times for surgery.  I refer to “clinically desirable waiting times” and the number of people who have 
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been waiting for surgery.  The Auditor General’s report No 11 of December 2003 is far more favourable than his report 
of 1999 when the coalition was in government.  When the Liberal Party was in government, 42 per cent of urgent 
surgery cases - surgery that was needed within 30 days - waited longer than was clinically desirable.  That number has 
come down to 36 per cent.  It is still unacceptable but, compared with the 42 per cent the coalition presided over, 36 per 
cent hardly constitutes a blow-out.  

Mr M.F. Board interjected.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Murdoch has raised this issue, so I will finish answering the question.  When the 
coalition was in government, the number of people waiting for urgent surgery was a scandal.  The coalition could not 
deal with it and that is why no mention has been made of it in its policy.  We have brought that figure down from 42 per 
cent to 36 per cent.  Although it is not acceptable, we are heading in the right direction.  

The number of people awaiting semi-urgent surgery - surgery that should be done within three months or 90 days - has 
remained on 47 percent, so there has been no improvement.  When the coalition was in power, 35 per cent of people 
seeking non-urgent surgery waited longer than 12 months.  That has been reduced during this Government’s term to 
30 per cent.  None of the figures under those classifications - urgent, semi-urgent and non-urgent - is worse than it was 
in 1999 when the Opposition was in government.  There has been a very significant improvement in two of the three 
categories.  Why has the Opposition used dishonest language in its motion?  Where is this blow-out in elective surgery 
waiting times?  It has not been identified. 

Mr M.F. Board:  It’s on page 39.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Okay - page 39; come in spinner.  

Mr M.F. Board:  The number of people waiting has increased.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are 4 000 fewer people on the waiting list today than when the Liberal Party was at the 
helm.  It has reduced from 17 500 to 13 500, according to the nationally accepted measurement of these matters.  That is 
a significant reduction in the number of people waiting for surgery as a result of the Labor Government’s policies 
compared with the Liberal Party’s performance.  The time that people are waiting has not increased.  I admit that the 
average waiting time is still too long, and we are doing something about it.  However, the Opposition cannot point to 
any area in which the figures are worse.  

Mr M.F. Board:  Yes, we can; I showed you.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Is the member for Murdoch referring to elective surgery?  

Mr M.F. Board:  Yes. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The problem is that the graph on page 39 does not refer to surgery.  

Mr M.F. Board:  It’s the waiting list for elective surgery.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, it is not.  We have already established that the surgery waiting list has reduced by 4 000 
thanks to the Labor Government.  The Auditor General also pointed to the fact that people are waiting for certain 
diagnostic procedures, and that the number of people who have booked appointments - which he refers to as a “wait” - 
has grown.  That is just a sign of people doing their work well; they deal with more people and book them in for 
appointments.  People do not wait.  A very simple example was given to me by Dr Brian Lloyd, an eminent 
cardiologist, who is also the chief government medical officer.  The figures include people who, for instance, have had 
heart surgery and had a pacemaker fitted.  Every six months such people go back for a checkup on their pacemaker.  
The 29 000 figure at page 39 of the report includes routine appointments such as checking pacemakers.  I do not regard 
that as surgery.  That is one simple example that came from the chief medical officer, who is, as I said, an eminent 
cardiologist.  He said that if the Auditor General regards a checkup on a pacemaker as elective surgery and, as such, 
ought to be added to the list, there is something horribly wrong.  I will go through what else makes up this figure.  It 
was the case in the member’s day that 26 000 people had appointments in public hospitals for certain diagnostic 
procedures, not surgery.  Another example is X-rays.  Does the member consider X-rays to be surgery? 

Mr M.F. Board:  No. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not either.  Approximately 150 people have appointments for X-rays and other imaging.  They 
are part of that list.  Obstetrics is another example.  The list includes routine tests such as listening to a baby’s heartbeat.  
It is included in the list at page 39.  It is hardly surgery. 

Mr M.F. Board:  You have changed things. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, we have not.  A total of 2 500 people are waiting for diagnostic procedures relating to the birth 
of their children.  Their appointments range from checking the heartbeats of their unborn children to various other 
diagnostic tests associated with high-risk pregnancies.  The Auditor General has identified such things as the unofficial 
list.  Approximately 3 000 people are waiting for a gastroscopy; that is, they are waiting for a tube to be put in their 
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stomachs so that a doctor can examine them.  It is hardly surgery; it is simply a diagnostic procedure.  People have 
appointments for that. 

Mr M.F. Board:  Technology is replacing invasive surgery, but it is still surgery. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is not surgery!  Pity help Western Australia if the member ever becomes the Minister for 
Health - he regards a routine diagnostic appointment as surgery!  What if I visit the emergency department at Royal 
Perth Hospital - is that surgery for me?  The member believes everything he is talking about is surgery.  What a joke! 

I will run through what else fits into the figures.  I have mentioned 2 500 procedures relating to the birth of a child; they 
are routine diagnostic tests.  That is all they are.  People are given an appointment and if they are on a list for that 
appointment, the Auditor General has said that they are represented on the unpublished list.  I have mentioned 3 000 
people waiting for a gastroscopy.  It is all in the figures identified by the Auditor General.  I have also made reference to 
endoscopies and X-rays.  There are nearly 4 000 people who have appointments for various other diagnostic procedures, 
including biopsies.  Various gynaecological diagnostic procedures are also listed.  Some patients are waiting to be 
assessed for risk to anaesthetics, and they appear on the unofficial waitlist.  A total of 860 people have had their surgery 
deferred because of the inappropriateness of having it done at a certain time due to infections or something of that 
nature.  A total of 500 people waiting for dental procedures have been added to the list.  Five hundred women in this 
State have booked in advance for the birth of their children in a hospital but are on the secondary waiting list.  Let us get 
real about this.  The figure quoted by the member for Murdoch from the report of the Auditor General indicates people 
who, overwhelmingly, have appointments for diagnostic procedures.  Some of the diagnostic procedures are very 
important and some are, invariably, day procedures.  They include procedures such as colonoscopies.  The Australian 
Institute of Health and Welfare does not require a colonoscopy to be officially reported as part of the national uniform 
approach to waitlists, because it is not surgery.  I find it very distressing that people have to wait in our teaching 
hospitals for as long as they do to have a colonoscopy performed, particularly if they have a family history of cancer of 
the colon and the like.  I agree with the member for Wagin’s proposition that, by and large, those types of procedures 
should not be booked into our tertiary hospitals in Perth.  They can, should and will be done in the secondary hospitals.  
I am very keen to look at utilising the capacity for those sorts of procedures to be done - for economic reasons as much 
as anything else - in the smaller hospitals because that would make sense.  That also should be done on the basis that 
people are not admitted to a hospital for that procedure because they do not need to be.   

Cataract surgery is another example of a surgical procedure that is recorded on the waitlist.  It is quite distressing for 
people who have cataracts, which can significantly impair their vision, to have to wait unacceptably long times to be 
admitted to a government hospital to have the cataracts removed.  Most people who have cataract surgery in the 
government system have a general anaesthetic and are admitted to hospital as in-patients.  That need not be the case.  In 
the overwhelming bulk of cases, the procedure can be performed under a local anaesthetic on a day-procedure basis 
without the patient being admitted to hospital.  The Government is looking at ways it can tackle those types of day 
procedures.   

However, that is getting off the point.  My point is that the one area the member for Murdoch has referred to - the 
indication by the Auditor General that the waiting list figures are higher today than they were when the coalition 
Government was in power four years ago - concerns appointments for diagnostic procedures.  However, the motion 
does not refer to that aspect.  An appointment for a diagnostic procedure can simply be an indicator of the level of 
activity in the health system.  The higher the level of activity in our public health system, the better for all of us.  It is 
good that people are booking more appointments for surgery, that more work is being done and that more people are 
being treated.  I do not see that as a problem.  If people could not get diagnostic procedures done, it would be a different 
proposition.  However, that is not what the Auditor General is saying.  I think that the Auditor General was a little bit 
loose by generally incorporating people waiting for diagnostic procedures, or people who have an appointment for a 
diagnostic procedure, into the elective surgery waitlist.  The elective surgery waitlist has been debated nationally and 
refined over a long time so that comparisons can be made between hospitals and States, and the exact situation can be 
determined.  On the true indicators, there has not been a blow-out in elective surgery waiting times, which the 
opposition motion refers to.  In fact, it has been the opposite.  The number of people on the waitlist for elective surgery 
has reduced.  There has been a movement towards the lower end of the range, which over the past four years has been 
the waiting time for people having elective surgery.   

Mr M.F. Board:  What about country hospitals?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am coming to them.  Although the waiting times for elective surgery is unacceptable, it is at an 
11-year low.  It is the best result this State has seen for 11 years.  That is the reason the member for Murdoch and the 
Liberal Party’s paper deliberately did not refer to the issue of elective surgery and how the Liberal Party would deal 
with it.  The paper is a rehash of what the Liberal Party has released over the past five years.   

Mr M.F. Board:  It is not a rehash.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is very similar to what was released in 1998, 2000 and 2003.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  There is a lot of support for what was being said then.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is a pity that the former Government did not do anything about it when it was in government if it 
was such a good idea.  It did not fund it when the member for Darling Range was the Minister for Health in 1998.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  We were doing it.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member spoke in 1998 about transferring to their homes and the minor hospitals the 75 per 
cent of patients who were treated in the tertiary hospitals.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  It was happening.  The system was changing. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The previous minister did not fund it, did not do it and now he is repeating that he wants to do it.  I 
am surprised he was given credibility for it. 

What concerns me most about this issue, which has been accurately reported by the Auditor General, is that people wait 
for an inordinate time for their elective surgery.  There are two areas of concern and the first is that people wait for 
elective surgery for longer than the clinically desirable time.  While this Government has been in power, the proportion 
of people waiting longer than the clinically desirable time in both urgent and non-urgent categories has fallen 
significantly.  Between 1999 and 2003, the number of urgent cases waiting longer than 30 days fell from 42 per cent to 
36 per cent, and the number of non-urgent cases fell from 35 per cent to 30 per cent.  That is still not good enough.  We 
must continually aim for no longer than the clinically desirable waiting time.  I want those figures to come down 
significantly further than that.   

Another area that worries me significantly is the number of very generous Western Australians who have been waiting 
for far longer than the clinically desirable time.  However, measured in absolute terms, the figures indicate that people 
have been waiting longer than 500 days for their surgery; in other words, longer than a year and a half.  I do not find it 
acceptable that people have to wait that long.  That is an issue with which we obviously must deal. 

I now deal with the country position.  As at 30 November, a total of 2 461 people in the city on the elective surgery 
waiting list, including both private hospitals at Joondalup and Peel, have been waiting longer than 500 days for their 
surgery.  To put that figure in the country context, 785 people in the country have been waiting longer than 500 days for 
their surgery.  We must put our energy and effort into reducing those waiting times for those people.  We must make 
sure that these very patient people, whether they be in the country or in the city, are offered surgery.  Frankly, it appals 
me that people have been so patient and have waited for that length of time.  We want to reward that patience and we 
will ensure the matter is addressed appropriately.  The issue of long waits will be addressed and, hopefully, there will be 
a solution to that problem. 

Another matter I should touch on is the budgetary issue that has been referred to by the member for Murdoch.  I have 
been somewhat bemused and certainly confused by the suggestion that $12 million has been taken out of elective 
surgery in Western Australia.  I will give the House the figures as they appear in the budget that I understand have been 
expended in each of the years.  In 1999-2000, funding for elective surgery waitlists was $19.1 million; in 2000-01, it 
was $24.1 million; in 2001-02, the first year of the Labor Government, it rose to $25.9 million; in the last financial year, 
2003-04, it was $33.7 million; and the estimate for 2003-04, the accuracy of which will be determined at the end of the 
year, is $30.9 million. 

Mr M.F. Board:  But you took it out of the Central Wait List Bureau. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is important to note that money goes not only to the Central Wait List Bureau, but also to 
hospitals for elective surgery.  The fact is that today we are spending almost twice as much on elective surgery as was 
spent in the last year the Opposition was in power.  The member for Murdoch should not give us nonsense about 
reducing the amount of money that has been made available for elective surgery in this State.  One of the reasons that 
the number of people on the elective surgery waiting list in this State is 4 000 fewer today than it was when the Liberal 
Party was in power is that we are spending more money on it.  There are also other reasons.  Reference has been made 
already in this debate to the impact of private health insurance.  Reference has been made also to the effort that was 
made in 1999, when members opposite were in power, to clean up the waitlist.  However, half of the people who were 
taken off the waitlist during that big blitz were taken off not because their surgery had been completed but because of 
other factors.  I am not complaining about that.  However, members opposite should not say that was a new 
phenomenon.  We are now at an 11-year low in the number of people waiting for elective surgery in Western Australia.  
We will better that figure and continue the downward trend for the number of people who are waiting for elective 
surgery.  I thought it was very important to debunk the myth that has been put around in some quarters about the 
number of people on the waitlist in this State and the length of time they need to wait for elective surgery.  I am pleased 
the Leader of the Opposition is now in the Chamber.  The final sentence of the motion moved by the Leader of the 
Opposition is dishonest.  I think I have amply demonstrated during the course of the debate that there has been no blow-
out in elective surgery waiting times.  Rather, there has been a significant improvement.  On all the indicators for 
elective surgery in this State, the figures are the best that they have been for 11 years.   

The Leader of the Opposition suggested also that the situation in hospitals today is getting worse, if I can summarise it 
in that way.  One important area that affects the general public is treatment for cancer.  I think everyone in our 
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community has been touched by cancer in one way or another.  I discovered when I became Minister for Health that in 
non-urgent cases, people who are diagnosed with cancer, or perhaps have even undergone surgery for cancer, have to 
wait for up to six months - or 27 weeks - for radiation therapy at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  I found that absolutely 
appalling.  Something is wrong with us as a Government and a State if we cannot offer these people treatment 
immediately.  Having had that waiting time identified by the Reid review, and having been made aware of those figures 
in any event, we immediately moved to talk with the new federal Minister for Health and Ageing, Tony Abbott.  I must 
say that Tony Abbott’s predecessor, Kay Patterson, was a very hard woman to deal with; she was not an appropriate 
health minister, and I am very pleased that she has been removed from that position.  I have been very pleasantly 
surprised in my dealings with Tony Abbott.  He is very cooperative and is trying to deliver a good end result to the 
patients; and that is what it is all about.   

At my first health ministers’ conference we discussed a number of issues on which the Commonwealth and the State are 
cooperatively pursuing solutions.  One of the major issues affecting cancer patients in Western Australia is the shortage 
of linear accelerators.  We have entered into an agreement for a $14 million project, for which the Commonwealth will 
provide $6 million and the State will provide $8 million of capital money, for two new linear accelerators in a new 
building at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  That is the first, and most crucial, step towards providing a centre for 
excellence for cancer treatment in Western Australia.  We have also advertised for a new statewide director of cancer 
services, in conformity with the recommendation of the discussion papers that were put out by Professor Mick Reid.  
We are serious about making sure that people with cancer in Western Australia do not need to wait and will get the best 
treatment that is available.  I think that is an enormous step forward and credit should be given for it, regardless of the 
current political issues.  When the totality of that announcement comes to fruition - there are other dimensions to it, 
which will become public in the next few weeks - I think the public will give the Government a big tick for spending 
money where it really matters; that is, on cancer treatment.  However, it is not enough to simply have the machines; we 
do not have the staff to do the work.  Again, we have worked with the federal department on a way to train radiation 
therapists in Western Australia for the first time.  I am delighted about that.  It has been a cooperative exercise.  The 
staff will be employed and trained, and the machines, the new centre for excellence and a statewide director of cancer 
services will be all together.  We will cooperate with the private sector to ensure that people will say that, when it 
comes to cancer care, the Gallop Government has done the right thing by the people of Western Australia and their lot 
is now better thanks to a Labor Government.   

I move to the next issue which was brought to public prominence, particularly as a result of the Bali bombings, and 
which constantly remains with us as a result of the threat of terrorism; that is, the burns unit at Royal Perth Hospital.  
That was a priority.  We have allocated money to that unit and we will have the best centre for burns treatment in the 
whole of Australia, if that is not already the case.  Again, the Government will get a big tick for the provision on the 
eleventh floor of the RPH building of a centre for rehabilitation and reconstructive work associated with people with 
burns.  It should not be a matter of criticising or boasting about these issues; these are the sorts of things we should be 
doing properly as a Government.  We are able to do these things, and we will be doing a lot more of them, because we 
have made the hard decisions on the areas of lower priority to ensure that money is spent in the areas in which it really 
counts.   

To answer the question of the member for Wagin, we made the tough decision on the commitment to build a new 
hospital at Moora.  We knew it would be intensely unpopular with the people of Moora.  Moora will have its existing 
hospital, which will continue to do, from a medical point of view, all the things that it has always done.  However, the 
Government will use the money saved to expand the range of services in regional Western Australia by ensuring that 
the scope of the regional hospital in Geraldton, which is designed to service the entire region and not just a town, is not 
cut back.  It was a hard call and we have copped brickbats for it.  Unless a Government makes those sorts of calls on its 
priorities, it will find it does not have the money to spend on the important matters.  We will move on with the elective 
surgery waitlist.  We will move on with cancer treatment.  We will move on with all those areas that are crucially 
important to the people of Western Australia.  We will not pander to narrow sectional interest groups.  We will say to 
those people, “That is our assessment of the priorities; we are sorry that yours does not agree.”  We are prepared to 
make the tough decisions to refocus the finances, and that has been as hard on the big teaching hospitals as it has been 
on community groups, country health and others.  We have directed particularly the head office of the Department of 
Health and the teaching hospitals to rein in their expenditures and we have done that to a very significant degree.  I will 
say more about that a little later.  For now, we have freed up capacity for the treatment of cancer, burns and other forms 
of elective surgery and the like, of which this Government should be very proud.   

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [4.13 pm]:  I strongly support the motion that has been moved by the Leader of the 
Opposition.  The reality is that the Government has reduced the role of the Central Wait List Bureau and has reduced 
the funding that was available to increase the amount of elective surgery provided in Western Australia.  The 
manifestations of that change of policy are now becoming apparent to all Western Australians.   

If I may have the indulgence of the House, the main comments I want to place on the record relate to another issue 
within the health portfolio generally.  One of the comments on page 6 of the report of the Public Accounts Committee 
presented on 4 December states -  



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 16 December 2003] 14905 

 

Evidence to the Committee suggested that Dr Bryant Stokes, the then Commissioner of Health, persuaded 
Ernst & Young to amend a couple of crucial words in the draft final report.   

I know that Professor Stokes is aggrieved at that comment, and for very good reason.  I acknowledge that the Minister 
for Health did to a certain extent touch on this aspect in his brief ministerial statement earlier this afternoon.  The 
imputation in that comment in the Public Accounts Committee report is that Professor Stokes was acting as a result of 
pressure exerted by representatives of the doctors concerned with the operation of trust accounts.  Those comments 
were reported in The West Australian of 6 December.  I was not Minister for Health when the draft report was presented 
to Professor Stokes, but I was certainly the minister when the investigation began in 2000.  Having worked with 
Professor Stokes for two and a half years when he was chief medical officer, and from my own observations of him, I 
know that he is an individual of the highest integrity and professionalism who would certainly not have been motivated 
by any desire to cover up any wrongdoing in any way.  Professor Stokes has responded to these issues very effectively 
in the correspondence that was tabled by the Minister for Health during his brief ministerial statement today.  I draw the 
attention of the House to that correspondence, including the letter from Ernst and Young and the copy of the letter in 
which he referred the issue to the Anti-Corruption Commission. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.15 pm]:  I support this motion from the Leader of the Opposition.  I have 
looked at the graphs the minister referred to in the Auditor General’s report.  The minister stated that this was a 
dishonest motion from the Leader of the Opposition.  However, I wonder why the minister is seeking to do a 
Department of Health cover-up with these figures.  The Auditor General has clearly shown the decrease in waitlist 
numbers from 17 500 in 1999 to 13 500 in 2003.  One thousand of the patients who disappeared from the waitlist were 
“cases removed for reasons other than patient admitted”.  That takes the difference down to 3 000.  The figures for the 
period August 1999 to August 2000 show another 1 800 patients came off the waiting list.  That was under the previous 
Government.  The figures for August 2000 to August 2001 show that a further 1 800 patients came off the waiting list.  
It could be said, perhaps, that this was split 50-50 between this and the previous Government.  Only 500 patients came 
off the waiting list between 2001 and 2002.  In the past year there has been no change.  As the Auditor General pointed 
out, the figures have gone from 4 100 admissions per month to 2 900.  What is happening to these waiting lists?  Why 
are they increasing?  Why are some people on waiting lists for four and a half months, some for 12 months, some for 18 
months and some for several years?  The report states that the figures reflect 47 per cent of the total waitlist.  The 
minister said that this is because these patients are undergoing elective and diagnostic procedures that should not be 
done at the teaching hospitals.   

I will let this minister’s electorate know that not only has the minister not allocated beds to Fremantle Hospital, but also 
that he does not want risk assessments or biopsies to be done there.  He does not want patients to go to that hospital to 
have their pacemakers checked, for X-rays, for elective procedures, colonoscopies, endoscopies or gastroscopies - he 
will move these procedures to the secondary hospitals.  What about the people who live in his electorate?  Not only is 
there a blow-out across Perth, but also the minister will make services at Fremantle Hospital, which is already the poor 
relation south of the river, even worse.  On page 24 of the report it states that some patients did not have their elective 
surgery done at Fremantle Hospital because no beds were available on the wards.  In 2001-02 that involved 
approximately 70 patients.  In 2002-03 it affected 120 patients.  The Minister for Health has done nothing for Fremantle 
Hospital.  The minister confirmed that the Government will not provide beds to Fremantle Hospital, it still has not 
provided a stroke unit or a magnetic resonance imaging scanner to the hospital, and he will also now send to secondary 
hospitals the patients who currently go to Fremantle Hospital to have their pacemakers checked, for X-rays and for 
elective procedures.  Where will the minister send the patients?   

The health system is in crisis and this Government has not addressed the issue.  This Government got across the line on 
the basis that it would fix up health, but it has not fixed up health, as the Auditor General’s figures show.  Is the minister 
looking at these figures?  No, he is fudging figures.  He is extracting from the report the odd sentence that he believes 
makes the Government look good; he is not accurately reflecting the work that the Auditor General has done.  The 
report shows, as the motion reads, that there has been a complete failure to fix the crises, and, in particular, the 
Government should not have cut funding to the Central Wait List Bureau, as a result of which elective surgery waiting 
times have blown out. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (18) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr J.H.D. Day Mr W.J. McNee Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr P.G. Pendal Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr R.N. Sweetman Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron  
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Noes (29) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley  
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr M.G. House Mr C.M. Brown 
 Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.J.M. Bowler 

Question thus negatived. 

BILLS 
Assent 

Messages from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the following Bills - 

1. Legal Practice Bill 2002. 

2. Acts Amendment and Repeal (Courts and Legal Practice) Bill 2002. 

3. Business Tax Review (Assessment) Bill (No. 2) 2003.   

4. Economic Regulation Authority Bill 2002.   

5. Motor Vehicle Repairers Bill 2002.   

6. Western Australian Planning Commission Amendment Bill 2003.   

Returned 

1. Inspector of Custodial Services Bill 2003. 

7. Acts Amendment (Reserves and Reserve Boards) Bill 2003. 

Bills returned from the Council without amendment. 

CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2003 
Receipt 

Bill received from the Council. 

Speaker’s Ruling 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  I have had the opportunity to look at the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003, which has been received from the Legislative Council.  This Bill consists primarily 
of provisions that were deleted from another Bill passed by this House, but it remains a Bill that originated in the 
Legislative Council.  Proposed section 146 of the Bill provides for allowances to be paid to witnesses.  In particular, 
proposed subsection (4) is as follows -  

For the purposes of this section the Consolidated Fund is, to the extent necessary, appropriated accordingly. 

Section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 provides that Bills appropriating revenues or money shall 
not originate in the Legislative Council.  Consequently, I rule that the Bill should not have originated in the Legislative 
Council and is therefore out of order. 

Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [4.29 pm]:  I move without notice -  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be moved 
forthwith -  

That this House - 

(a) recognises that the Speaker’s ruling in relation to the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003 is in conformity with the practice of the House;  
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(b) acknowledges the urgent need for this Bill to be brought into effect as soon as possible; 

(c) recognises that most of the provisions of this Bill originated in the Legislative Assembly and 
were split from the original Bill when it was in the Legislative Council; 

(d) suspends so much of the standing orders as is necessary for the Bill to be accepted from the 
Council and proceed through its stages in the Legislative Assembly; and 

(e) directs that the following message be sent to the Legislative Council - 

The Legislative Assembly - 

(a) informs the Legislative Council that the Corruption and Crime 
Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003, forwarded from the 
Legislative Council to the Legislative Assembly, contained in proposed 
section 146 within clause 17 a clear appropriation which does not conform 
with section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899; and 

(b) asks the Legislative Council to ensure that it observes this section in 
relation to all future Bills. 

I understand that the Opposition is in agreement that we should take up the debate on that matter.  Therefore, I will not 
speak to it, but will speak to the substantive motion, if standing orders are suspended so as to allow that matter to be 
debated. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [4.30 pm]:  I am not even a party to the behind-the-
Chair arrangements with the Labor Party; however, I am appalled with the process of this Bill.  As most people in the 
Chamber will know, I spent a number of years on the oversight committee of the Anti-Corruption Commission.  I have 
some knowledge of the ACC.  I spent a fair amount of taxpayers’ funds when I was involved in that committee and I 
went to Hong Kong and the United States.   

The current situation is that we cannot get the amendments from the upper House.  The upper House standing 
committee report has gone; we cannot get a copy of it.  The only way we can access that information is on the Internet.  
The report is 160-odd pages long.  It would be somewhat of a task to download that report, even if we were able to do 
it.  However, our office has been online and offline all today and yesterday.  I suspect most members are in the same 
position.  We went to the Bills and Papers Office, but we could not get the amendments that we will be debating 
because they were not in this Chamber’s records when we inquired late this morning.  The National Party has not been 
able to obtain a copy of the upper House standing committee report.  I understand amendments were passed in the 
committee stage in the upper House.  We have not been able to obtain those amendments.  We do not know which 
recommendations in the report the Government of the day has agreed to, and there is no document in this House for us 
to work from.  Therefore, we are being asked to go into this debate today absolutely cold, with no information 
whatsoever.  That is outrageous.  It should never happen in a Parliament.   

When I was driving to Parliament House today, I heard the minister say on ABC radio that he will double the size of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission compared with that of the ACC, and that it will have a whole range of powers.  I 
have no idea what they are, and I will be asked to vote on them some time today.  I believe my record in this House will 
show - someone will jump in and check the record - that I have never abstained from voting; that is, I have never 
walked out the back door and been absent for a vote.  If I ever did that, it would have been in my very early days in the 
Parliament.  I do not want to duck my responsibility as a member of Parliament and not vote on this matter; and I must 
say that, in principle, I am not opposed to what is happening.  However, I cannot vote for something of which I have no 
knowledge.   

I say to the Leader of the House that I know it is a difficult position.  I do not want to get up everyone’s nose.  I know 
what the date is, and I want to have a break for Christmas too.  However, I do not want to be in a debate in which I have 
to vote from a position of no knowledge.  I am opposing whatever the agreement is.  Even though only two National 
Party members are present, we will divide on this issue, because it is not acceptable.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.35 pm]:  The Leader of the House approached me this morning and asked whether 
the Opposition would agree to the suspension of standing orders so that this motion could be put before the House and 
this Bill could be dealt with.  I take on board everything the Leader of the National Party has said.  I agree with him that 
it is an appalling situation to see a Government on the run, and a minister who has stuffed this up.  If he had got it right 
in the first place, the Bill would not have gone from here to the upper House in the way it did, and then come back as a 
new Bill.  That is basically what has happened.  The assurance I gave to the Leader of the House was that the 
Opposition would not oppose the suspension of standing orders, but it does oppose the substantive motion the House 
will debate before it even considers the Bill.  I do not want to waste the time of the House.  I normally make my 
speeches very brief, and I intend to do that in this instance, but I and other members on this side of the House will have 
more to say on the substantive motion.  
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Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (40) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.P.D. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley 
Mr C.J. Barnett Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr G.I. Gallop Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr M.F. Board Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.L. Bradshaw Mr S.R. Hill Mr W.J. McNee Mr R.N. Sweetman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr N.R. Marlborough Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (6) 

Dr E. Constable Mr M.W. Trenorden Dr J.M. Woollard  
Mr P.G. Pendal Mr T.K. Waldron Mr R.A. Ainsworth (Teller)  

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [4.40 pm]:  I move - 

That this House - 
(a) recognises that the Speaker’s ruling in relation to the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment 

and Repeal Bill 2003 is in conformity with the practice of the House; 
(b) acknowledges the urgent need for this Bill to be brought into effect as soon as possible; 
(c) recognises that most of the provisions of this Bill originated in the Legislative Assembly and were 

split from the original Bill when it was in the Legislative Council;  
(d) suspends so much of the standing orders as is necessary for the Bill to be accepted from the Council 

and proceed through its stages in the Legislative Assembly; and 
(e) directs that the following message be sent to the Legislative Council - 

The Legislative Assembly - 
(a) informs the Legislative Council that the Corruption and Crime Commission 

Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003, forwarded from the Legislative Council to the 
Legislative Assembly, contained in proposed section 146 within clause 17 a clear 
appropriation which does not conform with section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act 1899; and 

(b) asks the Legislative Council to ensure that it observes this section in relation to all 
future Bills. 

This entire matter arose from the establishment of the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or 
Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers, which was a commitment made by the Labor Party prior to 
the election and a promise that the Gallop Government has fulfilled.  We know that members opposite were opposed to 
a royal commission.  I mention that because of the delay that has occurred through a range of processes as the 
Government sought not only to have the royal commission report but also to put in place an effective and functioning 
corruption and crime commission to assist in rooting out corruption and organised crime wherever it exists in Western 
Australia.  This indicates why this unusual measure is being taken; that is, this legislation is of extreme importance.   
The conduct of the police royal commission resulted in a preliminary report that suggested the establishment of a 
corruption and crime commission prior to the conclusion of the work of the police royal commission so that any loose 
ends or ongoing investigations could be passed over to the new commission so that it would not miss a step and could 
continue to pursue corruption and organised crime in Western Australia.  For that very purpose, the Government 
brought a Bill to the Legislative Assembly.  That legislation was passed and sent to the Legislative Council in June of 
this year.  The Government’s clear intent was that the legislation should be given priority in the other place so that the 
Corruption and Crime Commission could be established prior to the final report of the police royal commission to 
ensure a smooth transition from the police royal commission to an effective and functioning Corruption and Crime 
Commission.   

I do not intend to go through all the issues of the delay.  The measure was sent to a committee in the other place, and it 
was sent back to the Chamber in the last week in which the Legislative Council could deal with it.  Throughout that 
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process, the Bill, which originated in the Legislative Assembly, was split into two Bills.  One of those Bills was 
returned to the Assembly some weeks ago and has completed its passage.  The remaining provisions were put into 
another Bill, which has been judged by you, Mr Speaker, to be a new Bill.   

The fact is that when dealing with matters in the other place, the Labor Government does not have a majority.  It must 
seek consensus and support from the Liberal Party and other minor parties in the other place.  Therefore, the 
Government is in a difficult position when dealing with the important issue of fighting corruption and crime in this State 
in facing clear obstruction to the delivery of this important legislation in a timely way.  The Government had to accept 
that a splitting of the Bill would occur.  In doing so, the Government had to accept that it was not in its control to 
determine what amendments were made.  Members might point to the divisions and votes in the other place and say that 
the Government went along with the amendments made.  The Government did so because this is an urgent matter.  If it 
did not seek to accommodate some of those views in the other place, we would be left without this important Corruption 
and Crime Commission, which must be established without any further delay.   

The fact remains that both Bills that have been returned to the Legislative Assembly fulfil the clear intent of the original 
Bill that was established in this place.  The technical issue - it is not just technical, as I take your ruling to be a matter of 
fact, Mr Speaker - is that in dividing the one Bill into two, one Bill was taken as originating here and the other Bill had 
to be taken as being a new Bill.  In your ruling, Mr Speaker, you have upheld what has been a common practice of your 
predecessors in asserting that under section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, a Bill that leads to 
expenditure cannot originate in the other place.  Although the Bill as a whole originated in this place, the legislation 
with which we are now dealing is a separate Bill and is seen, through the way it has been constructed, to have originated 
in the other place.  Therefore, it runs foul of section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  That point is 
picked up in paragraph (a) of my motion.   

Paragraph (b) of the motion acknowledges the urgent need for the Bill to be brought into effect as soon as possible.  I do 
not want to go back over the provisions or the importance of this matter.  However, anyone who is concerned about the 
issues of police corruption or organised crime knows that there is a real concern that this matter has not been addressed 
adequately in Western Australia, a view highlighted by the media from time to time.  This matter must be treated 
urgently and we need to have this legislation passed through the Parliament immediately.  We cannot wait another two, 
three or six months.  The legislation has already languished for six months in the other place.  If the other place had 
given this Bill the priority that this House gave it, the whole matter could have been dealt with by August.  The 
Corruption and Crime Commission would have been set up and running by November.  We are already behind time and 
further delays will not be countenanced.   

Given the urgency behind this legislation and the Speaker’s ruling, we had to work out how to deal with this Bill.  The 
method we have put forward is the best method, but I will come to that after I discuss the other two options to which 
consideration was given.  One option was to prorogue Parliament.  The Legislative Council has, through a sessional 
order, put in place fixed sitting dates.  Therefore, it will not be sitting until March next year for fixed times.  If we 
establish this legislation as a new Bill originating in this House and pass it through this place - I am sure we would get 
cooperation to do that quickly, so that is not an issue - when it gets to the other place it will have to start the whole 
process again.  If the other place is not sitting until March, we have real problems.  Prorogation means both Houses 
could start sitting tomorrow, but there are a range of difficulties that come with that, such as re-establishing matters on 
the Notice Paper and the other place dealing with the legislation in an expeditious manner - simply passing it to the 
other place does not guarantee that happening.  If the other place wanted to go through its procedures, the Bill would sit 
there for a week and then the House would sit again.  Although prorogation offered a potential way of starting the 
process again, it was not a practical way of ensuring that the royal commission could complete its work, or, having 
completed its work, could hand down its report and set up the new body.  We rejected the first option of prorogation.   

The second option of seeking the agreement of the other place was even less practical given the delay that has already 
happened there.  That is something that would require an absolute majority in the other place because it would mean 
overturning its current sessional order.  To call that House back early in contravention of its sessional order would need 
a clear commitment from the Liberal Party and the Labor Party, which is far too difficult.  Given the fact that the other 
place has not been conducive to expediting the Bill, it is highly unlikely that that would occur.   

That then leaves us with the option now before us; that is, to proceed, even though the Bill has been judged by the 
Speaker to be contrary to section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  We are also aware that, under section 
46(9) of that Act, what we are wanting to do cannot be challenged in a court.  The Assembly is within its rights to 
determine that course of action.  As Leader of the House, I take seriously the balance of the powers between the two 
Houses - that is what section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act is clearly about - and the issue of delivering 
good government.  Good government means that the Corruption and Crime Commission must be put in place without 
any further delay.  This is not just a simple political point.  The Government has gone to all the expense and trouble of 
having a major royal commission into the Police Service.  That report has been concluded and needs to be brought 
down.  The preliminary report stated that the Government should establish this commission.  The whole thing was 
established so that there would be a smooth flow from the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any 
Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers to the establishment of the Corruption and Crime 
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Commission.  This is a major issue for good government in Western Australia.  It is not a simple administrative matter; 
it is not a political matter.  On one side we have that situation, and on the other side we have a situation in which 
accepting this Bill from the other place and proceeding with it could be seen as conceding ground and power to the 
other Chamber.  As Leader of the House, I do not do this lightly, but on balance we really need to do it in this case 
because of the importance of this Bill.  This is not the first time this has been done.  It was done in 1997, and I will talk 
about that a little later.   

Paragraph (d) of the motion states - 

suspends so much of the standing orders as is necessary for the Bill to be accepted from the Council and 
proceed through its stages in the Legislative Assembly; 

I will make this clear for members.  This suspension has nothing to do with the issues contained within section 46 of the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  Paragraph (d) prevents someone from seeking some provision in the standing 
orders to cause delay or to frustrate this process.   

Paragraph (e) of the motion enables the Assembly to send a message to the Legislative Council.  It is crucial that this 
message assert the primacy of the Assembly for Bills relating to the expenditure of money, and to make it very clear 
that the Assembly believes that section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act should be upheld and that the 
Legislative Council, for whatever reason, has simply not paid enough attention to this important matter.  It seems 
strange that the Clerk in the other place ran down to the Supreme Court when he had a technical concern on another 
matter, but did not raise those concerns publicly when this Bill was introduced and appeared to be in contravention of 
section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, and which the Speaker has ruled is in contravention of that 
section.  The issue then is for the Legislative Assembly to send a message to the Council indicating that the Legislative 
Assembly preserves its rights, established under the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, to be the only House that can 
originate Bills that allow for the expenditure of money.  This power should not be usurped by the other Chamber. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Paragraph (e) of the motion refers to “section 146 within clause 17.”  Do you have that clause?  We do 
not have a copy of the Bill; we are at a disadvantage. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will obtain it before I sit down.  That may have been the key issue that led to that ruling.  Other 
parts of the Bill may also lead to that conclusion, but that clause, which I will read into the record in a moment, makes it 
absolutely clear that this Bill relates to the appropriation.  Proposed section 146 (4) reads - 

For the purposes of this section the Consolidated Fund is, to the extent necessary, appropriated accordingly.  

In light of those clear words, the Speaker has made a ruling that the Government has accepted.  Given the importance of 
the Bill and the need to establish the Corruption and Crime Commission, the issue now is that this legislation proceed 
along the lines suggested by the Leader of the Opposition, when he was the Leader of the House, for the Land 
Administration Bill.  In some very important ways, this situation is markedly different from that which the Liberal 
coalition Government addressed in 1997.  In this case the legislation was initiated in the Legislative Assembly as a 
single Bill.  It was split in the other place, and one Bill came back here with the original title and the other has been 
transmitted as a new Bill.  In that sense, the principle of section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act has been 
fulfilled.  The Legislative Assembly initiated these matters.  Nonetheless, it is a new Bill and, on that basis, it is 
contrary to section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  The Land Administration Bill 1997 had been in the 
Parliament for about two years, so it was not urgent.  The then minister, Doug Shave, on 27 August said - 

I will give people an understanding of how the Bill came to this House and the manner in which it was 
introduced. 

He stated further on - 

It was read in the upper House because it was necessary to have both Houses operating effectively and, as not 
much legislation was going to the upper House at that time, it was regarded as the appropriate House in which 
to introduce it.   

In 1997 the then Liberal coalition Government took similar action to that which we are taking now because it was 
administratively useful.  I do not believe that purpose is valid and I spoke against the action at that time.  However, the 
urgency of this legislation has led us to take this highly unusual and extreme step of proceeding with the Bill so that we 
can ensure that the Corruption and Crime Commission is established without further delay.  

If anyone is worried about whether this action could be challenged in the courts, I draw their attention to section 46(9) 
of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, which reads - 

Any failure to observe any provision of this section shall not - 

I emphasise “not”.   

be taken to affect the validity of any Act whether enacted before or after the coming into operation of the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1977. 
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That was used by the then Leader of the House in 1997 to point out that that action would not create any legal problems 
when that Bill became an Act.  It is highly unusual.  That is the only example that has been drawn to my attention.  
Given the importance of this Bill and that we should not allow corruption and crime to linger on and fester, it should be 
dealt with now as planned.  The Government had hoped that it would be completed a month or two ago.  We are already 
behind time.  On that basis, I seek the support of the House so that we send a very clear message about why we are 
taking this exceptional step and to indicate that we uphold the rights and privileges of this House.  In doing so, we are 
asking the Council to have more cognisance of the need to meet the requirements of section 46(1) of the Constitution 
Acts Amendment Act.  

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [4.59 pm]:  I accept the comments of the Leader of 
the House about the passage of the Bill.  I am in no position to argue with him about the historic background or legal 
principles of whether this matter can be challenged in court.  If the Leader of the House wants to tell the House that that 
is the case, I am happy to accept that.  It is not a problem for the National Party or me.  What is a problem for the 
National Party is that we will debate the Bill with no knowledge whatsoever of the amendments.  That is a problem for 
the Leader of the House because he knows the procedures of this House; he knows that the process cannot be put into 
place until the Bill is first and second read.  We have no information.  Two members of the Liberal Party from the other 
place were on the parliamentary committee.  The Liberal Party will have been briefed by those two members.  Hon 
Peter Foss is a very capable person in this area and the Liberal Party will be in possession of information that we do not 
have.  We cannot support this Bill in good conscience.  It is not that the National Party does not want to support a CCC 
Bill; it is because we have no idea what we will be voting on. 

I will be leaving shortly; I am to attend a school function.  It was not my intention to leave by the back door and not 
vote on this Bill.  I would have liked to support a CCC Bill and know what I was doing.  However, this is the position 
we are in.  I do not believe this motion does the Leader of the House any credit.  I accept his argument about the 
Speaker’s ruling; I have no difficulty with that at all.  I accept totally the statement by the Leader of the House, but I 
will not accept that he should ask five National Party members of Parliament - not all of whom are present - to support a 
Bill of which they have no knowledge.  The National Party’s position is as simple as that. 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [5.02 pm]:  We are dealing with an appalling situation for several reasons.  Unlike 
other members, I have had less time to prepare and understand the consequences of what we are doing.  However, I 
understand several things - which I will outline - and I say that I want no part of this process.  What we are doing is 
fundamentally wrong, illegal and unconstitutional.  We will reap the appropriate “rewards” in the future.  There was an 
incident in the upper House in 1992 when members were asked to take the Government of the day on face value by 
passing a Bill that members had not seen.  I ask members to think about that.  The Bill concerned non-financial 
financial institutions.  Members at that time passed a Bill that they did not have before them!  We were the Parliament 
and we accepted the word of the then Attorney General, Joe Berinson, that it was a once-off occurrence; that it had to be 
done and that we were adopting the Queensland legislation.  However, we did not have the Queensland legislation in 
front of us.  Even if we had, it did not represent the Bill before the Parliament of Western Australia.  Because of the 
embarrassment I felt and that we had taken part in a dishonest act, I said at the time that I would never do that again.  I 
will not do it again. 

I am in a position similar to many members this afternoon.  I intend to keep two appointments at two schools in my 
electorate, come what may.  I have applied for an Independent pair, which was granted.  However, I do not want to walk 
away from this place with members thinking that I took an easy way out by not explaining my position.  What members 
are being asked to do is wrong.  The situation is appalling because of what happened in 1992.  It is also appalling 
because members are being asked to do something that, by extension, they are told will not set any precedents.  That has 
a hollow ring because it was done in 1997.  I said the same thing in this Chamber in 1997 that I am saying now; it is 
wrong.  We were dealing then with the Land Administration Bill.  Much the same sorts of issues arose and we were 
effectively asked to turn a blind eye to them.  I have not had time to read my speeches on the matter in 1997, but I 
would be surprised if I had not cited the 1991-92 example because of the concerns that I had about it.   

I am not attacking the Leader of the House, but I am attacking his argument.  We are being asked to break the law.  We 
are being asked to say that it is all right for the upper House to break the law.  I say that it is not all right.  I happen to 
have served in that place for 13 years and I have experienced some of the embarrassments that the Legislative Council 
should never have got itself into.   

I was going to ask the Leader of the House a question by way of interjection - although it was not clear in my mind - 
about the consequences of our taking the “nothing” option.  If the current Anti-Corruption Commission is coming to the 
end of its legislative life at the end of this month, at the very least we could have included in its legislation a sunrise 
clause, as distinct from a sunset clause.  Why could we not have introduced into this House three weeks ago a Bill to 
extend the life of the current Anti-Corruption Commission by six months or a year and send it to the upper House?  We 
knew, and the Government must have known, that we would be confronted with some of the difficulties that the Leader 
of the House has just outlined.  We could then have got away from this place in early December 2003 and effectively 
sent a message to the upper House that it cannot keep coming at this trick.   
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Labor Party members, who have had an aversion to upper Houses and the Legislative Council for a century, should be 
the last people to accommodate the Legislative Council.  The Legislative Assembly is the House of Government.  It is 
the House that has control of the purse strings.  The Leader of the House knows that because he is a student of those 
matters.  I know that because I was a member of the place.  We shall be sending to the Legislative Council, for the 
second time in six years, a message that it can initiate money Bills.  We are being dangled at the end of a string called 
the Legislative Council.  I understand members of the Legislative Council have gone home for the year and there is no 
power to recall them.  I think the Premier is in a position to go through a few acts of prorogation and to suggest to a few 
members of the Legislative Council that the Council is on notice that it will be called back to this place next month and 
that it is on stand-by.  The Legislative Council should be told that it cannot close its door when it suits itself.  It must 
have known all of this for months, yet it finished on Friday and it is calling the Government’s bluff.  It is calling the 
bluff of the Premier and every Labor member who has despised the notion that an upper House exists in the way that it 
has done for more than a century.  The Government might be comfortable in going along with that, but I am not.  I am 
less comfortable for reasons that might be different from the Government’s.  The Government’s reasons should include 
a historic anger that it will not allow the Legislative Council to initiate money Bills.  Yet it has.  We are in this place 
today because of a message from the Legislative Council last Friday, as I understand it, by way of a fairly innocuous-
looking clause on witness fees.   

I will raise a separate issue.  Why would we hold up a piece of legislation on witness fees that might not even be called 
upon to be paid over the next three months while the Legislative Assembly is in recess?  The Government could decide 
to not pay the witness fees.  It could explain to the witnesses that witness fees cannot be paid because the Parliament 
mucked up the legislation.  How many people are we talking about?  Are we talking about half a dozen, a dozen or 30 
witnesses?  The commission could tell them that there is no payment for witnesses because the legislation does not 
allow it.  It could acknowledge that people are sometimes inconvenienced by these things and it could give an 
undertaking in writing that when the Parliament resumes next year it will introduce legislation to pay witness fees 
retrospectively. 

For God’s sake, we are being asked to break the Constitution of Western Australia on the off-chance that six, 10, 20 or 
30 people will apply for witness fees in the next eight weeks.  However, if that is not an out for us - I believe it is - I do 
not know, on the run, what will be the consequence of dealing with everything except that issue of witness payments.  I 
presume we cannot send the Bill to the Governor, because the Bill passed by the Legislative Council is different from 
the Bill that will be passed by the Legislative Assembly.  From some of the nods I have seen in the Chamber, I suspect 
that is the case.  This is a case of the tail wagging the dog.  I would like to learn, by way of interjection, what will be the 
consequences for the life of the current Anti-Corruption Commission if we simply pack up on this issue?  Will it cease?   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  No, it won’t cease. 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  No, and if it will not cease, we have a corruption commission.  Let us deal in March with the 
audacity of the actions of the other place.  If the Bill does not stay in this place, the Anti-Corruption Commission will 
cease.  Let us discharge this item from the Notice Paper, leave the current Anti-Corruption Commission in place and by 
all means make it a priority when we return in February or March.  That is a practical way out of the problem, but the 
message it would send is far more consequential than that in itself.  The message it would send to the Legislative 
Council is that this has happened too often.  Twice in the space of five years it has wandered down to this place and 
said, “We are overturning the Constitution of Western Australia and to hell with you.”  That is what members of this 
place are being told.  They are now being asked to legitimise an illegal, unconstitutional action.  Members should not 
take just my word for it; they should read the words of the motion that has been moved by the Leader of the House.  
Again I am not making my attack on him; he has to find his way out of this problem in some way or another.  I am 
saying to him that the way out of it is for us to do nothing. 

I recall the previous member for Floreat, Andrew Mensaros, who had fled to this country from a country that had been 
oppressed by fascists and later by communists.  One thing he said against a very earnest young member, as we all were 
once, when I thought we should be getting something through the Parliament pretty quickly, was that it was an awful 
attitude for me to take.  I remembered then where he had come from and I understood what had happened to the so-
called Parliaments of countries such as he had come from; they became nothing.  He was frightened that if we dealt 
with legislation quickly, we were likely to deal with legislation badly.  There was every reason to slow down the 
process, not to speed it up.  I say bad luck to people in society who say that Parliament is too slow.  The Mensaroses of 
this world - I learnt to be a devotee of his outlook - would say that was good; if we slowed down things we would 
probably get them as right as we could. 

What is the result tonight?  For the second time in five years we are being asked to do the unthinkable.  We are being 
asked to legitimise the Legislative Council’s becoming the House of the money supply.  Are members opposite serious 
when they tell me they are happy for that to be done?  I suggest that we do nothing.  I suggest that we continue with the 
current Anti-Corruption Commission; and, if there are any difficulties, the Parliament can deal with those in February.   

I will finish at my starting point.  I am absolutely appalled that I am being asked to consider a Bill that I have never seen 
and to understand a second reading speech that I have never heard.  I am not the only person in that position; 56 other 
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people in this Chamber are in the same position.  Therefore, I urge the Government to not go down this path.  I am sure 
the Government is very uncomfortable about going down this path.  However, something bigger is at stake than the 
Government’s agenda; and, frankly, something bigger is at stake than the corruption commission legislation.  That is 
whether we want to turn the Legislative Council into a mirror image of the Legislative Assembly and give it the right to 
initiate money Bills.  Members say that will never happen.  However, it happened in 1997.  We said in 1997 that it 
would never happen again.  Now it is happening again in 2003, but we are being assured that it will never happen again.  
This is not about party politics; this is about having regard for the institution of the Parliament.  It does not matter which 
side of politics we are on.  We spend much of our time talking about the rule of law and pontificating to people outside 
this place about how we need to obey the rule of law.  In front of us we have the standing orders of the Parliament and 
copies of the Constitution of Western Australia.  We, the custodians of the Constitution of Western Australia, are being 
asked in proposed section 146 to break the Constitution.  I will not do that.  I am opposed to our doing that.  I believe 
we will do everyone a favour if we do nothing on the Bill and allow the Anti-Corruption Commission to continue in 
office until the new year.  If the deadline makes that difficult, we can then recall the Parliament, and, above all else, the 
upper House, and ask it to do the job that it is supposed to do.  If we do not do that, I will be getting very close to 
adopting the attitude that used to be adopted by the Labor Party; that is, it is time we did away with the upper House.  I 
am serious about that.  I ran that argument during the one vote, one value case.  It is simply not good enough for the 
upper House to be a replica or mirror image of the lower House.  If the upper House is not genuinely different and does 
not genuinely apply a scrutiny role, which often does not seem to apply in the lower House, then there is no reason for it 
to continue.  I oppose what the Government is doing.  I urge the minister at this late stage to ensure that we do not 
proceed with a new Bill that none of us has seen, and that we do not listen to a second reading speech that none of us 
has had time to absorb, but that we call the bluff of the other House and do our job properly.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [5.17 pm]:  I have made it clear that the Opposition will oppose this motion.  We do 
not agree with what is happening in the Parliament today.  I agree with many of the comments of the member for South 
Perth.  However, I believe that the upper House does a great job in many respects, because it scrutinises legislation far 
more than we do in this House.  It is very rare for the Government to agree in this House to any legislation going to a 
proper legislation committee that will not run just as a type of consideration in detail but will scrutinise legislation.  In 
my view, this House does not scrutinise legislation anywhere near enough, because the Government wants to ram 
legislation through as quickly as it can and get it into the other place.  Therefore, we pile up legislation in the other 
House and expect that House to do miracles.  The Corruption and Crime Commission Bill was split in the other House 
in June, and it was referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation at the end of June.  We all know that the 
Parliament does not sit in June and July.  Therefore, in those two months no work could be done by the Legislation 
Committee.  The earliest that the upper House committee could have properly considered and scrutinised this legislation 
would have been September.  That is three months - September, October and November.  I ask you, Mr Speaker, is that 
an inordinate amount of time in which to look at such a complex Bill that has massive ramifications?  I suggest not.  I 
believe that, hopefully, a committee would do it justice in that amount of time.  It is all very well the Leader of the 
House criticising the upper House for taking that amount of time.  However, the Government has control of the upper 
House.  The Government, with its coalition partners, the Greens, has absolute control of the upper House.  We know the 
deals that are done and the written agreements that the Attorney General has with the Greens.  I have seen one 
agreement with the Greens signed off by the Attorney General.  Not by any means will I stand here and allow 
derogatory comments to be made of all members of the upper House.  They do the job they are paid and elected by the 
people of Western Australia to do; that is, scrutinise and review the legislation that comes from this House.  Frankly, if 
they did not do a good job, we would not have to deal with so many amendments from the upper House as a result of 
this House’s mistakes.  I blame the ministers responsible.  The classic example is the Attorney General.  If fault is to be 
laid at anyone’s feet, it must be laid at the Attorney General’s feet.  The Attorney General has stuffed this up.  Had he 
got it right in the first place, instead of rushing it through this House and up to the other House, we would not be in the 
dilemma we are in today.   

The first opportunity that members of this House had to view this legislation was at 12.15 pm today.  That is when it 
became available.  As the member for South Perth and the Leader of the National Party said, that provided nowhere 
near adequate time in which to truly reflect on legislation put before this House.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  And that is the concept, not the Bill.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I still do not have the Bill.  Does anyone else?  Do you?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is yet to be introduced.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Most members do not have the Bill.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  One would think that, in a situation like this, members would have been sent a copy of the Bill 
that is proposed to be introduced into the House so that members could consider it.  It has not been introduced yet.  I am 
happy to take an interjection from the Clerk!  We have suspended standing orders, so why not make the most of it?  I 
josh, but it is a very serious matter.   
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The Bill is now before us, but it first became available at 12.15 pm to our shadow spokesperson, the member for 
Kingsley, who will deal with the Bill.  This is ludicrous.  I agree with the member for South Perth.  Earlier today I put it 
to the Leader of the House that the Government should reintroduce the Bill in March and do it the right way round, and 
that the Opposition would guarantee to pass it most expeditiously.  Most of the issues have been dealt with, and we 
accept that.  There are quite a few amendments, but we should deal with the Bill properly.  The Opposition would 
cooperate fully to pass it through this House very quickly.  It would not be a problem to deal with it in the first sitting 
week, and then it could go to the upper House.  It should not take too long for the upper House to deal with it, because it 
has instigated this new Bill, and it is a new Bill because it has a new title. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I think we should recall the upper House in January.  It would be a salutary lesson for it and it would 
never initiate a money Bill again.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I take a different view from the member for South Perth.  I have a lot of respect for my colleagues 
and members of the Labor Party and other parties in the upper House.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  But were your colleagues part of this?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  A committee was set up, the chairman of which was a government member.  The members of the 
committee controlled it.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, that is not true.  The Government did not have a majority on that committee.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  There was a Greens member - one of the Government’s coalition partners - and two Labor 
members on that committee.  The Government had three out of five members.  If that number does not control it, I do 
not know what does.  As I say, we have seen the agreements that have been made by the Attorney General with the 
Greens.  I am sure he could have offered them something.  We know what they want.  That could have happened.  The 
committee did its job.  We must not criticise it for doing its job.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I am not criticising them.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am not suggesting that the member for South Perth is. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I am criticising the House.  It did not do its job.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not criticise the upper House. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  I do.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is where I differ from the member for South Perth.  I will not criticise the House because it 
does a great job 99.9 per cent of the time.  It does its job properly and consistently.  This is an absolute anomaly and it is 
against the Constitution - I accept that.  It should not have happened.  Everybody is blaming the upper House when the 
blame should be put fairly and squarely on the shoulders of the Attorney General.  It is his Bill.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He is not a member of the other place.  He did not vote in the upper House.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  A minister, who does not always seem to agree with the Attorney General, represents the Attorney 
General in the upper House.  I wonder whether they are talking.  They are probably from two different factions.  In fact, 
I know they are.  Maybe that is where the problem lies.  I accept that we will deal with this motion, because the 
Government has the numbers to do that.  However, the Opposition will oppose the motion because we do not agree with 
the way in which it is being handled.  There is a much safer way to do it; that is, to leave it until March.  It could then be 
brought into this House as a new Bill - I guarantee that we would pass it within the first week - and then sent to the 
upper House.  The Council has already dealt with this legislation, so it will not take any time.  It could declare it an 
urgent Bill.  I am sure that my colleagues in the upper House would not delay it at all, because it is has come from that 
place.  However, we should do it legally and constitutionally.  We should not run the risk of having problems in perhaps 
10 years, when somebody might raise a point of law.   

The Leader of the House has argued, and I know other members have different views, that all this has happened before.  
History shows that Parliaments do not always get it right, particularly if they cut corners.  In this instance, we are 
cutting corners.  I agree with the member for South Perth; I do not believe that we should be cutting corners.  This is the 
Parliament of Western Australia, not some ramshackle, hack Parliament in some Third World country in which things 
are not done properly.  We work under the Westminster system.  We also reflect the federal Parliament and other State 
Parliaments of Australia.  I like to think that we do things properly.  However, we are not doing things properly today.  
As the member for South Perth said, the Anti-Corruption Commission could carry on.  I agree.  I do not see how it 
would cost taxpayers any more if it were to continue until such time as this legislation is dealt with properly and the 
new commission is in place.  There is nothing wrong with that at all.  It is the most sensible, logical, legal argument that 
can be put forward in this House today.   

Unfortunately, we know the Attorney General.  The Leader of the House must do what he is told by the Attorney 
General on this Bill.  I accept that, because we know that the Attorney General is probably the most influential person in 
the Government.  The Attorney General obviously wants to get this Bill through this House by hook or by crook.  The 
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Attorney General’s motto is “whatever it takes”; that is quite obvious.  He wants to do this even if it breaches the 
Constitution and puts cases in jeopardy in years to come.  Whatever it takes is the way in which the Attorney General 
has handled this Bill.  If he had got it right in the first place, we would not have this problem today.   

I will not take up any more time, because we have been recalled today to deal specifically with this Bill.  I am sure that 
the message from the Council could have waited until we come back in March, because it is probably not deemed to be 
as important as this Bill.  This matter is of the utmost importance, because it involves the integrity of both Houses of 
Parliament and the way the Parliament works as an institution.  I have grave concerns, as does the member for South 
Perth and the Leader of the National Party, about what we are truly doing today.   

Government and backbench members will do as they are told.  They are in the Chamber and the Government will use 
its numbers to pass the Bill without properly scrutinising it.  Members on the Government side of the House have not 
seen the Bill - its backbench members would certainly have not.  If the earliest the Bill was available was 12.15 pm 
today, they would not have a clue of its contents, and neither would our members.  It is nothing to be ashamed of.  
However, I repeat the words of the member for South Perth.  Members are being asked to pass a Bill when they have 
not got a clue about its detail.  It will become law which could be questionable down the track.  I find that absolutely 
appalling.  I do not find it unusual for the Government to act in this way. 

We have reflected on the 1997 passage of the Land Administration Bill.  If I remember rightly, the Bill was deemed to 
have a monetary component, which was to do with setting up a board, committee or commission which involved a few 
thousand dollars - I think $20 000.  However, this Bill involves an amount of about $20 million.  I am not justifying 
what went on in 1997 by saying that we should do it today because of the precedent that was set then.  The precedent 
being set today is very different. 

I ask members to consider this seriously.  I know that all my words will fall on the deaf ears of government members, 
because they will vote like sheep to pass this motion.  By doing so, they will allow the Bill to be introduced into this 
House and accepted with all its faults in contravention of the Constitution.  The Opposition will not delay it, because it 
is too late in the day.  We do not oppose the Bill.  We support what the Government has done to set up the Corruption 
and Crime Commission.  All we are asking is that, for goodness sake, the Government do it properly and that it not pass 
rubbish legislation or legislation that may be deemed contrary to the Constitution, if not tomorrow at some later date.  

If we do this today, people in future will reflect on this Parliament.  Mark my words, something will happen in the next 
10 years which will refer back to what happened in this Parliament today.  Many members will not be here in 10 years.  
Ninety per cent of the members in 10 years may be new members who may well question what we have done.  
Members should remember that future members will be talking about them 10 years hence.  The Opposition opposes 
this motion. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [5.39 pm]:  I will be very brief.  I just want to make a few 
comments.  The motion should be opposed.  I want to restate some issues and react to some of the arguments made by 
the Leader of the House.  First, I place again on the record that we are talking about the Western Australian 
Constitution; in fact, we are referring to section 46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899, which reads - 

Bills appropriating revenue or moneys, or imposing taxation, shall not originate in the Legislative Council; 

Section 46(1) of the Constitution is quite clear: a Bill appropriating money cannot originate in the Legislative Council.  
Because of that, the ruling by the Speaker is correct.  This Bill clearly appropriates money and it originated in the 
Legislative Council.  In clause 16, proposed section 146(4) reads - 

For the purposes of this section the Consolidated Fund is, to the extent necessary, appropriated accordingly. 

There is absolutely no dispute.  This Bill makes an appropriation.  The other issue is whether it originated in the 
Legislative Council.  It did.  It was an odd circumstance that the original Bill was sent to the Council and was split so 
that part of it was returned at the time and the other part has now come back after consideration by a committee of the 
Council.  This is a new Bill.  It even has a different title.  It was an unusual set of circumstances, but this is a new Bill.  
It originated in the Council, and one of the clauses appropriates money from the consolidated fund.  There can be no 
doubt at all that this is a money Bill; nor that it is a new Bill that originated in the Legislative Council.  The Speaker did 
what he is bound by the Constitution to do and ruled it out of order.  It is absolutely clear.   

The Leader of the House earlier tried to draw on some precedent.  He referred to the Land Administration Bill 1997, 
which the Speaker ruled out of order because it was a money Bill.  As the then Leader of the House, I introduced a 
similar clause to allow it to continue.  However, there is a distinction.  The contentious part of the Land Administration 
Bill 1997 was that it replaced the Pastoral Board with a body called the Pastoral Lands Board and established a right to 
compensation; however, it did not make any specific appropriation.  It was a grey area.  A debate occurred, and 
members argued on either sides of that debate.  It was a grey area, but the legislation did not talk about appropriating 
money.  During that debate, other legislation was referred to.  The Gender Reassignment Bill 1997, which also started 
in the upper House, aimed to establish a gender reassignment board.  That Bill was ruled out of order because it created 
a new body.  Clearly, a new body would require funding.  That was the correct decision; the Bill should have been ruled 
out of order.  The Acts Amendment (Marine Reserves) Bill 1997 established a Marine Parks and Reserves Authority.  
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That Bill was ultimately ruled to be in order because it was described as authorising an internal rearrangement of 
existing parts of the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  The point is that there were grey areas in 
those pieces of legislation.  The Gender Reassignment Bill, which created a board, the Acts Amendment (Marine 
Reserves) Bill, which rearranged affairs, and the Land Administration Bill, which changed the name of a board, all 
started in the upper House.  There was a debate, and in each case it was unclear whether an appropriation was to occur.  
With respect, the way in which this House has treated those issues and the rulings of previous Speakers has not been 
entirely consistent.  However, this legislation is a huge leap from that spectrum of grey.  This is quite a different 
circumstance.  The Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill is a new Bill that started in the 
Legislative Council.  I repeat that proposed section 146(4) specifically states - 

For the purposes of this section the Consolidated Fund is, to the extent necessary, appropriated accordingly.   

There is no dispute.  There is no grey area at all.  This Bill authorises appropriations from the consolidated fund.  
Therefore, this House cannot support its passage.  The reason is more than technical; it is stated in our Constitution.   

Why does it matter?  One might say that the original Corruption and Crime Commission Bill was debated in this House.  
It went to the upper House, there was a dispute and differences of opinion, and part of it was sent to a committee.  The 
upper House committee did a good job and improved the Bill.  That needs to be acknowledged.  However, in the 
process of the upper House playing a constructive and positive role of reviewing and improving the Bill, it, whether 
intentionally or inadvertently, created a new Bill that included an appropriation.  That contravenes section 46(1) of the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  That matters because, as the member for South Perth said, section 46 of the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act is the one part of the Constitution that distinguishes between this House and the 
upper House.  It says that the Assembly is the House in which the Government is formed and from which money can be 
appropriated.  Section 46 gives this House executive power, which, by custom and convention, forms Cabinets and 
Governments and determines Premiers.  It is the distinguishing feature.  If we go along with whatever motion the 
Leader of the House moves to try to get around this, we will compromise this House.  The Leader of the House 
probably argued in 1997 that I was doing the same thing.  I believe it is quite different.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How is it different? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I just said that it is different because in that case the Land Administration Bill was replacing the 
Pastoral Board with the Pastoral Lands Board.  One could argue whether that was an appropriation. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is irrelevant.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, hang on. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  In both cases you had a Speaker’s ruling, and in both cases you accepted the Speaker’s ruling. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No.  In that case, there were grey areas. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, but you - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Hang on.  The Leader of the House was out of the Chamber when I made the point previously.  In 
that case there was a reallocation and a change of a name.  It could be argued that that might have implied extra 
resources. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said that is irrelevant. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Leader of the House asked me the question.  He should have the courtesy to listen to the 
answer.  The other issue was the Gender Reassignment Bill, which created an entirely new body.  That was ruled by this 
House to be a money Bill matter, and that prevailed.  The other one was the Acts Amendment (Marine Reserves) Bill, 
which was deemed to be a rearrangement.  That was probably not the greatest decision that was made.  My point is that 
there were grey areas in those matters: was it a new body; was it an appropriation?  There is nothing grey in what is 
happening in the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill, because it contains the provision in 
proposed section 146 that states -  

For the purposes of this section the Consolidated Fund is, to the extent necessary, appropriated accordingly. 

The Bill itself states that, so there is no grey area and there can be no debate about it.  That is an appropriation.  If we 
allow this Bill to be accepted by this House, we will create a huge precedent whereby the Legislative Council can now 
appropriate money and take a direct role in the formation of government and executive powers.  That should not be 
allowed to happen.  The Government will prevail because it has the numbers today, and I do not think many 
government members will think about what they are doing.   

If the Government passes this Bill and creates the Corruption and Crime Commission, it should remember what it is 
doing.  Again, I repeat what makes this Bill different.  It is a new Bill.  It has not been seen in this Chamber before, 
which is the point that was made by previous speakers.  It is not about a trivial change.  We are talking about the 
creation of a corruption and crime organisation, which will have a budget of some $21 million.  It is a new entity, and it 
has within it a clear appropriation.  I suggest to the Leader of the House that if he proceeds with this, he will create a 
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potential risk in the future, when this corruption body is doing its task, that someone will challenge the legitimacy of the 
way in which it was established.  This Parliament should not take that risk, for that reason alone.   

If the Government proceeds down this track, which I believe is wrong, it might, after Parliament is prorogued in due 
course - the Leader of the House should listen to this - take the precautionary measure of re-enacting this legislation 
properly.  It should bring into this House exactly the same Bill, pass it, replace this Bill with an identical one, and pass it 
through the upper House, thereby preventing in the future anyone who has been pursued by this corruption body from 
using that as a defence.  I would hate to see a major drug dealer get off in the future because this Parliament did not 
properly pass this legislation.  The Government would get the Opposition’s cooperation to put that legislation through 
this House automatically, virtually without debate, and hopefully through the other place.  The Government would then 
cover that point.  If the Government goes down this path, it will be able to establish the commission and do whatever it 
needs to do.  However, after Parliament is prorogued, whenever that happens - maybe in the middle of next year - the 
Government should re-enact the two Bills and put them straight through the Parliament, so there is no doubt about it.  
There is absolutely no doubt in my mind, as Leader of the Opposition - it is now on the public record - that this is 
wrong.  I believe the Government is in contravention of the Constitution in doing this.  With the previous Bills, there 
was a grey area in the debate, and we could argue the toss.  In this case, there is no grey area at all.   
I believe this is a serious mistake.  It weakens our parliamentary system and our adherence to our constitutional 
arrangements.  I believe the Government is doing the wrong thing.  There are other solutions.  As the member for South 
Perth said, the Government could arrange for the upper House to come back.  I do not know why the upper House 
cannot come back.  We came back.  What is different?  Who is running the show?   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Because it has a sessional order, and it cannot come back unless the Parliament is prorogued.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Leader of the House should think about what he is saying.  If he is prepared to breach section 
46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act because of an upper House sessional order, I put it to the Leader of the 
House that the Government has its balance wrong.  What matters more in the Government of Western Australia: the 
Constitution of Western Australia or an upper House sessional order?  I do not think there is any contest. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We don’t have the numbers in the other place. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Sorry; the Government should put the Constitution ahead of the procedures of this House and the 
other place.  The Constitution of Western Australia has precedence over sessional orders, whether in this place or the 
other place.  If the Government is not willing to take on that issue, it should not be dealing with this legislation.  If it 
intends to do so, it should put in the protection of re-enacting this legislation once Parliament is prorogued.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.45 pm]:  I will not be supporting this motion, and I am horrified that the 
Government has placed it on the Table.  This Government was elected on a platform of accountability to the community 
of Western Australia.  I went to Government House with this Government and took an oath not to break the law.  The 
Government, with this motion, is asking all members of this Parliament to break the law and act contrary to the 
Constitution.  The member for South Perth said that this Bill was wrong; it was illegal and unconstitutional.  I agree 
with all those comments.  I am very disappointed in the Government, but it is not the first time the Government has 
broken the law.  It broke the law over the Raffles Hotel development, when it refused to adhere to the Heritage of 
Western Australia Act.  Just because the Government is happy with breaking the law does not mean that I will be happy 
with it.  I will not go back to my community and say that I rubber-stamped something that was contrary to legislation in 
Western Australia.  The Leader of the Opposition has pointed out that this legislation could be challenged later in court.  
It is a bit like one vote, one value.  The Government knows that I, along with the other Independents, supported one 
vote, one value, but we will not support the Government in cooking the books, which is was it was trying to do then and 
is trying again to do now.  It is wrong for members opposite to rubber-stamp this.  The member for South Perth always 
says that the Government will have its way, but who is running the Government?  Is it the Legislative Assembly or the 
Legislative Council?  It is wrong for this Government to put this Bill on the Table.  The report of the Standing 
Committee on Legislation on the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 came out on Friday, and it has errors.  
The Bill the Government wants to rush through now also contains errors.  It takes me back to the Bill that was put on 
the Table to close the Swan Valley Nyungah Community.  That was rushed through very quickly and then the facts 
about why the Bill was rushed through came out later.  The member for South Perth suggested recalling the Legislative 
Council.  What other options has the Government looked at?  What about the Loan Bill that went through last week?  
Surely the money that is needed for this corruption commission can be taken from the money rubber-stamped by the 
Loan Bill.  Why is this Government asking members of Parliament to break the law?  We encourage our children and 
the community to be law-abiding citizens, and yet once a person becomes a member of Parliament he or she can be 
asked to forget the law.  If we forget the law this time, how long will it be before we are asked to forget it again?  It is 
wrong.  I will not be supporting the Bill.  I have two school commitments this evening.  I will be going to those but I am 
quite happy to come back later, and if debate on this Bill goes through to the early hours of the morning, so be it.  It is 
incorrect for the Government to do this.  It is not being accountable to the Western Australian community; it is not 
being responsible to this Parliament.  People will look at government backbenchers and know they have broken the law 
by the way this Bill is to be introduced.  All those members will be held accountable.  I will not be supporting this 
motion. 
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MRS C.L. EDWARDES (Kingsley) [5.50 pm]:  The Liberal Party does not support the motion before the House for a 
number of reasons.  First, if one starts to devalue the institution of Parliament, and its members have no respect for it, 
how can we expect other people to respect us and Parliament?  Any such motion is a serious detriment to us all, and 
particularly to the institution that we should hold so dear.   

This Bill, rightly or wrongly, went through the other place last Friday afternoon.  When I was asked at lunchtime 
yesterday how I thought the Bill would be debated, I assumed that we would deal only with the amendments from the 
other place.  Lo and behold, I was told yesterday afternoon that a new Bill would be coming into this place.  Although I 
had a copy of the Legislative Council committee report and the pink daily Hansard that outlined how the Legislative 
Council committee report recommendations were incorporated into the new Bill through amendments, no real 
discussion took place until last night with the Attorney General’s office about how the Government would deal with the 
measure.  At 20 to five, I rang the Attorney’s office, and someone was to get back to me straight away.  This is no 
criticism of the Attorney General’s staff in any way; they have done a fantastic job in trying circumstances.  I rang the 
head of the Government Media Office later that evening and said that I needed to track down the Attorney General or 
his chief of staff - whoever was handling the legislation.  I had a return phone call not long after that.  The matter of the 
appropriation and whether this Bill actually met the requirements of the Constitution arose in discussions.  I expected a 
Bill to be available first thing this morning.  A copy of the second reading speech, even though it had not been approved 
by the Attorney General, was forwarded to me mid morning, but discussion in the morning indicated that the first copy 
of the Bill needed to be printed again because the original reprint made overnight contained some major errors.  Staff 
worked throughout the evening to try to get the Bill ready, but the reprinted copy was not available until 12.15 pm 
today.  That was the process involved; it is not acceptable to staff in this place, and it is certainly not acceptable to 
parliamentary counsel or the staff in the Attorney General’s office.  They have done a superb job in attempting to get 
the Bill to the stage that it has reached this afternoon.  I oppose the motion on the solid ground that it is a total and 
absolute devaluation of the institution of Parliament.   

Question put and passed. 

Message - Appropriations 

Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the purposes of the Bill. 

First Reading 

On motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Attorney General), Bill read a first time. 

Second Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [5.55 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Given the rather unique history of the Bill currently before the House, I thought that it would be helpful to begin with a 
brief outline of the Bill’s history.  Members may recall that on 5 June this year the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Bill 2003 was third read in this House and then transmitted to the Legislative Council.  For ease of reference, I will refer 
to the Bill in that form as the original Bill.  On 26 June 2003 the Legislative Council essentially split the original Bill 
into two Bills.  Those provisions of the original Bill that were considered to be essential to the establishment of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and the office of the Parliamentary Inspector were left in the Corruption and Crime 
Commission Act 2003 while the remaining provisions of the original Bill were excised from that Bill and became the 
basis of a new Bill called the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment Bill 2003.  Both Bills were then referred 
to the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Legislation.  Notwithstanding its referral to that committee, the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Bill 2003 was passed by this House on 26 June 2003 and is now the Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act 2003.  Members will recall that, at the time of splitting the original Bill, it was hoped that the 
passing of an interim Corruption and Crime Commission Act would enable the Government to appoint the 
commissioner and the Parliamentary Inspector, which would, in turn, allow both officers to begin recruiting staff.  
Unfortunately, the delay in the committee’s review of the split Bills led to uncertainty about the eventual powers and 
responsibilities of the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Parliamentary Inspector.  This made the 
Government’s task of appointing a commissioner or a Parliamentary Inspector practically impossible. 

The report of the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Legislation was finally tabled in the Legislative Council 
on Tuesday, 9 December 2003.  In that report the committee made 68 recommendations, 60 of which proposed that 
amendments be made to the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment Bill 2003.  In a spirit of cooperation the 
Government accepted many of the recommendations for amendment.  As a consequence of one such amendment, the 
Bill is now called the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003.  There were, however, a 
number of recommended amendments that the Government could not support.  I will briefly outline the more significant 
of those recommendations. 

The Government was fundamentally opposed to the amendments recommended by the committee at recommendation 1 
of the report, which would have prevented the CCC from investigating misconduct unless it was serious misconduct.  
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Put another way, the CCC would have been unable to investigate conduct that is currently defined as serious improper 
conduct in the Anti-Corruption Commission Act 1988.  For example, the amendments recommended by the committee 
would have prevented the CCC from investigating a public service officer’s repeated use of a work computer to access 
pornography unless such access also constituted a criminal offence punishable by two or more years imprisonment. 

Similarly, the Government was unable to support the amendments recommended by the committee at recommendation 
3 of the report, which, if adopted, would have prevented the CCC from investigating reviewable police action.  
Although matters falling within the definition of reviewable police action will often be minor in nature, the Government 
could not accept a complete removal of the CCC’s power to investigate such matters, even where, for example, they are 
factually intertwined with more serious corruption.  Fortunately, having been told of the Government’s concerns about 
the amendments recommended at recommendations 1 and 3, the committee agreed to a number of amendments that 
were designed to rectify the problems identified by the Government.  Thus, as a result of the Government’s 
amendments, the CCC retains the power to investigate all misconduct, regardless of whether it is serious misconduct.  
Similarly, the CCC retains the power to investigate reviewable police action.   

Recommendation 8 in the committee’s report is another example of an amendment that did not have the support of the 
Government.  The recommended amendment, if adopted, would have allowed the CCC to disclose the outcome of an 
investigation to the person to whom the investigation relates, provided that such disclosure did not “prejudice the 
carrying out of any further action in relation to the allegation”.  The Government was concerned that this proviso was 
too narrow and did not require the CCC to consider such matters as whether disclosure of the information could 
endanger the safety of, for example, an informant.  Fortunately, the committee, when told of the Government’s 
concerns, agreed to an amendment, the effect of which is that the CCC may disclose only the outcome of an 
investigation to the person to whom the investigation relates if such disclosure “is in the public interest”.  This will 
enable the CCC to take into account matters such as the safety of informants when deciding whether to disclose the 
outcome of an investigation. 

The Government was also unable to support the amendments recommended by the committee at recommendation 35 of 
the report.  The amendments allowed the CCC to form and publish an opinion that a particular person had committed a 
criminal or a disciplinary offence.  Fortunately, the committee acknowledged that this was not its intent and the 
Government moved an amendment that prevents such opinions from being published. 

Recommendation 62 is another example of an amendment that did not have the support of the Government.  The 
committee recommended an amendment that purported to transfer “the rights, interests and welfare of any person 
employed by the A-CC” to the CCC.  The Government had a great deal of doubt as to the meaning, if any, of the 
proposed amendment; however, the body of the committee’s report indicated that what was intended by the amendment 
was that all persons employed by the ACC be transferred to the employment of the CCC.  The Government was 
fundamentally opposed to this suggestion, as it has always maintained that it is vital that the recruitment process for the 
CCC be merit based and that the commissioner of the CCC have as much involvement in the selection of staff as 
possible.  The Government would not consent to any individual, whether from the ACC, the Ombudsman’s office or the 
Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police 
Officers, being given preference in respect of employment by the CCC.  Accordingly, the proposed amendment was not 
included in the Bill and, in its place, clause 2 of the Bill was amended, in order to ensure that the Anti-Corruption 
Commission Act 1988 is not repealed until such time as the commission has certified that each employee of the Anti-
Corruption Commission has either - 

(a) been employed by the CCC; 

(b) become an officer of an organisation - other than the ACC - within the meaning of the Public Sector 
Management Act 1994; 

(c) been registered under part 4 of the Public Sector Management (Redeployment and Redundancy) 
Regulations 1994; 

(d) reached the end of his or her fixed-term contact; 

(e)  resigned; or 

(f) had his or her contract terminated. 

Having identified some of the committee’s recommendations that the Government did not support, I will now identify 
some of the amendments that were recommended by the committee and, although not necessarily supported, were not 
opposed by the Government, in an attempt to facilitate the timely passage of the Bill through the upper House. 

One such amendment, which will be of particular interest to members, is the insertion of clause 29 on page 136, which 
provides that the Houses of Parliament are to establish a joint standing committee comprising an equal number of 
members appointed by each House.  The standing committee has a number of functions under the Bill, including a 
function in respect of the appointment of the commissioner of the CCC and the Parliamentary Inspector.  This leads to 
another change - that is, a change in respect of the procedures to be followed when appointing the commissioner of the 
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CCC and the Parliamentary Inspector.  While the changed procedure does not apply to the first appointment to either 
office, future appointments to both offices are to be made on the recommendation of the Premier, who is able to only 
recommend a person whose name is on a list of three persons that is submitted to the Premier by a nominating 
committee comprised of the Chief Justice, the Chief Judge of the District Court and a person appointed by the Governor 
to represent the interests of the community, and who has the support of the majority of the standing committee and 
bipartisan support.  The same procedures are to apply to the appointment of a person to act in the office of the 
commissioner or the Parliamentary Inspector. 

Another change that relates to the standing committee that will be of interest to members is set out in clause 24 on page 
126 of the Bill.  It provides that the Parliamentary Inspector “is an officer of Parliament whose primary function is to 
assist the Standing Committee”. 
Two other amendments that were made to the provisions of the original Bill are found in clause 17, proposed sections 
94(5) on page 73, and 145(1) on page 106.  The effect of the amendment to proposed section 94(5) is that a statement of 
information obtained from a public officer in compliance with proposed section 94 may now be used in evidence 
against that person in disciplinary proceedings, regardless of whether that person is a police officer or another type of 
public officer, such as a public sector employee.  Previously, such statements were admissible only in disciplinary 
proceedings if the person providing the statement was a police officer.  A similar amendment has been made to 
proposed section 145, which relates to the admissibility of statements made by a witness in answer to a question that the 
CCC requires the witness to answer. 
Other amendments that are worthy of note are as follows: the new offence of knowingly making a false or misleading, 
or malicious or reckless, report to the CCC is set out in clause 17, proposed section 25(5) on page 23; the new 
procedure for dealing with allegations of “misconduct” - other than “serious misconduct” - made against a member of 
the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly in the performance by him or her of the functions of that office - set 
out in clause 17, proposed sections 27A and 27B on pages 25 to 28; the amendments to clause 21 on page 112, which 
now provides that the minister must review the CCC Act in three, rather than five, years and which also sets out a 
number of specific matters that must be considered in the course of that review; including, for example, whether the Act 
should be amended to include a multi-person commission; and the amendments to clause 17, proposed section 27(3) on 
page 25, increase the jurisdiction of the CCC in relation to allegations about a person in his or her capacity as the holder 
of a judicial office.  The CCC may now receive an allegation about such a person if it is of a kind that, if established, 
would constitute grounds for removal from judicial office.  The CCC’s jurisdiction in respect of holders of judicial 
office was previously limited to receiving allegations relating to the commission, attempted commission etc of an 
offence under section 121 of the Criminal Code, which deals with “judicial corruption”. 
Finally, I draw members’ attention to some provisions of the Bill that were strenuously opposed by the Government in 
the Legislative Council, but were nevertheless passed by the Council and included in the Bill.  For instance, as a result 
of the amendments recommended by the standing committee, should the CCC choose to investigate misconduct that is 
not serious misconduct, it will not be able to utilise the arrest power set out in clause 17, proposed section 148 on pages 
107 to 109 and will be unlikely to be able to utilise the search warrant power set out in clause 17, proposed section 101 
on pages 78 to 80. 
Apart from the amendments outlined above, and a number of less significant amendments, which time prevents me 
from mentioning, the majority of the clauses of the Bill will be familiar to members as they are identical to the 
provisions of the original Bill.  For instance, the majority of the clauses of the Bill that deal with the use of exceptional 
powers in the context of organised crime are identical to those in the original Bill. 
Together with the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003, this Bill will create an effective corruption-fighting 
agency.  This will demonstrate to the people of Western Australia the Government’s resolve not to tolerate the appalling 
behaviour being exposed by the Police Royal Commission.  I have much pleasure in commending the Bill to the House. 

MRS C.L. EDWARDES (Kingsley) [6.07 pm]:  The Opposition supports the legislation for a number of reasons.  It 
has always supported the legislation.  Despite the Leader of the House’s comments earlier, it was not true that we did 
not support the legislation.  The original Corruption and Crime Commission Bill passed through this House with 
amendments from the Legislative Council on 26 June.  At the time the Attorney General said - 

This procedure is a productive example of the high level of cooperation in this Parliament to achieve what 
three divergent groups wanted to achieve from the Corruption and Crime Commission Bill.  Yesterday the 
Greens (WA) and the Liberal Party were approached - 

Obviously by the Government - 
to give consideration to splitting the Corruption and Crime Commission Bill, and to enable those parts of the 
Bill dealing with the establishment of the Corruption and Crime Commission to proceed without delay.  The 
beauty of enacting those provisions is that it achieves the Government’s objective of getting on with the 
appointment of a commissioner, the establishment of the commission, the recruitment of staff and all those 
important administrative matters, so that we will not lose time if we honour the royal commission’s self-
imposed objective of achieving a seamless transition  
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As the Attorney General acknowledged in his second reading speech, the CCC Act has not yet come into operation 
despite receiving royal assent on 3 July 2003.  The second reading indicates that the reason it has not done so is the 
uncertainty that would arise from any amendments from the review of the remaining legislation, which is what is before 
us.  I do not see that that was not in consideration on 26 June.  It would have been clearly in consideration on that date.  
The powers and functions have not changed that much.  I doubt that they would change so dramatically that such an 
appointment could not have taken place and that the leasing of premises and other fundamental administrative 
arrangements could not have been made.  In his response, I ask the Attorney General to highlight exactly where things 
are regarding appointments, the leasing of premises, and which premises the Corruption and Crime Commission will 
use. 

The other matter is that of the staff.  The Attorney General referred to the amendment made to clause 2 by the other 
place.  It was to the effect that the CCC would not come into effect until the functions of the Anti-Corruption 
Commission had been substantially exhausted.  The amendment encompassed six criteria.  Is the Attorney General able 
to identify how many officers are affected by the last criteria, which refers to the termination of employment contracts?  
I understand it may relate only to one officer, who has an extensive long-term contract that will not expire for some 
considerable time. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It might be as many as three; maybe a few more.  It is only a handful. 

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  I understand that other contracts may expire soon but that there is only one officer who may 
have his contract terminated.  Is that individual - or individuals - comfortable with the process to be followed in any 
payout of a contract? 

The treatment of officers employed with the ACC was appalling.  They were left with a great deal of uncertainty; slurs 
were placed on their characters and abilities.  There were differing opinions about their status.  That was shown in a 
letter by the Premier to the Community and Public Sector Union on 25 June, which regarded them as permanent public 
servants; that is, if they were not employed by the new body, they would be eligible for the redundancy package that 
applies to all public servants.  Despite that, on 26 June, the Attorney General displayed a different view.  Committed 
professional people, whether they are staff at the ACC, other public servants or whistleblowers, are human beings and 
we must remember that.  We cannot deal with people in such an offhand manner whereby their characters and abilities 
are slurred in a generic sense.  There may very well be one or two individuals who the Government does not like, but, 
as the Government of the day, it is not the Government’s role to make a general slur on the characters and professional 
status of all the officers at the ACC.  As I have observed, the staff of the ACC are particularly committed to the task in 
hand.  There was a concerted attack on the ACC over a number of years, which I believe was unfair.  There were major 
issues between the ACC and the Director of Public Prosecutions, just as there were major issues between the ACC and 
the Police Union (WA).  There was a sense in the media that the lack of convictions meant the ACC was not doing its 
job.  That was a very unfair assessment of the performance of the ACC.  I hope that a similar assessment is not applied 
to the Corruption and Crime Commission.  In four or five years, I hope we do not have the same debate in this place 
that was had on the Official Corruption Commission and the ACC.  The same debate is likely to take place on the CCC 
unless we support the people in it and the legislation we give them.  The legislation we provide them with is the tool 
with which they have to work.  The current staff and the commissioners of the ACC have done a difficult job in a 
difficult climate over the past few years.  I commend them for the professionalism in which they have conducted 
themselves.   

In commending the legislation, I would like to wish the new commission all the very best.  It faces a difficult task.  It 
has to deal with the transition of the work of the police royal commission and the ACC.  The new commission must 
gain the confidence of the public and the other stakeholders.  The Parliamentary Inspector’s position will be very 
important.  He will be the go-between for the community, the ACC and the Parliament.  Having been a member of the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission, I can say that it was somewhat difficult to draw a line 
when people complained about our role.  The role of the joint standing committee was not to investigate.  The 
Parliamentary Inspector will undertake an important function in that role.  I wish that person all the very best in his 
endeavours.  As with all new legislation, there will be bumps along the way.  I hope that the community, the Parliament 
and this Government will be professional enough to allow the CCC to get on with its work that we have appointed it to 
do.  I wish it all the best.   
MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [6.17 pm]:  I will respond to the three matters that the member for 
Kingsley raised that require a response.  Decisions relating to the appointment of members to the commission and the 
location of its premises have been put on hold pending the passage of the legislation.  I have been quite religious in not 
making commitments to matters that in my view should be made by the commissioner of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission.  I intend to move with great expedition to make appointments.  I have drawn up a short list of people, 
many of whom I have not spoken to about this matter.  As is required under the legislation, I will consult with the 
leaders of the political parties over the next few days with a view to making early appointments to the positions of 
commissioner and Parliamentary Inspector.  No appointment has been made, and consultation will hopefully take place 
within the next few hours and days with a view to making an appointment in the near future.  Similarly, the Department 
of Justice has done some work with regard to the commission’s premises, but no commitment has been made pending 
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the ascertainment of the view of the commissioner.  Unfortunately, everything was put on hold, as it had to be, once it 
became apparent that there was great uncertainty about the form of the legislation.  I am happy to say that in its final 
form the legislation is not unlike that which originally passed through the House some six months ago.  Had we been 
confident that that would be the case, it might have been possible to appoint a commissioner with the confident 
expectation of knowing what it was we would have appointed him to do.  However, we did not have that confidence 
until the committee reported last week.   

Secondly, with regard to the staff of the ACC, I think I commented by way of interjection while the member for 
Kingsley was on her feet that the general understanding of how the staff will be treated was the subject of undertakings 
given in the upper House.  The staff will be treated as would anyone else in a public sector organisation.  We did not 
want to compromise the establishment of an effective CCC by requiring it to take on the staff of an existing 
organisation.  I think that when the Official Corruption Commission, chaired by John Wickham, became the Anti-
Corruption Commission, chaired by Terry O’Connor, one of the defects was that it was perceived publicly as simply a 
re-badging of the old organisation, with some enhanced powers.  We are very determined that the CCC will be a fresh 
start, and that, as the member for Kingsley said, it will garner significant public and bipartisan political support for the 
very difficult job it will have to do.  For that reason, we wanted to give the new commissioner a fresh start in 
determining how he - or it may be she, at this stage - will deal with the matter of staff.  With regard to the uncertainty 
surrounding the staff of the Anti-Corruption Commission, we did not know until very recent days the form in which the 
legislation would be passed, or even whether we would succeed in getting the legislation through at all.  Consequently, 
it would have been inappropriate, if not impossible, to give commitments to the staff.  To the extent that uncertainty has 
been hanging over the head of staff of the Anti-Corruption Commission, that is unfortunate.  To a significant degree, it 
has been beyond my capacity to control things.  Hopefully now that this legislation is about to be passed by the 
Parliament, everyone will be dealt with properly.  There will be merit-based selection for the new organisation, and the 
staff that remain with the ACC at this time will be looked after appropriately.   

With those few comments, I thank members opposite for the expeditious passage of this legislation.  I believe it will 
herald a new era in the fight against corruption in Western Australia.   

Question put and passed.   

Bill read a second time.   

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [6.28 pm]:  I move-  

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MR J.L. BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [6.28 pm]:  One of the things that concerns me about this Bill is that 
unless the investigations are made more open and public, the Corruption and Crime Commission will face the same 
problems that occurred with the Anti-Corruption Commission.  What tended to happen with the ACC is that no-one 
knew what was going on behind the scenes.  The people who were accused then came out fighting and saying that they 
had been wrongly accused and investigated.  In the past I supported the secrecy of investigations, because it provided 
the opportunity for those who were accused to be investigated, and if nothing came of the investigation, their names 
would not be sullied.  However, certain people have tended to abuse that process.  I believe the Western Australian 
Police Union was a party to that to some extent, as were those who were accused of certain misdemeanours.  However, 
because of what happened with the ACC, I am now totally opposed to the idea of secrecy.  The commissioner of the 
ACC, Mr Terry O’Connor, has said that the previous legislation was set up to fail.  I could never work out why he 
stayed there for so long if he really believed that was the case.  In the end, because it was hitting the fan and he was 
taking a bit of heat, all of a sudden he said the legislation was set up to fail.  Is this legislation set up to fail?  I guess we 
will find out in due course.  However, it astounds me that when things go wrong for people, they suddenly say that the 
system was set up to fail.  Why did they not say that from day one or not take on the position?  I cannot work that out 
and I am still baffled by it.  Unless it is done more openly so that everyone can understand what people are being 
accused of, this legislation will be set to fail as well.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS BILL 2003 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 

Council’s Amendments - Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows - 
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No. 1 

Clause 3, page 2, lines 19 and 20 - To delete the lines. 

No. 2 

Clause 3, page 2, line 23 - To delete “food” in both places where it occurs. 

No. 3 

Clause 4, page 3, line 7 - To insert after “which” - 

- 

(a) a genetically modified crop must not be cultivated; or 

(b)  

No. 4 

Clause 4, page 3, line 8 - To delete “food”. 

No. 5 

Clause 5, page 3, line 17 - To delete “food”. 

No. 6 

Clause 5, page 3, line 20 - To insert before “the crop” - 

if the order is made under section 4(1)(b), 

No. 7 

Clause 5, page 3, line 22 - To delete “food”. 

No. 8 

Clause 5, page 4, lines 1 to 8 - To delete the lines. 

No. 9 

Clause 5, page 4, lines 15 to 19 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

(4) Subsection (1) does not apply to the cultivation of a genetically modified organism if the 
cultivation is covered by an exemption granted under section 6. 

No. 10 

Clause 6, page 4, line 26 - To delete “food”. 

No. 11 

Clause 6, page 4, line 28 - To insert after “4” - 

(the “designating order”) 

No. 12 

Clause 6, page 4, line 29 - To delete the line and insert instead - 

(c) if the designating order is made under section 4(1)(b), the crop is specified in the designating 
order; and 

(d) an exemption under section 6 does not apply in relation to the crop, or, if an exemption under 
section 6 does apply, the person to whom the exemption applies has failed to comply in a 
material way with the conditions to which the exemption is subject. 

No. 13 

New clauses 6 and 7, page 4, after line 21 - To insert the following new clauses - 

6. Exemptions 
(1) The Minister may, by order published in the Gazette, exempt a person, or a specified class of 

persons, from the application of section 5(1) to a specified extent in relation to a specified 
area or in any other specified way. 

(2) An exemption may be granted subject to specified conditions. 

(3) The Minister may, by order published in the Gazette, vary the conditions to which an 
exemption is subject or revoke the exemption. 
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(4) Section 42 of the Interpretation Act 1984 applies to an order under subsection (1) or (3) as if 
the order were a regulation. 

(5) An exemption may be included in an order designating an area under section 4. 

7. Breach of conditions of an exemption 
(1) A person to whom an exemption applies who contravenes a condition to which the 

exemption is subject commits an offence. 

Penalty: $200 000. 

(2) Proceedings for an offence under subsection (1) are to be dealt with by a court constituted by 
a magistrate. 

No. 14 

New clause 8, page 5, after line 23 - To insert the following new clause - 

8. Orders a court may make on conviction 
(1) If a court convicts a person of an offence against section 5 or 7 and the genetically modified 

crop has been destroyed under an order of the chief executive officer under section 6(1), the 
court may, in addition to any other penalty imposed, order that the person pay to the Minister 
the costs of destroying the crop. 

 (2) If - 

 (a) a court convicts a person of an offence against section 5 or 7; 

 (b) it is proved on the balance of probabilities that the cultivation of the genetically 
modified crop by the convicted person resulted in another crop being a genetically 
modified crop; 

 (c) that other crop is destroyed under an order of the chief executive officer under 
section 6(1); and 

 (d) compensation is paid to another person under section 7 because of the destruction of 
that other crop, 

  the court may, in addition to any other penalty imposed, order the convicted person pay to 
the Minister an amount equal to the amount of compensation paid. 

 (3) If a court convicts a person of an offence against section 5 or 7, the court may, in addition to 
any other penalty imposed, order the convicted person to pay to any other person who has 
suffered loss or damage or incurred costs or expenses as a result of the commission of the 
offence compensation for the loss or damage, or an amount for or towards the costs or 
expenses. 

No. 15 

Long Title, page 1 - To delete “food”. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN - by leave:  I move -  

That amendments Nos 1 to 5 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I move -  

That amendment No 6 made by the Council be agreed to.   
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I state the National Party’s opposition to clause 6 for the simple reason that there is no provision 
by which the landowner is notified when an order is made for the destruction of a crop.  This clause gives an authorised 
officer the power to enter land and, if necessary, the premises upon that land to seize and destroy a crop.  However, 
there is nothing in the clause that requires the authorised officer to notify the landowner.  The National Party has 
consistently opposed this clause.  We believe it infringes on people’s basic rights to have the opportunity to explain 
their position or to explain to the authorised officer that the decision is wrong before their crop is destroyed.  We 
believe that is not right.  This is a small, simple piece of legislation but it gives the Department of Agriculture immense 
powers to enter properties, destroy crops and impose fines without having to give notification.  The amendments that 
we moved during the passage of the Bill have not been accepted.  Our position has not changed.  We oppose this clause 
for those reasons.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I agree with the member for Wagin; the National Party has been consistent in its opposition to 
clause 6 of the Bill, both in the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council.  The member for Wagin has pointed 
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out that the nub of the problem with this clause of the Bill, as the National Party sees it, is that it gives an authorised 
officer of the Department of Agriculture unnecessary power to enter a farmer’s property, to inspect a crop and order its 
destruction should the department believe that it is in breach of the genetically modified organisms licence.  I reiterate 
what was said in this place in the first instance when the member for Wagin moved an amendment to delete the clause: 
by the time an authorised officer of the Department of Agriculture entered a farm or place of residence for the purpose 
of destroying a genetically modified crop as a result of a breach of a licence, an illegally grown crop or for whatever 
reason, a number of inspections would already have taken place.   

Mr T.K. Waldron:  There is no notification.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is not a question of notification.  A number of inspections would already have taken place.  The 
Department of Agriculture would have already ascertained whether the growing of the crop was in breach of the GMO 
licence or was illegal.  If the Department of Agriculture issued an order, the growing of the crop would clearly have 
been in breach of the licence or illegal.  The member for Wagin, and Hon Murray Criddle in the upper House, was 
seeking to amend the clause that represents the final step to be taken by the Department of Agriculture when issuing an 
order for the destruction of a crop.  The horse would have already bolted.  It would already have been determined that 
the crop was illegally grown or grown in breach of the licence.  The department would have issued the order for the 
destruction of the crop.  Effectively, the Department of Agriculture’s authorised officer would be there to put the whole 
matter to rest.  The member for Wagin was seeking to amend the clause so that notification would be given to the 
farmer.  Neither that amendment nor the amendment moved by Hon Murray Criddle in the other place would have 
achieved the effect that the member is seeking. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I will not go on with this at length, except to say that I do not agree with the parliamentary 
secretary’s interpretation.  The wording “if necessary, enter premises upon that land” that entitles the authorised officer 
to enter the premises without notification is wrong and infringes on people’s basic rights.  That is the National Party’s 
strongly held position.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I will highlight one other point to finalise the debate on this point of the reasons for no notification.  
As was mentioned before when this clause was debated in this Chamber, the reason for the clause is to ensure that the 
farmer is given no prior notice of the intention to issue an order to destroy the crop so that he does not have the ability 
to harvest the crop and transport it.  That is one of the fundamental reasons for not giving notice. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  You have just contradicted what you said before. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I have indicated that the Department of Agriculture would already have found out what was going 
on at the farm where there has been a breach. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  Therefore, the farmer could harvest it. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  If the farmer is aware that the Department of Agriculture is on his case, he may well take the crop 
off and transport it.  That is the reason the farmer will not be notified if an order to destroy the crop is to be issued.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN - by leave:  I move -  

That amendments Nos 7 to 15 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Mr R.N. SWEETMAN:  I have read the Hansard of the upper House.  It appears that all bar two of the amendments 
were moved by the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  Either there was discussion with the minor parties 
about what amendments were to be made or the Government had a rethink about the legislation.  Two of the 
amendments moved by Hon Murray Criddle were agreed to, and the rest that were passed by the Council were moved 
by the minister.  Is that correct?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That is correct.  There was discussion between the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
and all parties, not just the minor parties.  The National Party was included in those discussions.  As the member quite 
rightly pointed out, two of the amendments moved by Hon Murray Criddle were accepted by the minister and passed.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly.   

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND REHABILITATION COMMISSION REPORT AND THE 
DEPARTMENT OF RACING, GAMING AND LIQUOR REPORT, CORRECTIONS 

Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  I advise members that under Standing Order No 156 I have authorised corrections 
to the 2002-03 annual report of the Workers’ Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission, tabled on 10 September 
2003, and the 2002-03 annual report of the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor, tabled on 14 October 2003.  I 
table the amendments.   
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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [6.38 pm]:  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until a date and time to be fixed by the Speaker.   

We have already had the opportunity to give our thanks and best wishes so I will not repeat them, other than to again 
thank all members and staff for their contribution to the Parliament and to convey my wishes for a very happy 
Christmas and all the best for the new year.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [6.39 pm]:  I join my colleague, and friend sometimes, the Leader of the House, in 
wishing all members of this House and their families a very happy Christmas and a healthy, safe, prosperous and 
peaceful new year.  I also extend once again our very best wishes from this side of the House to everybody who works 
within the parliamentary precincts, and to you, Mr Speaker, and to the many other people whom we may come across in 
the next few weeks. 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  I also want to take the opportunity to wish everyone a merry Christmas and a 
happy new year.  It is relatively sad that we lost the cow during the short break that we had. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  She got mad cow disease! 

The SPEAKER:  I hope that everyone drives safely and looks after themselves during this break. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 6.40 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

CRIME, NORTHBRIDGE 

1868. Mr M.J. Birney to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

(1) What was the total number of offences reported between 28 July and 28 August in Northbridge for each of the 
following years – 

(a) 2000; 
(b) 2001; 
(c) 2002; and 
(d) 2003? 

(2) What was the total number of offences against the person reported between 28 July and 28 August in 
Northbridge for each of the following years – 

(a) 2000; 
(b) 2001; 
(c) 2002; and 
(d) 2003? 

(3) What was the total number of property offences reported between 28 July and 28 August in Northbridge for 
each of the following years – 

(a) 2000; 
(b) 2001; 
(c) 2002; and 
(d) 2003? 

(4) What was the total number of other offences reported between 28 July and 28 August in Northbridge for each 
of the following years – 

(a) 2000; 
(b) 2001; 
(c) 2002; and 
(d) 2003? 

(5) For the period 28 July to 28 August for each of the years referred to in (1), how many offences were recorded 
in the following categories – 

(a) murder; 
(b) attempted murder; 
(c) manslaughter; 
(d) driving causing death; 
(e) aggravated sexual assault; 
(f) non-aggravated sexual assault; 
(g) aggravated assault; 
(h) non-aggravated assault; 
(i) assault of a police officer; 
(j) threatening behaviour; 
(k) deprivation of liberty; 
(l) aggravated robbery (involving firearms); 
(m) aggravated robbery (other); 
(n) non-aggravated robbery; 
(o) burglary (dwelling); 
(p) burglary (non-dwelling); 
(q) stealing motor vehicle/s; 
(r) theft; 
(s) receiving/illegal use; 
(t) fraud; 
(u) arson; 
(v) graffiti; 
(w) property damage; 
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(x) breach of restraint; 
(y) drugs (traffic); and 
(z) drugs (possession)? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

(1)-(5) The Western Australia Police Service advise they place monthly and annual offence and clearance statistics at 
State on the Police Service website www.police.wa.gov.au.  Furthermore, monthly and annual offence and 
clearance statistics are tabled in Parliament on a quarterly basis.  These reports can be accessed from the 
Parliamentary Library. 

The Police Service have provided information at Attachment 1 regarding offences in Northbridge between 28 
July and 28 August for the 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003 calendar years. 

 
ATTACHMENT 1 

 

 
 
Source 
WA Police Service, Offence Information System and Frontline Incident Management System. 
 
 

Reported Offences 2000 2001 2002 2003
Murder 0 0 0 0
Attempted Murder 0 0 0 0
Manslaughter 0 0 0 0
Driving Causing Death 0 0 0 0
Aggravated Sexual Assault 0 0 0 0
Non-Aggrav Sexual Assault 1 1 1 1
Aggravated Assault 12 6 12 15
Non-Aggravated Assault 9 7 26 16
Assault Police Officer 1 7 5 5
Threatening Behaviour 3 3 6 3
Deprivation/Liberty 0 0 0 0
Aggravated Robbery (Firearm) 0 0 2 0
Aggravated Robbery (Other) 0 0 2 3
Non-Aggravated Robbery 0 2 2 1
Total Offences Against The Person 26 26 56 44
Burglary (Dwelling) 2 1 4 6
Burglary (Other) 10 5 16 10
Steal Motor Vehicle 9 8 13 13
Theft (see statistical note [h]) 78 68 85 110
Receiving/Illegal Use 0 1 0 0
Fraud 9 3 2 3
Arson 0 0 0 0
Graffiti 0 8 7 0
Property Damage 18 15 25 30
Total Offences Against Property 126 109 152 172
Breach of Restraint 0 1 0 0
Drugs(Traffic) 1 0 3 0
Drugs(Possess) 32 17 31 16
Total Selected Other Offences 33 18 34 16
Total Selected Offences 185 153 242 232

Reported selected offences in Northbridge 
between 28 July and 28 August by calendar year
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POLICE, DNA SAMPLES, NUMBER AND DATES 

1871. Mr M.J. Birney to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

(1) Will the Minister advise how many DNA samples have been submitted by investigating officers or others to be 
analysed for any sexual crimes including rape and sexual assault since the inception of the Government’s DNA 
legislation? 

(2) Will the Minister advise the date that each sample referred to in (1) was submitted for analysis and the date 
that it was actually analysed and checked against the data base for a possible match? 

(3) Will the Minister advise how many of the samples referred to in (1) actually resulted in a positive DNA match 
and the time that elapsed between the submitting of each sample and the positive match being obtained? 

(4) Will the Minister advise the number of individuals that have been charged for sexual crimes following on from 
a positive DNA match being obtained and the length of time that elapsed between the original submitting of 
the sample for analysis and the actual analysis taking place that resulted in the positive match? 

(5) Will the Minister advise how many individuals that were charged with sexual crimes following on from a 
positive DNA sample being obtained were found guilty, the time taken for the DNA sample to be analysed in 
each case and the details of each charge? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

(1) To advise the Member of the number of submitted samples that relate to sexual crimes would require the 
diversion of police resources from other duties.  The Police Service estimate that it would take one FTE 
approximately ten days to review these records to collate and analyse the data.  However, the Police Service 
advise that from 1 July 2002 to 30 August 2003, 17,136 crime scene samples were submitted to the PathCentre 
for DNA analysis. 

Since the inception of the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Act 2002, in excess of 6,700 Requests 
for Analysis have been submitted with exhibits.  (It is worthy to note that a Request for Analysis may involve 
more than one DNA sample and therefore the number of Requests for Analysis is less than the number of DNA 
samples submitted to the PathCentre).  Of the 6,700 Requests for Analysis, 551 were related to sexual 
offences.  However, each case may be subject to more than one Request for Analysis as exhibits may be 
submitted at different times over the course of an investigation. 

(2)-(3) In addition to the ten days stated in part (1), the Police Service estimate that it would take one FTE a further 3 
days to determine the dates each sample was submitted to the PathCentre.  The remaining information 
requested should be referred to the Minister for Health as the PathCentre is within his portfolio. 

(4)-(5) The Police Service advise the PathCentre reports the results of analysis to police in a document known as a 
Forensic Biology report.  In serious or urgent cases, preliminary notification of results is made to the inquiry 
officer immediately following confirmation of a DNA match.  Such a notification is performed before the 
Forensic Biology report is issued. Furthermore, the PathCentre can process an urgent case analysis within a 
week.  

The Police Service estimate it would take one FTE approximately ten days to extract and collate all of the 
information requested.  However, by means of example, the Police Service advise that between 1 July 2002 
and 30 June 2003, 12 DNA database matches were recorded for previously unsolved sexual offences.  At 30 
June 2003, six of those persons had been charged.  To date three have been convicted.  Details of these 
convictions follow. 

On 22 November 2002, a 33 year old man pleaded guilty to three counts of aggravated burglary, two counts of 
deprivation of liberty, eight counts of aggravated indecent assault, one count of unlawful wounding, ten counts 
of aggravated sexual penetration and two counts of attempted aggravated sexual penetration after DNA linked 
four incidents together and also linked the offender to these crimes.  He was sentenced in the Supreme Court to 
a total of 34 years imprisonment.  Crime scene samples from the first and second incidents were submitted for 
analysis on 9 May 2002.  A DNA reference sample from the offender was submitted for analysis on 10 
July 2002.  Crime scene samples from the third and fourth incidents were submitted for analysis on 30 
August 2002 and the offender was subsequently charged with these offences on 5 September 2002.  

On 9 June 2003, a 30 year old male person was sentenced to 6 years imprisonment when he pleaded guilty to 
one count of deprivation of liberty, two counts of aggravated indecent assault, seven counts of aggravated 
sexual assault and one count of indecent assault after DNA linked him to the crimes.  The crime scene samples 
were submitted for analysis on 17 December 1990 and a DNA reference sample was submitted for analysis 
on 23 August 2002.  A Forensic Biology report of the match was issued on 19 September 2002 and he was 
charged on 18 January 2003. 
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On 27 September 2002, a 17-year-old male person was sentenced to 2 years detention when he pleaded guilty 
to one count of aggravated sexual penetration, two counts of aggravated sexual assault and one count of 
deprivation of liberty after DNA linked him to the crimes.  The crime scene samples were submitted for 
analysis on 3 April 2002, a DNA reference sample was submitted on 26 August 2002, a Forensic Biology 
report of the match was issued on 28 August 2002 and he was charged on 6 September 2002. 

SOUTH WEST METROPOLITAN RAILWAY, ROAD RESERVE 

1872. Mrs K. Hodson-Thomas to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 

I refer to the result of the advice received regarding the absolute minimum width for a safe operational rail track and 
associated reserve being that the former Coalition Government relocated and widened a section of the Kwinana freeway 
road reserve (south of Glen Iris) and ask - 

(a) which agency provided the previous Coalition Government with advice that it was necessary to 
relocate and widen the freeway road reserve to accommodate the South West Metropolitan railway 
(SWMR); and 

(b) in relation to the specific issue of safety relating to the construction of the SWMR in close proximity 
to vehicular traffic - 

(i) what was the minimum reserve width for the rail track; 

(ii) what was the rationale provided that this minimum width was required; 

(iii) will the Minister table the advice that was given at that time; 

(iv) what was the cost to relocate the freeway road reserve to accommodate the proposed rail 
track; 

(v) if the minimum reserve width advice is greater (wider) than that which is proposed on any 
section of the rail between Glen Iris and Perth will the Minister explain the reason/s for this 
disparity; 

(vi) which specific agency provided the advice and the reduction in width; and 

(vii) will the Minister assure the public that the current reserve width proposed for the rail track 
within the Kwinana road reserve between Leach Highway and Perth is not a compromise on 
current operational and safety standards adopted elsewhere for metropolitan rail systems? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 

(a) I am advised that advice was provided by the Department of Transport, based on Main Roads and Westrail 
requirements, that the Freeway road reserve should be relocated and widened mainly to accommodate 
proposed and future rail stations. 

(b)(i) Prior to the widening of the section of the Kwinana Freeway road reserve, the minimum rail reserve width for 
that section would have been approximately 18 metres between the edges of the Freeway breakdown lanes. 
However, it is important to note that different track structures, type of protective barriers and location of 
stations etc dictate the minimum width between protective barriers to accommodate the railway within the 
Freeway.  

(ii) I understand that the rationale was based on Westrail’s experience with the median width that was available in 
the Mitchell Freeway for the Northern Suburbs Railway and work required to accommodate proposed and 
future rail stations. 

(iii) Considerable staff resources have been committed to search Public  Transport Authority records to locate 
relevant documents containing  this advice without success. It would be inappropriate to commit  valuable 
resources to continue the search and I am therefore not in a  position to table the information required by the 
Member.  

(iv) Of the order of $14 million for relocation work south of Glen Iris.  This relates to the cost of relocating the 
section of Kwinana Freeway between where the rail tunnel was constructed just north of Berrigan Drive (Glen 
Iris) south to where the railway leaves the Freeway reservation near Anketell Road. This section had to be 
relocated to accommodate the rail in the central median of the Freeway. 

(v) Different track structures, type of protective barriers and location of  stations etc dictate the minimum width 
between protective barriers to  accommodate the railway within the Freeway.  

(vi) Department of Transport. 

(vii) Yes.  The track structure and type of barriers that will be used to protect  the railway between Leach Highway 
and Perth have been chosen to  ensure that the safety and integrity of the railway are not compromised. 
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Additionally, between Mt Henry and the Narrows Bridge, the  operational speed of the railway will be limited 
to 100 kilometres per  hour. In comparison, 130 kilometres per hour will be the normal speed  on the remainder 
of the Perth to Mandurah route.  

The adoption of the railway reserve width along the Perth to Mandurah railway is a technical issue, which has 
been well developed.  

BOARDS, REVIEWS, COMMITTEES, INQUIRIES AND TASK FORCES, ESTABLISHMENT 

1902. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Premier; Minister for Public Sector Management; Federal Affairs; Science; 
Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

(1) Since the election of the State Labor Government, how many boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and 
taskforces have been established within the Premier’s portfolio? 

(2) Will the Premier list all the boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(3) What is the name and qualification of each person who chairs each board, review, committee, inquiry and 
taskforce that has been established within the Premier’s portfolio since the election of the State Labor 
Government? 

(4) Will the Premier list the commencement date and the completion date for all boards, reviews, committees, 
inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(5) Will the Premier list the total cost of sitting fees and the total cost for each of the boards, reviews, committees, 
inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(6) What payments, fees and sitting fees are paid to the chairperson of each board, review, committee, inquiry and 
taskforce that has been established within the Premier’s portfolio? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP replied: 

I am advised that : 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet 

(1) 26 

(2) (a) Family Violence and Child Abuse in Aboriginal Communities (the Gordon Inquiry) 
(b) Review of the Members of Parliament Financial Interests Register 
(c) Review into Missing Department of Consumer and Employment Protection files  
(d) Bali Memorial Steering Committee 
(e) Inquiry into the provision of services by the Department for Community Development in selected 

cases of child abuse and family violence in Aboriginal Communities (the Hooker Inquiry) 
(f) Machinery of Government Taskforce 
(g) Functional Review Taskforce 
(h) Shared Land Information Platform Interdepartmental Steering Committee 
(i) National Communications Fund (NCF)/Network WA Steering Committee 
(j) E-Government Sub-Committee 
(k) Anti-Racism Steering Committee 
(l) Premier’s Physical Activity Taskforce 
(m) Premier’s Rockingham Planning and Development Taskforce 
(n) Review of Conservation Covenanting in Western Australia 
(o) Review of Costs Associated with Marine Parks 
(p) 2004 Co-ordinating Committee 
(q) CEO Taskforce on Public Liability Insurance 
(r) Early Years Steering Committee 
(s) Premier’s Water Taskforce 
(t) Irrigation Review Committee 
(u) Premier’s Water Research Foundation 
(v) Retail Trading Hours Review 
(w) Review of Appointments to Government Boards and Committees 
(x) Review of Members’ Travel Entitlements 
(y) Review of National Trust of Australia (WA) 
(z) Interdepartmental Committee on Native Vegetation 

(3) (a) Ms Sue Gordon AM LLB 
(b) Ms Margaret Quirk MA LLB (Hons) MLA 
(c) Ms Prudence Ford BSc (Hons) Dip Ed 
(d) Mr Mark McGowan BA, LLB Grad. Dip. Leg. Prac. MLA 
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(e) Mr Richard Hooker Bjuris (Hons), LLB 
(f) Mr Stuart Hicks 
(g) Mr Michael Costello AO 
(h) Ms Karen Caple BPE Dip Ed 
(i) Ms Jo Bryson Grad Dip Bus Admin, M Bus 
(j) Mr Mal Wauchope B Com (Hons), M Com 
(k) The Hon Dr Geoff Gallop BEc MA MPhil DPhil MLA 
(l) Mr Mal Wauchope B Com (Hons), M Com 
(m) Mr Mark McGowan BA, LLB Grad. Dip. Leg. Prac. MLA and Mr Norm Marlborough MLA 
(n) Mr Andrew Higham BEnvSc 
(o) Mr Rosh Ireland BSc (Hons), Grad. Cert. PSM 
(p) The Hon John Cowdell BA (Hons), Dip Ed JP MLC 
(q) Mr Mal Wauchope B Com (Hons), M Com 
(r) Mr Shawn Boyle BA 
(s) Mr David Hatt B.Ed, JP 
(t) Mr Ross Kelly BE (Hons) 
(u) Mr Charlie Welker B.Sc (Hons) 
(v) Ms Rita Saffioti B.Bus 
(w) Mrs Diane Guise MLA 
(x) No formally appointed Chair. 
(y) Ms Prudence Ford BSc (Hons) Dip Ed 
(z) Mr Keith Bradby 

(4) (a) 14 January 2002 – 31 July 2002 
(b) March 2001 – August 2002 
(c) 25 February 2003 – 3 May 2003  
(d) December 2002 – October 2003 
(e) 23 October 2002 – 30 April 2003 
(f) 2 March 2001 – June 2001 
(g) 26 June 2002 (announcement) – 31 December 2002 
(h) April 2003 - ongoing 
(i) 2 September 2002 - ongoing 
(j) 21 February 2003 - ongoing 
(k) 28 October 2001 – ongoing 
(l) June 2001 – June 2007 
(m) 23 April 2003 (endorsed by Cabinet) – ongoing 
(n) 28 May 2002 – 24 June 2003 
(o) 5 March 2003 – expected completion date December 2003 
(p) August 2002 – December 2003 
(q) June 2002 – May 2003 
(r) September 2003 - ongoing 
(s) October 2002 - ongoing 
(t) 22 October 2003 (launched) – 31 December 2004 (final report) 
(u) 22 October 2003 (launched) – 30 June 2005 
(v) December 2002 – May 2003 
(w) May 2001 – August 2001 (report concluded) 
(x) Review delayed following the departure of the former Executive Officer of the Salaries and 

Allowances Tribunal.  Review will be recommenced in early 2004. 
(y) December 2002 – 28 February 2003 (reporting date) 
(z) August 2001 – December 2001 

(5) (a) Total cost of Inquiry – $1,013,880 (excl. GST) 

(b) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(c) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(d) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(e) Total cost of Inquiry - $34,900 (excl. GST) 

(f) $188,568 (this includes the public service salaries of a number of officers seconded to the Taskforce) 
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(g) Total cost of sitting fees - $280,000 plus travel and accommodation expenses 
Total cost of Review - $1,004,057  

(h) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department.  

(i) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(j) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(k) The anti racism strategy has been allocated $891,000 over four years.  This allocation is administered 
by the Office of Multicultural Interests, which provides administrative support to the Committee. 

(l) Cost of Taskforce - $280,000 (2001/02), $280,000 (2002/03) 

(m) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this taskforce, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(n) Total provided for contract - $5,000 

(o) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(p) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(q) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this taskforce, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(r) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(s) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this taskforce, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(t) Cost of Committee for 2003/2004 - $300,000 

(u) Total cost of committee meetings - $61,000 per annum 

Cost of Foundation for 2003/2004 - $1 million for grants 

(v) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(w) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(x) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(y) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this review, there was only minor 
additional costs to the Department. 

(z) Apart from the normal public service salaries of officers involved in this committee, there was only 
minor additional costs to the Department. 

(6) (a) Payment to Chairperson - $103,367.40 (excl. GST) 
(b) nil 
(c) nil 
(d) nil 
(e) Payment to Chairperson - $29,050 (excl. GST) 
(f) Payment to Chairperson - $77,000 (incl. of GST) 
(g) Payment to Chairperson - $180,000 (incl. of GST) plus travel and accommodation expenses 
(h) nil 
(i) nil 
(j) nil 
(k) nil 
(l) nil 
(m) nil 
(n) nil 
(o) nil 
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(p) nil 
(q) nil 
(r) nil 
(s) nil 
(t) Payments to Chairperson to 30 November 2003 - nil 
(u) Payments to Chairperson to 30 November 2003 - nil 
(v) nil 
(w) nil 
(x) nil 
(y) nil 
(z) nil 

Anti-Corruption Commission: 

The Anti-Corruption Commission has provided the following information: 

(1)-(6) Not applicable. The Anti-Corruption Commission was established prior to the election of the current State 
Labor Government. 

Governor’s Establishment: 

(1)-(6) This question does not apply to the Governor’s Establishment. 

Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner: 

The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards advises as follows: 

(1) No. 

(2)-(6) Not applicable. 

BOARDS, REVIEWS, COMMITTEES, INQUIRIES AND TASK FORCES, ESTABLISHMENT 

1906. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for the Environment 

(1) Since the election of the State Labor Government, how many boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and 
taskforces have been established within the Minister’s portfolio? 

(2) Will the Minister list all the boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(3) What is the name and qualification of each person who chairs each board, review, committee, inquiry and 
taskforce that has been established within the Minister’s portfolio since the election of the State Labor 
Government? 

(4) Will the Minister list the commencement date and the completion date for all boards, reviews, committees, 
inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(5) Will the Minister list the total cost of sitting fees and the total cost for each of the boards, reviews, committees, 
inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(6) What payments, fees and sitting fees are paid to the chairperson of each board, review, committee, inquiry and 
taskforce that has been established within the Minister’s portfolio? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 

OFFICE OF THE MINISTER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 

(1) One 

(2) Review Panel for the Review of the Department of Conservation and Land Management’s Prosecution Policy 
Guidelines and Administrative Procedures Relating to Prosecutions. 

(3) Chairperson – Mr Peter Johnston, Senior Lecturer and Fellow, Faculty of Law, the University of Western 
Australia 

(4) The Review Panel will meet with me on 16 December 2003 for it’s first meeting. I have requested that the 
Review Panel complete the review by 31 March 2004. 

(5) The two non-public service members of the Review Panel will not be paid sitting fees per se; rather they will 
be paid consultancy fees to cover the services of the members.  The total cost of the Review is not expected to 
exceed $25,000. 

(6) The Consultancy Fee for Mr Peter Johnston has been agreed at $10,000 (excluding GST) for completion of the 
Services in the Perth Metropolitan Area. The total Consultancy fees must not exceed $10,000 (excluding GST 
and expenses) without prior written agreement by the Principal. Additional expenses incurred in travel outside 
of the Metropolitan area in relation to the services must be actual and reasonable expenses. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT 

The Department routinely creates taskforces or committees to facilitate delivery of the outputs for which it has 
responsibility and may create ad hoc or ongoing consultative bodies to provide for stakeholder and public input into 
Departmental processes.  The Department also has membership of a range of across Government bodies responsible for 
providing coordinated policy advice and policy implementation actions 

(1) 17 

(2) Walpole Wilderness Area Stakeholders Reference Group 

(3) Chairperson - Mr Jim Sharp, Director Parks and Visitor Services, Department of Conservation and Land 
Management. 

(4) The first meeting was held on 30 November 2001.  The last meeting was held on 12 April 2002. 

(5) Sitting fees were not paid. The 16 non-departmental members were offered payment of vehicle mileage to 
travel to and from meetings at Public Service vehicle hire rates. Lunch was provided. 

(6) The chairperson was not paid any fees or payments additional to his departmental salary. 

(2) Walpole Wilderness Area Community Advisory Group 

(3) Chairperson - Mr Jim Sharp, Director Parks and Visitor Services, Department of Conservation and Land 
Management. 

(4) The first meeting was held on 31 January 2003. The committee will be in place until the management plan for 
the national parks in the Walpole Wilderness Area is completed, which is anticipated to be early 2004. 

(5) Sitting fees are not paid. The 14 non-departmental members are offered payment for vehicle mileage to travel 
to and from meetings at Public Service vehicle hire rates. Lunch is provided. 

(6) The chairperson is not paid sitting fees additional to his departmental salary. 

(2) Wandoo Response Group - now know as the Wandoo Recovery Group 

(3) Chairperson - Mr Alan Sands, Regional Manager Swan Region, Department of Conservation and Land 
Management. 

(4) The formation of the Wandoo Recovery Group was announced by the Minister for the Environment on 20 
February 2003. The first meeting was held at York on 5 August 2003. No date has been set for completion of 
this group. 

(5) Total running cost of the Wandoo Recovery Group is $10,648.99 which includes the sitting fees for non-
departmental members of $1136.00. 

In addition to the above costs, the University of Western Australia has been awarded $125,000 through the 
Australian Research Council’s Linkage Grants Program to study the health of wandoo woodlands. 

CALM is also providing a further $45,000 to the three-year program as well as in-kind contributions totalling 
more than $190,000. Other studies by the University of Western Australia also are investigating the role of 
disease factors in the decline of wandoo. 

(6) The chairperson is not paid sitting fees additional to his departmental salary. 

(2) Tuart Response Group to (i) coordinate investigations into the decline in tuart health, (ii) devise a ‘tuart 
conservation and management strategy and action plan’ and (iii) prepare educational material for the protection 
of tuart on freehold land.   

(3) Mr Alan Walker, Director Regional Services, Department of Conservation and Land Management. 

(4) Commencement date: 16 November 2001.  Completion date: end of 2004. 

(5) Total running cost of the Tuart Response Group is $206,800 which includes the sitting fees of $4,700. 

(6) The chairperson is not paid sitting fees additional to his departmental salary. 

(2) Advisory Committee for the Proposed Geographe Bay/Leeuwin-Naturaliste/Hardy Inlet Marine Conservation 
Reserve 

(3) The committee is a community based committee such that members do not represent particular organisations. 
Members were selected for their community connections and local knowledge. Formal qualifications per se are 
therefore not relevant to the function of members. The chairperson is Mr Bob McKay. 

(4) Commencement date: 1 August 2003.  Completion date: duration of period to develop recommendations to 
Government on the proposal for a marine conservation reserve in the area. 
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(5) No sitting fees are paid.  Cost to date: $13,000 for the hire of meeting venues, charter boat for site inspection 
and accommodation; and $15,000 for the production of public information documentation for the proposed 
marine reserve. 

(6) No sitting fees are paid to the chairperson. 

(2) Internal Review of Fire Management Practices 

(3) The review was commissioned by the Executive Director CALM, and the report was compiled by Chris 
Muller, Regional Manager, Pilbara Region with the assistance of staff in the Department.  Mr Muller has 30 
years of experience in fire management and research in forests, woodland, and arid vegetation types. 

(4) The review was undertaken during the period July 2001 to September 2001, and finalised through to 
December 2001.  The report was published in January 2002. 

(5) No consultancy fees were paid.  It is estimated the overall costs of departmental salaries, accommodation, 
travel, meals and miscellaneous matters totalled about $32,000. 

(6) No chairperson appointed. 

(2) National Competition Policy Legislation Review of the Wildlife Conservation Act and its Subsidiary 
Legislation 

(3) The review was carried out under contract by The Allen Consulting Group Pty Ltd for the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management. 

(4) The review commenced in March 2002 and the report of the review was completed in June 2002. 

(5) Sitting fees were not applicable to the review.  The cost was approximately $23,000. 

(6) See (5) 

(2) Chief Executive Officers’ Coordination Committee on Implementation of the Protecting our old-growth forests 
policy 

(3) Mr Keiran McNamara, Executive Director, Department of Conservation and Land Management. 

(4) 15 March 2001 – ongoing. 

(5)-(6) Nil. 

(2) Processes under the Protecting our old-growth forests policy and preparation of the Forest Management Plan: 

(i) Review of stream and river logging buffers to ensure their adequacy in protecting our waterways from 
salinity, degradation and turbidity. 

(ii) Assessment of the scientific, economic and community values and the impact of logging on salinity of 
areas subject to a moratorium on logging. 

(iii) Review of high conservation value areas in the south-west forest to determine whether further areas 
should be reserved. 

(iv) Report on the environmental impacts of silvicultural treatments applied to jarrah forests (Ministerial 
Condition 11) Part 1. 

(v) Update of silvicultural guidelines and review submissions on the draft guidelines – collate, update and 
consolidate the silvicultural guidelines currently used by the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management for the management of native forests available for timber production in the south-west. 

(vi) Review of structural goals for jarrah and karri forest and advise on their applicability to the new forest 
management plan. 

(vii) Expert Working Group to design a trial of the “Protocol for the identification and prioritisation for 
management of Phytophthora cinnamomi ‘protectable areas’. 

(3) (i) This review was undertaken by the Water and Rivers Commission. 
(ii) This review was a consultancy undertaken by URS Forestry. 
(iii) This review was a consultancy undertaken by Ecoscape (Australia) Pty Ltd. 
(iv) Dr Neil Burrows, Director of Science, Department of Conservation and Land Management. 
(v) This review is a consultancy undertaken by Mr Jack Bradshaw Dip.For., B.Sc.For., Forest Consultant. 
(vi) This review was a consultancy undertaken  by Mr Jack Bradshaw Dip.For., B.Sc.For., Forest 

Consultant. 

(vii) Mr Peter Baldwin, Acting Director, Conservation Commission of Western Australia. 
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(4) (i) March 2001 to August 2001. 

(ii) May 2001 to August 2001. 

(iii) December 2001 to March 2002. 

(iv) July 2001 to October 2001 

(v) July 2001 – ongoing. 

(vi) February 2002 to March 2002. 

(vii) November 2001 to July 2002 

(5) (i) No costs were recorded by the Department. 

(ii) Total cost $59,250 to the consultants. 

(iii) Total cost $52,618, including $3,600 to the consultant, Dr Per Christensen. 

(iv) Total cost $10,488, including $8,400 to the consultants. 

(v) Total cost $42,278, including $41,865 to the consultant. 

(vi) Total cost $4,500 to the consultant. 

(vii) Total cost $7,151, including $6,736 to the consultants. 

(6) (i) Not applicable. 

(ii) Not applicable. 

(iii) Not applicable. 

(iv) Nil. 

(v) Not applicable. 

(vi) Not applicable. 

(vii) Nil 

(2) Review of the Western Shield Program 
(3) The Chairman of the review panel was Professor Hugh Possingham.  Professor Possingham currently holds the 

Chairs in both Mathematics and Zoology at the University of Queensland.  He also has extensive experience in 
high level committee procedures and government committees (e.g. Chair of the Commonwealth Biological 
Diversity Advisory Committee). 

(4) The review process formally commenced on February 24, 2003 when the review panel assembled in Perth.  
The panel members' visit to Perth ended on 1 March and the members worked on their report over the 
following months.  The final version of their report was submitted to the Executive Director of CALM on 16 
September, 2003.  Departmental consideration of the report is still current. 

(5) The total cost of the review panel's contracts (airfares, accommodation, plane charter and fees) amounted to 
approximately $50,750.  Additional costs of administration and organization of the review were met by the 
Department, and are not separately accounted. 

(6) Payments to the University of Queensland for the services of the Chairman were $8,800 (incl. GST). 
(2) Review of the Conservation and Land Management Act Statutory Authorities 
(3) The requirement for a review of the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority, Marine Parks and Reserves 

Scientific Advisory Committee and the Conservation Commission of Western Australia arose from statutory 
and Government policy commitments including the Machinery of Government Review. The review was 
undertaken by consultant, Mr Alex Errington. Mr Errington was the former Deputy State Ombudsman. 

(4) The review was announced on 12 December 2003. The due date for completion of the review report was 31 
March 2003. The Government’s response was announced on 28 August 2003. 

(5) Consultancy fees of $26,620 (inclusive of the Goods and Services Tax) plus out of pocket expenses of 
$522.85. 

(6) See (5). 

CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 
(1) Seven 
(2) Round Table: Ministerial key stakeholder group to provide opportunity for key stakeholder groups to be kept 

informed of the progress of the Forest Management Plan as well as provide input into the development. 
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(3) Chairperson – Dr Ken Michael 

(4) The first meeting was held on 1 August 2001 the last meeting was held on 5 August 2002 following the release 
of the draft forest management plan. 

(5) $2,130 

(6) $2,130 

(2) Forest Management Plan Steering Committee: to ensure the Forest Management Plan is undertaken in a 
transparent and consultative manner, addressing all relevant issues that relate to sustainable management of 
forests.  

(3) Chairperson – Dr John Bailey (from December 2001) – Chairman, Conservation Commission; Mr Rodney 
Safstrom, member Conservation Commission prior to then. 

(4) The first meeting was held on 4 April 2001 the last meeting was held on 27 March 2003. 

(5) $14,982 

(6) Nil 

(2) Map & Data Review: A review of the concerns of stakeholders with regard to the adequacy of map and data 
information inputs to the calculation of sustained yield in the forest management plan. 

Expert Panel to Advise the Conservation Commission of Western Australia in Relation to Jarrah Silvicultural 
Guidelines. 

(3) Professor Ian Ferguson, University of Melbourne was engaged as a consultant. 

(4) 23-25 October 2002 
(5) Total cost $9,672 
(6) Not applicable 
(2) Review of Management Options for Poorly Represented Vegetation Complexes 

(3) Consultancy undertaken by Matiske Consulting. 
(4) November 2002 to April 2003 
(5) Total cost $3,960. 

(6) Not applicable 

(2) Calculating Sustained Yield for the Forest Management Plan (2004-2013) STAGE 3 Report for the 
Conservation Commission of Western Australia by the Independent Panel. 

(3) A panel of six independent experts were engaged for this review on a contract basis. 

(4) May-June 2003 

(5) Total cost $71,225. 

(6) Not applicable 

(2) Towards Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management in Western Australia - A Review of Draft Jarrah 
Silviculture Guideline. 

(3) A panel of two independent experts and three government experts were engaged for this review on a contract 
basis. 

(4) July-August 2002 
(5) Total cost $4,614. 
(6) Not applicable 
(2) Review of the Department of Conservation and Land Management Forest Audits 
(3) URS Consulting Australia was engaged to undertake this review on a contract basis. 
(4) May-June 2003 
(5) Total cost $7,250. 
(6) Not applicable 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, WATER AND RIVERS COMMISSION 

The answers relate to the Department of Environmental Protection, Water and Rivers Commission, Swan River Trust 
and the Keep Australia Beautiful Council. 
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(1) Total number is 31. 

(2) List all the boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and taskforces that have been established since the election: 

The Whicher Water Resources Management Committee (WRMC) was created to provide advice to the Water 
and Rivers Commission on the allocation and management of water resources. 

The Gingin Dandaragan WRMC was created to provide advice to the Water and Rivers Commission on the 
allocation and management of water resources. 

The Wilson Inlet Management Advisory Group (WIMAG) was created to provide advice to the Water and 
Rivers Commission on the management of Wilson Inlet. 

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) & Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) Community 
Working Group created to oversee implementation of the findings from the environmental audit and review of 
the CCL environmental licence. 

The local implementation committee for the Economic Development and Recreation Management Plan for the 
Peel Waterways. 

Engineering Evaluation Initiative Steering Committee (EEISC). 

The Bellevue Community Consultative Committee was set up by myself to ensure that the Bellevue residents 
and environmental groups are involved in decisions relating to the investigation and remediation of the Waste 
Control site. 

The Greenhouse Taskforce. 

Carbon Rights Taskforce. 

Independent Committee on Watsons Foods Odour Issue. 

The Waste Management Board was established by the Government on 2 January 2002 to advise the Minister 
for the Environment on waste matters generally.  The need for such a body was identified in the WAste 2020 
report of August 2000.  The Board replaced two previous bodies, the Advisory Council on Waste Management 
and the State Recycling Advisory Committee. 

Waste Management and Recycling Fund Review.  A review of the Waste Management and Recycling Fund is 
a statutory requirement under the enabling legislation.  The review is being overseen by the Waste 
Management Board, which has considered two consultants reports into the grants program, the rebate scheme 
and the appropriate level of the landfill levy.  The Board has released a report and recommendations for public 
discussion. 

A Review of Options for the Evolution of the Swan River Trust  

Organisational Structure Review, S Cowie, September 2003. 

Stream and River Logging Buffers in Western Australia. 

Review of the Enforcement and Prosecution Guidelines of the Department of Environmental Protection by Dr 
Brian Robinson was established to ensure that the Department’s Environmental and Prosecution Guidelines 
continue to meet the needs of the community, industry and the agency in protecting the environment.  

Urban Stormwater Management – Policy and Technical Guidelines Review. Commenced June 2002.  A review 
of the 1998 Manual for Managing Urban Stormwater Quality in Western Australia in order for the guidelines 
to be current and relevant in the promotion of Water Sensitive Urban Design principles and providing best 
management practice. 

Drainage Reform – Review of Institutional Arrangements. Commenced December 2002.  To oversee and 
progress drainage reform in Western Australia.  The drainage reform package will develop a white paper on 
institutional and other reforms necessary to achieve better management of drainage and related water 
management (eg of the Superficial Aquifer on the Swan Coastal Plain and flood mitigation). 

The Core Consultative Committee on Waste (3C), was established by the Waste Management Board in 
October 2002 to provide advice and promote open discussion about waste management issues.  There are 10 
members on the committee who are  drawn from community organisations, industry, local government and 
unions.  Due to stakeholder concerns regarding the management of hazardous waste in the State, the role of 
the 3C has expanded and the committee now has two distinct tasks: 

• To facilitate a stakeholder involvement program to establish new and better hazardous waste treatment 
facilities in WA, within a broader framework of minimising hazardous waste generation and regulating 
hazardous waste more effectively; and 

• To advise the Waste Management Board on general waste management issues.      
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Section 46 Review of Environmental Conditions - Gnangara and Jandakot Mound Groundwater Resources, 
April 2001, June 2005.  The review was initiated by the Water and Rivers Commission to resolve the problem 
of consistent breaches of Ministerial conditions on the groundwater mounds.  In September 2001, the 
Environmental Protection Authority endorsed the proposed two-stage approach to a review of Ministerial 
conditions under Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.  The first stage involves an initial 
investigation into the critical areas where breaches of environmental conditions have occurred and 
implementation of short term management actions.  The second stage involves a detailed review of 
environmental conditions and sustainable management of water use on the mounds.  

WA Environmental Licence Conditions - An Independent Strategic Review was completed by Welker 
Environmental Consultancy in February 2003 to provide guidance on condition setting in pollution prevention 
licensing and address community and industry concerns with the existing licensing system.  Four stakeholder 
working groups have been established to implement priority recommendations relating to (i) the review of 
licence conditions, (ii) environmental improvement plans, (iii) community involvement including public 
reporting and (iv) integration of environmental impact assessment (Part IV) and works approval and licences 
(Part V) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. 

Senior Officers Taskforce on Health, Environment and Industry Sustainability was established to ensure 
coordination across relevant Government agencies in dealing with significant chemical and industrial 
emissions with the potential to affect the environment and health of the community or workers.  The Taskforce 
supports Ministerial Council investigations and activities into environmental and health issues. 

The Environmental Regulation Stakeholder Reference Group (SRG) was set up by the DEP to discuss and 
debate the policies and strategies that shape environmental regulation in this State.  The membership includes 
people working in industry, the conservation movement, community groups, local government, and 
environmental law.  The SRG was involved in the Independent Strategic Review of licence conditions 
undertaken by Welker Environmental Consultancy. 

Review of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 – consideration of the review has been deferred until the 
Environmental Protection Act 2003 has been proclaimed in full. 

Audit of Controls, Compliance and Accountability Audit Regulations of Surface and Groundwater use by the 
Auditor General.  The Water and Rivers Commission has established an internal taskforce (the Water 
Resources Management Review taskforce) to respond to recommendations of the Control, Compliance and 
Accountability Examination of Management of Water Resources in Western Australia by the Auditor General. 

The Independent Audit of the DEWCP Emergency Response Arrangements. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) – Independent Audit. 

Senior Review Panel of the State Water Quality Management Strategy was established to be the primary 
mechanism for coordinating strategic policy development and implementing the State Water Quality 
Management Strategy within Government Agencies. 

Community and Industry Advisory Committee of the State Water Quality Management Strategy was set up to 
ensure the involvement of the community and industry in guideline preparation and water quality management 
programs, objectives and strategies related to implementing the National Water Quality Management Strategy 
in Western Australia..  

Kalgoorlie-Boulder Community and Industry Reference Group. 

Brookdale Community Reference Group. 

(3) Name and qualifications of each Chairperson 
Whicher WRMC – Chairperson, Mr Barry Oats is a Beef and Dairy farmer in the local area. 
Gingin Dandaragan WRMC - Mr George Gifford has been elected as chair for future meetings.  Mr Gifford is 
a Shire councillor for the local authority. 

Wilson Inlet Management Advisory Group - Mr George Ebbett chairs WIMAG and is a professional fisherman 
from Denmark.  Mr Ebbett is also deputy president of the Denmark Shire Council. 
Cockburn Cement Limited – Chairperson Mr George Kailis is professor of Commercial Law Edith Cowan 
University. 
Local implementation committee for the Economic Development and Recreation Management Plan for the 
Peel Waterways – Chairperson Mr David Templeman MLA. 
Engineering Evaluation Initiative Steering Committee – Chairperson Mr John Ruprecht has a Bachelor of 
Engineering (Civil) with honours, Masters of Business Administration, Masters of Engineering Science, 
Certificate of Hydrology. 
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Bellevue Community Consultative Committee – Chairperson Dr Tony Hendy has a Phd in Chemistry. 

Independent Committee on Watsons Foods Odour Issue - meeting was chaired by  

Mr Fran Logan MLA, Member for Cockburn.  The DEP’s involvement was to help with the minutes. 

Waste Management Board – Chairperson, Mr Noel Davis has a Bachelor of Engineering. 

A Review of Options for the Evolution of the Swan River Trust - GJ Syme, BE Nancarrow, CSIRO Land and 
Water was awarded this contract through a competitive tender process.  

Organisational Structure Review, S Cowie, September 2003 - Mr Stuart Cowie is a staff member on 
secondment to the Department of Environment and has many years experience in organisational development 
and in conducting functional reviews. 

Greenhouse Taskforce - Chaired by Mr Francis Logan MLA, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for the 
Environment. 

Carbon Rights Taskforce - Chaired by Fran Logan MLA, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for the 
Environment. 

Review of the Enforcement and Prosecution Guidelines of the Department of Environmental Protection by Dr 
Brian Robinson - Reviewed by Dr Brian Robinson of the Communication Edge.  Dr Robinson is a retired 
Chairman of the Victorian EPA. 

Urban Stormwater Management - Policy and Technical Guidelines Review – Chairperson Dr Marnie 
Leybourne, DipBusAdmin, DipDevStud, PhD, Manager Catchment Management Branch, Water and Rivers 
Commission.  

Drainage Reform – Review of Institutional Arrangements – Chairperson   

Ms Blair Nancarrow, Director, Australian Research Centre for Water in Society, CSIRO Land and Water. 

Core Consultative Committee (3C) – Co-chaired by Ms Mary Askey Environmental Policy Advisor, Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry (CCI) and Mr Lee Bell, Contaminated Sites Alliance. 

Review of the Waste Management and Recycling Fund (WMRF) - The review process is being overseen by 
the Waste Management Board. 

Section 46 Review of Environmental Conditions - Gnangara and Jandakot Mound Groundwater Resources – 
Chairperson Ms Catherine Harrison, BSc, A/Manager Water Allocation Branch. 

WA Environmental Licence Conditions - Independent Strategic Review undertaken by Welker Environmental 
Consultancy - Chairperson, Mr Philip Hine, Manager of Environmental Regulation Branch, Department of 
Environmental Protection. 

Senior Officers Taskforce on Health, Environment and Industry Sustainability - Chairperson, Mr Robert 
Atkins B.Sc (Hons), A/Director of Environmental Management Division, Department of Environmental 
Protection. 

The Environmental Regulation Stakeholder Reference Group - Chairperson, Mr Robert Atkins B.Sc (Hons), 
A/Director of Environmental Management Division, Department of Environmental Protection. 

Review of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 - Consideration of the review has been deferred until the 
Environmental Protection Act 2003 has been proclaimed in full. 

Audit of Controls, Compliance and Accountability Audit Regulations of Surface and Groundwater use by the 
Auditor General - The Water Resources Management Review taskforce is lead by one of the Department’s 
Directors, Mr Kim Taylor. 

The Independent Audit of the DEWCP Emergency Response Arrangements -  

Professor Goen Ho, Director, Environmental Technology Centre, Murdoch University. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) – Independent Audit - Independent Environmental Audit and Review of 
Cockburn Cement Ltd operations at Munster’s Audit team consisted of Mr Geoff Penno (Team Leader), 
qualification CEng – Chemical Engineering.  Mr Ian Pound (Auditor) of Environmental Risk Solutions, 
qualification BSc – Environmental Science. 

Senior Review Panel of the State Water Quality Management Strategy –  

Mr Tony Laws, BSc(Hons), M.Sc Hydrogeology & Manager Water Source Protection Branch. 

Community and Industry Advisory Committee of the State Water Quality Management Strategy - – Mr Tony 
Laws, BSc(Hons), M.Sc Hydrogeology & Manager Water Source Protection Branch. 
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Kalgoorlie-Boulder Community and Industry Reference Group – Mrs Deborah Botica.  Mrs Botica is a 
Councillor with the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder and a nurse. 

Brookdale Community Reference Group - Chaired by Mr Paul Andrews MLA during 21 January 2002 to 16 
September 2002.  Chaired by Dr Neil Drew during 5 February and adjourned on 26 March 2003 is employed 
as the Director of Institute of Regional Development,  School of Earth and Geographical Sciences at the 
University of Western Australian.  Since August 2003, the group has been chaired by Mr Gerry Gauntlet who 
is the Chairperson for the Armadale Redevelopment Authority. 

(4) Commencement and completion dates 

The Whicher WRMC held its first meeting on 5 September 2002 and will continue to meet as necessary. 

The Gingin Dandaragan WRMC held its first meeting 4 June 2003 and will continue to meet as necessary. 

The Wilson Inlet Management Advisory Group first met on 27 February 2002 and will continue to meet as 
necessary. 

The first meeting of Cockburn Cement Limited was conducted on 9 September 2002 and will continue to meet 
as necessary. 

The local implementation committee for the Economic Development and Recreation Management Plan for the 
Peel Waterways held its first meeting 29 May 2003 and will continue to meet as necessary. 

The Engineering Evaluation Initiative is a four-year program.  The Engineering Evaluation Initiative Steering 
Committee commenced in June 2002 and is expected to be completed at the end of the initiative. 

Bellevue Community Consultative Committee – Commenced on March 2002 and completion date is unknown. 

Greenhouse Taskforce – Commenced on March 2002 and scheduled to be completed once the Strategy is 
finalised in March/April 2004. 

Carbon Rights Taskforce – Commenced on March 2001 and completed on 30 June 2003.  

Independent Committee on Watsons Foods Odour Issue – commenced 8 August 2001 and ceased 23 
October 2003. 

Waste Management Board - Commenced on 2 January 2002 and all current appointments are to 30 June 2004. 

A Review of Options for the Evolution of the Swan River Trust - - Commenced in February 2003 and 
completed in April 2003. 

Organisational Structure Review, S Cowie, September 2003 – Commenced in August 2003 and completed in 
September 2003. 

Waste Management and Recycling Fund Review – Consultancy projects commenced 4 February 2002.  A 
discussion paper on proposed changes to the Fund was released on 11 September 2003.  The public discussion 
period will close on 15 December 2003.  The Government will then consider the final review with a view to 
implementing any changes by 1 July 2004. 

Stream and River Logging Buffers in Western Australia – Commenced on February 2001 and completed on 
August 2001. 

Review of the Enforcement and Prosecution Guidelines of the Department of Environmental Protection by Dr 
Brian Robinson - Commenced October 2002 with a report received in February 2003. 

Urban Stormwater Management - Policy and Technical Guidelines Review – Commenced in June 2002 and 
the completion date is scheduled for the end of 2004. 

Drainage Reform – Review of Institutional Arrangements – Commenced December 2002 and completion date 
is unknown. 

Core Consultative Committee (3C) - Established in October 2002.  Members have been appointed until 
November 2005. 

Section 46 Review of Environmental Conditions - Gnangara and Jandakot Mound Groundwater Resources – 
The Steering Committee held it first meeting in October 2002 and will continue to meet as necessary. 
Completion date end of 2005. 

WA Environmental Licence Conditions - Independent Strategic Review undertaken by Welker Environmental 
Consultancy - First met on 11 and 13 June 2003.  Two working groups will complete their tasks by 
December 2003.  The other two working groups are expected to complete their tasks by June 2004. 

Senior Officers Taskforce on Health, Environment and Industry Sustainability – Commenced in March 2002.  
No completion date (ongoing). 
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The Environmental Regulation Stakeholder Reference Group - The first meeting of Cockburn Cement Limited 
was conducted on 19 September 2002 and will continue to meet as necessary. 

Review of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 - Consideration of the review has been deferred until the 
Environmental Protection Act 2003 has been proclaimed in full. 

Audit of Controls, Compliance and Accountability Audit Regulations of Surface and Groundwater use by the 
Auditor General - The Water Resources Management Review taskforce commenced in September 2003 and is 
scheduled to complete its work in June 2004. 

The Independent Audit of the Department of Environment and Water Catchment Protection (DEWCP) 
Emergency Response Arrangements - Commenced in May 2002 and completed in March 2003. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) – Independent Audit - Commenced on 23 April 2002 with an initial meeting 
with the Department of Environmental Protection Review group, with the Audit Report being provided to the 
Department on 31 July 2002. 

The Senior Review Panel of the State Water Quality Management Strategy first met in 1999 and have an 
ongoing role. 

Community and Industry Advisory Committee of the State Water Quality Management Strategy first met in 
February 2001 and completion date is unknown. 

Kalgoorlie-Boulder Community and Industry Reference Group – Commencement date 26 August 2003.  
Nominations closed on 31 March 2003.  Workshops were held into the formation of the group in June and 
July 2003.  Chairperson was announced on 14 August 2003.  First meeting of the group was held on 26 
August 2003.  No completion date is envisaged for this group, but fresh community nominations will be called 
for in 2005.    

Brookdale Community Reference Group – First meeting chaired by Paul Andrews MLA during 21 
January 2002 and last meeting in 16 September 2002.  Second group chaired by Mr Neil Drew during 5 
February 2003 and was adjourned on 26 March 2003.  Third group chaired by Mr Gerry Gauntlet which 
commenced in August 2003 and currently ongoing. 

(5) Total cost of sitting fees and the total cost for each of the boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and taskforces 
that have been established 

Whicher WRMC - Sitting fees to date total $14,318. 

Gingin Dandaragan WRMC - Sitting fees to date total $5,396. 

Wilson Inlet Management Advisory Group (WIMAG) - Sitting fees are yet to be paid to WIMAG pending a 
decision from Department of Premier and Cabinet on the level of fees applicable. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) - No sitting fees have been paid to a member or affiliate member of CCL, 
however, operational costs of the committee to date total $1,478. 

The local implementation committee for the Economic Development and Recreation Management Plan for the 
Peel Waterways - No sitting fees have been paid. 

The Engineering Evaluation Initiative Steering Committee  - Pays three members sitting fees and travel 
allowances.  The total cost to date is $22,884 or approximately $1,800 per meeting. 

Bellevue Community Consultative Committee – Involvement on the committee is voluntary.   

Greenhouse Taskforce - No sitting fees have been paid to Taskforce members. 

Carbon Rights Taskforce - The Taskforce’s estimated costs were $2000 - which were shared between the 
Departments of Environmental Protection and Conservation and Land Management. 

Independent Committee on Watsons Foods Odour Issue - No sitting fees were paid. 

Waste Management Board - Sitting fees paid in 2002/03 totalled $35,072.  Sitting fees paid in 2003/04 to date 
total $11,454. 

A Review of Options for the Evolution of the Swan River Trust - The Review cost $32,980.  

Organisational Structure Review – No sitting fees are paid. 

Waste Management and Recycling Fund Review – The cost of two consultants reports were $37,312 and 
$43,813 respectively.  An extensive public consultation process that will extend throughout the State is now 
underway.  An amount of $48,000 has been allocated to this activity. 
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Stream and River Logging Buffers in Western Australia – A review of stream and river logging buffers to 
ensure their adequacy in protecting our waterways from salinity, degradation and turbidity was completed by 
the Water and Rivers Commission in August 2001 and presented to the Conservation Commission.  The 
review arose out of the Government policy commitment Protecting Our Old-Growth Forests and formed part 
of the development of the draft Forest Management Plan.  Following assessment of the review, the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management indicated it would carry out field research to improve scientific 
definition of stream buffers.  No resources have been committed to this project since financial year 2001/02. 

Review of the Enforcement and Prosecution Guidelines of the Department of Environmental Protection by Dr 
Brian Robinson - Payment of $24,566.15 was made for the review report and a further $14,353.14 for 
attendance at stakeholder reference group meetings and implementation advice up until April 2003.  Dr 
Robinson continues to provide after consultancy services on related matters. 

Urban Stormwater Management - Policy and Technical Guidelines Review – No sitting fees are paid to 
members.  The role of members is to endorse sections of the new Stormwater Management Manual as these are 
developed.  The final estimated cost of preparing the new manual is $250,000. 

Drainage Reform – Review of Institutional Arrangements – No sitting fees are paid to members.  The cost of 
preparing the draft White Paper is $55,000, including $8,000 of in-kind contribution from CSIRO. 

Core Consultative Committee on Waste (3C) – Sitting fees to date is $12,300. 

Section 46 Review of Environmental Conditions - Gnangara and Jandakot Mound Groundwater Resources – 
No sitting fees are paid.  Members are public servants who perform this role as part of their normal duties.  

WA Environmental Licence Conditions - Independent Strategic Review undertaken by Welker Environmental 
Consultancy - No sitting fees are paid.  To date, the operational costs total $364. 

Senior Officers Taskforce on Health, Environment and Industry Sustainability – No sitting fees are paid as all 
members are Government officers. 

The Environmental Regulation Stakeholder Reference Group - No sitting fees are paid.  To date, the 
operational costs total $269. 

Review of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 - Consideration of the review has been deferred until the 
Environmental Protection Act 2003 has been proclaimed in full. 

Audit of Controls, Compliance and Accountability Audit Regulations of Surface and Groundwater use by the 
Auditor General - There are no payments, fees or sitting fees for the Water Resources Management Review 
taskforce as this is an internal department team. 

The Independent Audit of the DEWCP Emergency Response Arrangements - Invoice not received by the 
Department.  Payments were arranged by the Ministerial Office (Ross Belton) through the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) – Independent Audit - Independent Environmental Audit and Review of 
Cockburn Cement Ltd operations at Munster cost approximately $40,000. 

Senior Review Panel of the State Water Quality Management Strategy – No sitting fees are paid. 

Community and Industry Advisory Committee of the State Water Quality Management Strategy - No sitting 
fees are paid as involvement on the committee is voluntary. 

Kalgoorlie-Boulder Community and Industry Reference Group – No sitting fees are paid.  Total cost of the 
Group as at 9 December 2003 is $11,900 for facilitator, catering, flights, staff, postage and so forth. 

Brookdale Community Reference Group – No sitting fees were paid to the group chaired by Mr Paul Andrews 
MLA.  This group was voluntary.  A total of $47,215.15 has been paid to the group chaired by Mr Neil Drew.  
No sitting fees were paid to the group chaired by Mr Gerry Gauntlet. 

(6) Payments, fees and sitting fees paid to each chairperson 

Whicher and Gingin Dandaragan WRMCs - The chairperson of both WRMCs are eligible for sitting fees of 
$323 per full days sitting or $213 per half days sitting. 

Wilson Inlet Management Advisory Group (WIMAG) - The payment of sitting fees to the chairman of 
WIMAG is pending a decision from the Department of Premier and Cabinet on the level of fees applicable. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) - There are no sitting fees paid to the Chairman of CCL. 

The local implementation committee for the Economic Development and Recreation Management Plan for the 
Peel Waterways - No fees are paid to the Chairperson. 

Engineering Evaluation Initiative Steering Committee - No fees are paid to the Chairperson. 
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Bellevue Community Consultative Committee – Approximately $40,000 has been spent on the committee's 
independent chair, since the appointment of Dr Tony Hendy in March 2003.  No fees were paid to Mr Ross 
Belton who was Chairing the Committee prior to this date. 

Greenhouse Taskforce - No fees are paid to the Chairperson. 

Carbon Rights Taskforce - No fees are paid to the Chairperson.   

Independent Committee on Watsons Foods Odour Issue – No fees are paid to the Chairperson. 

Waste Management Board - In accordance with a recommendation from the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, the Chairperson currently receives a remuneration package of $29,000 per annum. 

A Review of Options for the Evolution of the Swan River Trust – The Review cost $32,980. 

Organisational Structure Review, S Cowie, September 2003 – There was no cost as this was covered by staff 
salary. 

Waste Management and Recycling Fund Review – There are no separate sitting fees involved in this review as 
it is being undertaken by the Waste Management Board.   

Stream and River Logging Buffers in Western Australia - No sitting fees are paid. 

Review of the Enforcement and Prosecution Guidelines of the Department of Environmental Protection by Dr 
Brian Robinson - As Dr Robinson was not employed as a Chairperson, he was not paid any fees or sitting fees 
in this capacity. 

Urban Stormwater Management - Policy and Technical Guidelines Review – No sitting fees are paid. 

Drainage Reform – Review of Institutional Arrangements - No sitting fees are paid. 

Core Consultative Committee on Waste (3C) – The Co-Chairs are eligible for sitting fees of $330 per full days 
sitting or $220 per half days sitting. 

Section 46 Review of Environmental Conditions - Gnangara and Jandakot Mound Groundwater Resources – 
No sitting fees are paid to the Chairperson. 

WA Environmental Licence Conditions - Independent Strategic Review undertaken by Welker Environmental 
Consultancy - No sitting fees are paid to the Chairperson. 

Senior Officers Taskforce on Health, Environment and Industry Sustainability - No sitting fees are paid. 

The Environmental Regulation Stakeholder Reference Group - No sitting fees are paid. 

Review of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 - Consideration of the review has been deferred until the 
Environmental Protection Act 2003 has been proclaimed in full. 

Audit of Controls, Compliance and Accountability Audit Regulations of Surface and Groundwater use by the 
Auditor General - There are no payments, fees or sitting fees for the Chairperson of the Water Resources 
Management Review taskforce as this is an internal department team. 

The Independent Audit of the DEWCP Emergency Response Arrangements - No sitting fees are paid. 

Cockburn Cement Limited (CCL) – Independent Audit - Independent Environmental Audit and Review of 
Cockburn Cement Ltd operations at Munster cost approximately $40,000.00 this was a once off audit. 

Senior Review Panel of the State Water Quality Management Strategy - No sitting fees are paid. 

Community and Industry Advisory Committee of the State Water Quality Management Strategy - No sitting 
fees are paid. 

Kalgoorlie-Boulder Community and Industry Reference Group – No sitting fees are paid. 

Brookdale Community Reference Group - No sitting fees were paid to Mr Paul Andrews MLA or Mr Gerry 
Gauntlet.  Sitting fees for Dr Neil Drew are included in the total fee of $47,215.15. 

OFFICE OF WATER REGULATION 

(1) Two. 

(2) 1. Review of Customer Service Standards in the Water Industry. 
2. Review of the Water Services Coordination Act (1995). 

(3) 1. Mr Paul Kelly, Executive Director, Office of Water Regulation. 
2. Dr Thomas Parry, former Dean of the Faculty of Commerce, University of Wollongong, Adjunct 

Professor and Associate Professor, School of Economics, University of New South Wales. 
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(4) 1. Commenced 2001 – Completed 2002. 
2. Commenced October 2002 – Completed March 2003. 

(5) 1. Approximately $6,000. 
2. Approximately $280,000. 

(6) 1. None. 
2. $72,000. 

PERTH ZOO 

(1) Perth Zoo has undertaken one internal review of itself as a Statutory Authority.  This was consistent with 
recommendation nine of the Machinery of Government Report.   

In accordance with The Zoological Parks Authority Act 2001 proclaimed on Wednesday, 22 May 2002, an 
eight member Zoological Parks Authority Board was established. 

(2) The Zoological Parks Authority Board. 

(3) The Chairperson of the Zoological Parks Authority Board is Professor John Howell AO, PhD, DVSc, 
FRCPath, Emeritus Professor of Pathology and Honorary Research Fellow in the Division of Health 
Services(Murdoch University), and Head of the Gene Therapy Research Group, Centre for Neuromuscular and 
Neurological Disorders (QEII Medical Centre) 

(4) Machinery of Government Taskforce - October 2001 to March 2002. 

The Zoological Parks Authority Board commenced in May 2002 and is ongoing as determined in the 
Zoological Parks Authority Act 2001. 

(5) Payment to five Zoological Parks Authority Board Members in 2002/03 was $1029 (Zoological Parks 
Authority Board commenced in May 2002).  The budgeted cost of sitting fees for 2003/04 for the 8 member 
Zoological Parks Authority Board is $34,000. 

(6) Fees paid to the Chairman of the Zoological Parks Authority total $12,200 per annum. 

BOTANIC GARDENS AND PARKS AUTHORITY 

(1) None 
(2)-(6) Not applicable 

AqWest BUNBURY 

(1) None 
(2)-(6) Not applicable 

BUSSELTON WATER BOARD 

(1) None 
(2)-(6) Not applicable 

BOARDS, REVIEWS, COMMITTEES, INQUIRIES AND TASK FORCES, ESTABLISHMENT 

1907. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; Justice; Community Safety 

(1) Since the election of the State Labor Government, how many boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and 
taskforces have been established within the Minister’s portfolio? 

(2) Will the Minister list all the boards, reviews, committees, inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(3) What is the name and qualification of each person who chairs each board, review, committee, inquiry and 
taskforce that has been established within the Minister’s portfolio since the election of the State Labor 
Government? 

(4) Will the Minister list the commencement date and the completion date for all boards, reviews, committees, 
inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(5) Will the Minister list the total cost of sitting fees and the total cost for each of the boards, reviews, committees, 
inquiries and taskforces that have been established? 

(6) What payments, fees and sitting fees are paid to the chairperson of each board, review, committee, inquiry and 
taskforce that has been established within the Minister’s portfolio? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

Western Australia Police Service 

Based on their understanding of the question, the Western Australia Police Service advise: 
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(1) Four Reviews 

(2) i) Western Australia Police Service Qualitative and Strategic Review of Reform The Way Ahead. 
ii) PWC Review of DCAT and CADCOM 
iii) Information Security Baseline Review 
iv) ES-CADCOM Review 

Furthermore, in recent years the Agency has undertaken a number of reviews with the primary intention of 
realising efficiencies in the way the agency's human resources are deployed. 

These reviews include the following: 

• "Administration Functions Review" - examined and identified potential opportunities to realise 
efficiencies and savings that could be directed back to the operational arena. 

• "Central Areas Review" - assessed all central areas in terms of resources, responsibilities and service 
delivery. 

• Strategic Review of Reform - examined the current alignment of functions and activities within the 
Agency's administrative portfolios. 

To date, 102 sworn positions have been reallocated from administrative areas to the front-line. 

(3) i) No designated chairperson – this review was conducted by Mr R Bogan and Mr S Hicks. 
ii) Mr S Ford, Senior Partner, Price Waterhouse Coopers 
iii) Mr S Weekly, Senior Consultant, SAI Global Assurance Services 
iv) Mr C Gibson, Director, Gibson Quai 

(4) i) 6 May 2002 – 16 September 2002 
ii) October – November 2001 
iii) Consultancy undertaken over a 5 day period, mid August 2003 
iv) October – November 2002 

(5) i) $49,500  (includes GST) 
ii) $50,000 (excludes GST) 
iii) $6,800 (excludes GST) 
iv) $56,000 (excludes GST) 

(6) N/A 

Fire and Emergency Services Authority 

The Fire and Emergency Services Authority (FESA) advise: 

(1) 2 

(2) i) State Mitigation Committee (SMC) 
ii) Volunteer Marine Rescue Services Consultative Committee (VMRSCC) 

(3) i) Bob Mitchell, FESA Chief Executive Officer. 
ii) Allan Skinner, former Chief Executive Officer within the WA Public Sector who retired in 2001. 

(4) i) Commenced 29 August 2001; No completion date. 
ii) Commenced 19 February 2003; Appointment due to expire 31 December 2004. 

(5) i) Nil 
ii) Not known as the membership of the VMRSCC is yet to be determined and no meetings have taken 

place since its establishment. 

(6) i) Nil 
ii) $8,100 per annum in accordance with fees and allowances for Government Boards and Committees. 

Office of Road Safety 

The Office of Road Safety advise: 

(1) Nil 
(2)-(6) Not applicable 

Office of Crime Prevention 

The Office of Crime Prevention advise: 

(1) 3 
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(2) i) Review of Crime Prevention Structure Ministerial Working Party 
ii) Crime Prevention Funding Review 
iii) Burglary Reduction Taskforce 

(3) i) Michael Thorn, Director of the Office of Crime Prevention 
ii) Gary Hamley, A/Director of the Office of Crime Prevention 
iii) Michael Thorn, Director of the Office of Crime Prevention 

(4) i) Commenced 9 April 2002; Not completed as yet. 
ii) Commenced March 2002; Not completed as yet. 
iii) Commenced 29 October 2002; Not completed as yet. 

(5) i – iii) Nil 

(6) i – iii) Nil 

Department of Justice 

The Department of Justice advise: 

(1) 23 

(2) i) Fire and Related Emergencies Project 
ii) Prison Gatehouse Review 
iii) Functional Review of Aboriginal Policy and Services Branch 
iv) Mental Health Taskforce 
v) Health Services Review of Forensic Case Management Team 
vi) Meeting the Challenges – Reform of Community Justice Services 
vii) Warminda Intensive Intervention Centre – Stage 2 Evaluation 
viii) Review of Psychological Services for Adult Offenders in Community Justice Services 
ix) Reducing Reoffending – focusing on reentry to the community (Community Reentry Program for 

Prisons) 
x) Review of Case Management (High Risk Offenders) 
xi) Functional Review of Offender Management & Prison Services 
xii) Thematic Review of Women, Young Women, & Girls. 
xiii) Review of the Prisoners (Release for Deportation) Act 1989 
xiv) Evaluation of the Perth Drug Court Pilot Project 
xv) Lower Courts Committee 
xvi) Review of the Parole Board, Mentally Impaired Defendants Review Board and Supervised Release 

Review Board (Frizzell Report) 
xvii) Committee to Review and Implement recommendations of the Frizzell Report 
xviii) Review of Impacts of recent initiatives on the Magistrates’ Courts of WA 
xix) Review of Family Court of WA Resources 
xx) Defamation Law Review Committee 
xxi) Joint Review of Community Legal Centres in WA 
xxii) Suitors Fund Amendment Bill Working Party 
xxiii) Western Australian Civil and Administrative Review Tribunal Taskforce (WACART) 

(3) i) Terry Simpson, Executive Director, Prisons, Department of Justice 
ii) Tony Leech, General Manager Public Prisons, Department of Justice 
iii) Alan Piper, Director General, Department of Justice 
iv) Tamara Roen, Project Officer, Department of Justice 
v) Allan Bandt & Pam Dolley, Bandt and Gatter Consultancy 
vi) General Manager, Community Justice Services, Department of Justice 
vii) General Manager, Community Justice Services, Department of Justice 
viii) General Manager, Community Justice Services, Department of Justice 
ix) General Manager, Community Justice Services, Department of Justice 
x) Alan Skinner PSM, Consultant.  Former Director General Department of Local and Regional 

Government and Chief Executive Officer , Department of Land Administration. 
xi) Bandt Gatter & Associates Planning & Training Consultants. 
xii) Ms Wendy Murray, Director Planning Policy & Review Community and Juvenile Justice. 
xiii) Ms Wendy Murray, Director Planning Policy & Review Community and Juvenile Justice. 
xiv) Crime Research Centre 
xv) Mr Steven Heath, Chief Stipendiary Magistrate 
xvi) Mr Peter Frizzell, Director, Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 
xvii) Hon George Sadlier, Chairperson, Supervised Review Release Board. 
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xviii) Competitive Edge Services Pty Ltd 
xix) Commonwealth Attorney General’s Office 
xx) Mr Wayne Martin QC, Barrister 
xxi) Mr George Turnbull, Director, Legal Aid 
xxii) Mr Robert Meadows QC, Solicitor General 
xxiii) Mr Michael Barker QC 

(4) i) Commenced February 2003; Completed August 2003. 
ii) Commenced May 2001; Completed October 2002. 
iii) Commenced September 2001; Completed December 2001 
iv) Commenced February 2003; Ongoing 
v) Commenced July 2001; Completed October 2001. 
vi) Commenced August 2001; Ongoing. 
vii) Commenced October 2001; Completed April 2001. 
viii) Commenced February 2002; Completed April 2002. 
ix) Commenced September 2002; Ongoing 
x) Commenced August 2003; Completed September 2003 
xi) Commenced July 2001; Completed September 2001. 
xii) Commenced October 2001; Completed September 2003. 
xiii) Commenced February 2002; Completed February 2003. 
xiv) Commenced July 2002; Completed May 2003. 
xv) Commenced November 2001; Ongoing 
xvi) Commenced May 2002; Completed August 2002. 
xvii) Commenced July 2003; Ongoing. 
xviii) Commenced August 2002; Completed October 2002. 
xix) Commenced May 2003; Completed May 2003. 
xx) Commenced September 2002; Completed September 2003. 
xxi) Commenced February 2002; Completed September 2003. 
xxii) Commenced June 2003; Ongoing 
xxiii) Commenced March 2001; Completed May 2002. 

(5) i) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $24, 519 

ii) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $99,230 

iii) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  $14,350 (fees paid to Consultancy Firm, excluding GST). 

iv) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  Within existing budget 

v) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  $26,975 (fees paid to Consultancy Firm, excluding GST). 

vi) Sitting fees: Not applicable 
Total cost:  Within existing budget. 

vii) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  $29,932 

viii) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  Within existing budget 

ix) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  Within existing budget. 

x) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  Not to exceed $49,000. 

xi) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  $27,500 

xii) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  Within existing budget. 

xiii) Sitting fees:  Not applicable 
Total cost:  Within existing budget 
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xiv) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $74,637 

xv) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  Nil 

xvi) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  Nil 

xvii) Sitting fees:  $480 to date 
Total cost:  $480 to date 

xviii) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $12,797 

xix) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  Nil 

xx) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $1500 

xxi) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $10,000 (estimate) 

xxii) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  Nil 

xxiii) Sitting fees:  Nil 
Total cost:  $56,705 

(6) i) Nil 
ii) Nil 
iii) Not applicable 
iv) Nil 
v) Not applicable 
vi) Not applicable 
vii) Not applicable 
viii) Not applicable 
ix) Not applicable 
x) $150 per hour 
xi) Nil 
xii) Not applicable 
xiii) Not applicable 
xiv) Not applicable 
xv) Nil 
xvi) Nil 
xvii) Nil 
xviii) Nil 
xix) Nil 
xx) Nil 
xxi) Nil 
xxii) Nil 
xxiii) Nil 

Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services 

The Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services advise: 

(1) Nil 

(2)-(6) Not applicable 

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN, STAFF, CORPORATE CREDIT CARDS 

1943. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

I refer to the answer to question on notice No. 859 concerning corporate credit cards and ask - 

(a) will the Minister list the items of expenditure and their amounts for E Barzotto for June 2001, 
October 2001, April 2002, March 2002, June 2002, August 2002, September 2002, October 2002, 
November 2002 and December 2002; and 
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(b) will the Minister list the items of expenditure and their amounts for M Counsel for June 2001, 
September 2001, October 2001, November 2001, April 2002, May 2002, July 2002, August 2002, 
September 2002, October 2002, November 2002, and February 2003? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

(a) Month   Expenditure Item     Amount 

June 2001  Accommodation     $166.90 
Accommodation     $789.77 
Accommodation     $816.42 

October 2001  Taxi fare       $16.46 
Taxi fare       $24.98  
Taxi fare             $29.39 
Taxi fare             $30.50 
Taxi fare             $37.91 
Restaurant             $97.40 
Restaurant           $112.70 
Restaurant           $206.10 
Accommodation         $320.70 
Accommodation         $372.20 
Accommodation         $503.00 

(Note: The total for October 2001 varies from the figure previously provided in answer to Question on 
Notice 859 due to the card provider incorrectly including a charge from the previous month.) 

March 2002  No expenditure  

April 2002  Gift bags         $9.70 
Currency transaction fee      $10.85 
Accommodation       $11.00 
Taxi fare       $12.09 
Restaurant       $14.14 
Taxi fare             $22.20 
International Drivers Licence       $23.80 
Currency Conversion         $36.27 
Fuel               $36.49 
Maps              $36.49 
Fuel              $47.12 
Restaurant             $47.69 
Taxi fare             $54.93 
Restaurant            $58.80 
Restaurant             $69.01 
Briefcase           $124.50 
Restaurant           $137.16 
Restaurant           $141.21 
Restaurant           $148.50 
Accommodation         $149.30 
Restaurant           $198.78 
Car rental           $201.34 
Restaurant           $203.94 
Restaurant           $255.78 
Accommodation         $299.00 
Currency transaction        $361.77 
Car rental           $378.50 
Restaurant           $453.00 
Accommodation         $942.11 
Accommodation                    $1013.49 
Accommodation                   $2351.52 
Accommodation                    $2839.17 
Restaurant           $210.29 
Fee              $10.00 

June 2002  Taxi fare       $38.67 
Taxi fare       $38.67 
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Accommodation     $154.50 
Accommodation         $269.00 
Accommodation         $489.90 
Accommodation         $601.25 

August 2002  Taxi fare         $27.63 
Taxi fare            $33.00 
Taxi fare        $40.88 
Restaurant         $85.50 
Accommodation         $412.10 
Restaurant          $543.00 

September 2002  Taxi fare       $38.67 
Taxi fare            $44.20 
Taxi fare            $44.28 
Restaurant           $300.50 
Accommodation         $814.55 
Accommodation                    $1197.35 

October 2002   Taxi fare       $33.16 
Taxi fare       $33.16 
Taxi fare            $38.67 
Restaurant            $57.00 
Accommodation         $127.60 
Accommodation        $162.00 
Accommodation         $166.00 
Accommodation        $187.00 
Restaurant           $289.00 
Restaurant           $402.50 

November 2002  Taxi fare       $49.73 
Restaurant      $465.50 
Taxi fare             $44.20 
Taxi fare             $44.20 
Restaurant           $112.00F 
Restaurant           $159.40 
Accommodation         $324.90 
Restaurant           $369.50 
Accommodation        $618.60 

December 2002  Restaurant     $352.70 
Restaurant           $338.10 
Restaurant           $256.00 
Taxi fare             $33.16 
Taxi fare             $25.64 

(b) Month   Expenditure Item     Amount 

June 2001  Air travel        $15.05 
Air travel        $76.03 
Air travel                       $1445.18 
Air travel                 $1445.18 
Air travel        $376.60 

September 2001   Miscellaneous          $85.16 
Air travel                  $1146.42 

October 2001   Air travel                  $1507.22 
Air travel                  $1507.22 
Air travel          $2333.48 
Air travel           $2333.48 

(Note: The total for October 2001 varies from the figure previously provided in answer to Question on 
Notice 859 due to the card provider incorrectly including a charge from the previous month.) 

November 2001  Air travel           $20.00 
Air travel               $388.84 
Air travel                           $1739.86 
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Air travel              $1739.86 

April 2002   Air travel        $8130.58 
Air travel        $8130.58 

May 2002  Accommodation          $196.60 
Air travel                $840.35 
Air travel              $2444.14 
Air travel              $2444.14 

July 2002    Air travel        $1783.07 
Air travel              $1783.07 
Accommodation              $314.50 
Accommodation              $401.90 
Accommodation             $552.85 
Accommodation              $155.50 
Adjustment                          -$3233.51 

August 2002   Air travel        $1906.49 
Air travel           $1906.49 
See credit in September 2002         $700.00 
Miscellaneous                $64.01 

September 2002  Credit           -$700.00 
Miscellaneous              $93.81 
Air travel                $695.84 
Air travel             $1008.04 
Air travel             $1008.04 
Air travel             $2055.16 
Air travel             $2055.16 
Wreath – Police Remembrance Day          $80.00 
Car hire               $289.61 
Accommodation             $432.10 

October 2002  Accommodation          $927.50 

Miscellaneous           $127.89 

November 2002  Air travel           $982.04 
Miscellaneous              $23.99 
Accommodation             $223.00 
Conference             $700.00 
Air travel             $2039.26 
Air travel            $2039.26 

February 2003  Air travel                     $2203.08 
Air travel          $2203.08 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, LEGAL ADVICE, EXPENDITURE 

1950. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Deputy Premier; Treasurer; Minister for Energy 

For each department and agency within the Deputy Premier’s portfolio, since 19 February 2001, will the Deputy 
Premier provide - 

(a) the total amount spent on legal advice; 
(b) the name of each provider of legal advice; 
(c) the amount paid to each provider of legal advice; and 
(d) the service for which the payments were made? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

Department of Treasury and Finance 

(a) $94,489.68; 

(b)&(c) Crown Solicitor’s Office   $53,493.06 
Blake Dawson Waldron   $14,923.81 
Minter Ellison       $7,871.41 
Skea Nelson Hager     $6,413.00 
Deacons       $5,510.40 
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Ross Kerferd Barristers & Solicitors    $1,500.00 
Wray & Associates          $80.00 
Jackson McDonald    $4,698.00; 

(d) various, including commercial and conveyancing, civil law, recoveries, procurement contracts, searches and 
the Business Taxation Review. 

WA Treasury Corporation 

(a) $385,629.08 

(b)-(d)  

(b) Name of Provider (c) Amount paid to Provider (d) Service provided 

Ministry of Justice $43,367.12 Borrowing/Lending documentation, 
various minor 

Allen & Overy $75,071.92 Overseas borrowing documentation 

Blake Dawson Waldron $91,549.86 Overseas borrowing documentation 

Linklaters $106,262.14 Overseas borrowing documentation 

Mallesons $24,860.84 Overseas borrowing documentation 

Sullivan & Cromwell $5,198.81 Overseas borrowing documentation 

Tokyo Aoyama $39,318.39 Overseas borrowing documentation 

TOTAL $385,629.08  

Office of Native Title 

The Office of Native Title usually utilises the services of the Crown Solicitors Office to provide legal advice. The 
Office is unable to provide cost of services, however, we understand the Attorney General’s Department will be able to 
provide this information. 

However, since the 19th February 2003 the Office of Native Title has engaged the services of Hunt & Humphry Project 
Lawyers in October 2003 to provide advice on the State’s Guidelines for the Provision of Evidentiary Material in 
Support of Applications for a Determination of Native Title, at a total cost of $1,275.45. 

Office of the Auditor General 

(a) Nil 

(b)-(d) Not applicable 

Western Power Corporation 

(a) Total spent from February 2001 to October 2003 is $7,382,576.60. 

(b)&(c) Ron Birmingham QC $24,850.00 
Allens Arthur Robinson $483,013.22 
Bayly and O’Brien $1,306.82 
Blake Dawson Waldron  $425,507.88 
Michael Buss $16,853.00 
Clayton Utz $365,606.40 
Craig Colvin $106,530.00 
Corrs Chambers Westgarth $117,536.80 
David Heldsinger $18,025.98 
Michael Feutrill $2,950.00 
Freehills $1,850,530.50 
Griffith Hack Attorneys $48,139.50 
Hardy Bowen $840.00 
Bruno Illari $2,250.00 
Jackson McDonald and Co.  $633,832.21 
Kott Gunning $150.00 
Mallesons Stephen Jaques $988,842.56 
Wayne Martin $2,500.00 
Minter Ellison $1,217,487.11 
McKie and Associates $2,736.50 
Phillips Fox Solicitors $26,579.50 
RM Legal $10,560.87 
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Sceales and Company $8,660.50 
Slater and Gordon Pty Ltd $14,460.05 
Skea Hager and Co $287,773.00 
Talbot and Olivier $46,911.80 
JoshuaThomson $6,489.00 
Williams Ellison $669,780.03 
Wray and Associates $1,874.25 

(d) Services for which payment were made cover a wide range of issues including: 

Drafting of agreements; registering of trade marks and patents; acting on behalf of Western Power in court in 
cases both brought and defended by Western Power; and one off advice on a myriad of issues. 

Office of Energy 
(a) The total amount spent on legal advice by the Office of Energy since 19 February 2001 is $573,099. 
(b)-(c) The names of each provider of legal advice and the amounts and services for which payments were made are: 

Crown Solicitor’s Office - $43,739, Jackson McDonald - $450,617, Blake Dawson Waldron - $78,743 
(d) Various, including engagement of members of committees, power procurement processes, contracted term of 

grant programs, advice on gas market deregulation issues. 

Office of Gas Access Regulation 
(a) $1,521,019.46 
(b) Corrs Chambers Westgarth 

Crown Solicitor’s Office 
(c) Corrs Chambers Westgarth - $1,516,093.11 

Crown Solicitor’s Office - $4,926.35 
(d) The legal advice was provided for services covering a range of issues related to the functions and operations of 

the Office of Gas Access Regulation such as the Parmelia Pipeline, and the Mid West and South Gas 
Distribution Systems. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, LEGAL ADVICE, EXPENDITURE 

1955. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 

For each department and agency within the Minister’s portfolio, since 19 February 2001, will the Minister provide - 

(a) the total amount spent on legal advice; 
(b) the name of each provider of legal advice; 
(c) the amount paid to each provider of legal advice; and 
(d) the service for which the payments were made? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 

Department of Planning and Infrastructure 

[Note: The Department for Planning and Infrastructure was established on 1 July 2001 and the Department of Transport 
was abolished on 30 June 2002.  The Ministry for Planning was abolished on 4 September 2001]. 

(a)           01-Feb-01 to       01-Jul-03 to 
  30-June-01   2001-02  2002-03    11-Dec-03 

    $                 $       $     $ 

Department of Transport  267,575.11  4,063.30      N/A  N/A 
Department for Planning 
and Infrastructure   N/A              425,107.71 332,096.28 59,603.09 
Ministry for Planning  NIL                 9,461.75      N/A         N/A 
WA Planning Commission   49,908.15     230,519.55 266,404.87 150,389.89 

(b)-(c) 

Amount stated is the total paid to the provider for the period. 

Department of Transport        2000-01  
Vendor Name         Amount  

ALAN E SWANN        2,727.27 
ALAN V RILEY & ASSOC        3,900.00 
ARNS & ASSOCIATES           814.99 
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COMMERCIAL PROPERTY BRANCH         466.15 
CORRS CHAMBERS WESTGARTH SOLICITORS          8,198.00 
DEACONS         8,261.96 
ERNST & YOUNG        1,550.00 
FREEHILLS                    12,308.30 
GARTON SMITH & BARRETT          705.11 
GEORGE GUIDICE LAW CHAMBERS      3,150.00 
GIBSON TOVEY MILLS           224.20 
HOLLINGDALES BARRISTERS & SOLICITORS                43,322.82 
HOUSING & WORKS, DEPT OF          576.25 
JOHN FOSTER         2,871.91 
JOSHUA THOMSON        3,000.36 
JUSTICE,MINISTRY OF                   69,805.64 
LAWTON GILLON        6,210.58 
MALLESONS STEPHEN JAQUES      5,134.55 
METWAY PROPERTY CONSULTANTS         640.00 
OWEN LEGAL & CORPORATE                  17,522.50 
PAUL AND ASSOC P/L,MJ            22.50 
PHILIP LAFFERTY           150.00 
PHILLIPS FOX                    26,493.09 
PROPERTY SOLVE           630.00 
PULLIN Q.C.,CJL        3,375.00 
RECEIVABLES MGT LTD              5.00 
RW READING         1,544.20 
SINCLAIR KNIGHT MERZ          374.00 
SKEA HAGER & CO.                   18,118.50 
STANTON PARTNERS                   19,973.98 
TOTTLE CHRISTENSEN       3,824.25 
WILSON,JA            300.00 
WRAY & ASSOCIATES                     1,374.00 

Grand Total                  267,575.11 

WA Planning Commission       2000-01 
Vendor Name        Amount 

Ministry of Justice                    30,548.15 
Narelle Johnson QC                    15,575.00 
Pullinger Readhead Stewart        3,785.00 

Grand Total        49.908.15 

Department of Transport        2001-02 
Vendor Name        Amount 

JUSTICE,MINISTRY OF        1,568.00 
SKEA HAGER & CO.        1,190.00 
RECEIVABLES MGT LTD       1,073.05 
DRIVER ACCESS                        232.25 

Grand Total         4,063.30 

Department for Planning and Infrastructure      2001-02  
Vendor Name        Amount 

ALAN V RILEY & ASSOC                   12,750.00 
BIRD CAMERON        2,800.00 
BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON          494.25 
BRONWYN DAVIES TAYLOR          926.66 
CORRS CHAMBERS WESTGARTH SOLICITORS                83,255.50 
DEACONS         1,234.72 
FREEHILLS                      61,392.44 
GADENS LAWYERS                     7,117.72 
GARTON SMITH & BARRETT                       210.00 
HOLLINGDALES BARRISTERS & SOLICITORS          75.00 
IAN W STEELE         4,000.00 
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JACKSON McDONALD                 130,498.07 
JUSTICE,MINISTRY OF                   50,382.47 
LAWTON GILLON                   10,795.90 
MALLESONS STEPHEN JAQUES                   5,000.00 
MCGEES NATIONAL PROPERTY CONSULTANTS       130.00 
METWAY PROPERTY CONSULTANTS      1,012.00 
MINTER ELLISON                   13,538.55 
OWEN LEGAL & CORPORATE       5,433.00 
PHILLIPS FOX         5,880.00 
RECEIVABLES MGT LTD          429.31 
RW RICHARDSON           885.00 
SKEA HAGER & CO.                   18,975.00 
TECHNICAL RESOURCES                       302.30 
WRAY & ASSOCIATES                     7,589.82 

Grand Total                  425,107.71 

Ministry for Planning       2001-02 
Vendor Name        Amount 

Skea Hager & Co           751.25 
Minter Ellison        8,590.50 
Agriculture WA           120.00 

Grand Total                     9,461.75 

WA Planning Commission       2001-02 
Vendor Name        Amount 

Ministry of Justice                164,016.00 
Clayton Utz                   16,311.05 
Chis O’Neill & Assoc                    4,680.00 
Tim Johnston & Assoc                  15,680.00 
Narelle Johnson QC                  22,832.50 
Bedbrook Johnston                    7,000.00 

Grand Total                 230,519.55 

Department for Planning and Infrastructure     2002-03 
Vendor Name        Amount 

ALAN V RILEY & ASSOC                 16,860.00 
AMOG CONSULTING                  71,588.84 
BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON                   6,449.00 
CORRS CHAMBERS WESTGARTH SOLICITORS                 2,792.50 
DEACONS                     2,717.24 
DUN & BRADSTREET (AUST) P/L       112.40 
ERNST & YOUNG                   4,037.50 
FREEHILLS                    5,457.00 
GADENS LAWYERS                 19,831.04 
IAN W STEELE                    3,493.18 
INDUSTRY & TECHNOLOGY - CAMS, DEPT              43,807.75 
JACKSON McDONALD                 44,305.26 
JOHN FOSTER                    5,459.09 
JOSHUA THOMSON                   1,488.00 
JUSTICE,MINISTRY OF                  48,116.69 
KPMG                        425.00 
LAWTON GILLON                 16,441.27 
METWAY PROPERTY CONSULTANTS                    352.00 
OFFICE OF STATE REVENUE                     316.30 
PHILLIPS FOX                    1,592.50 
PRICEWATERHOUSE COOPERS               16,604.41 
RICHARD O'SHANNASSY & CO                     300.00 
SKEA HAGER & CO.                 10,445.25 
THE LAW SOC OF WA                   1,754.28 
TOTTLE CHRISTENSEN                  3,438.28 
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VERBATIM REPORTERS                     248.00 
WILLIAMS & HUGHES                   1,000.00 
WRAY & ASSOCIATES                   2,663.50 

Grand Total                332,096.28 

WA Planning Commission       2002-03 
Vendor Name        Amount 

Ministry of Justice               224,702.72 
Narelle Johnson QC                 13,737.50 
Clayton Utz                    1,831.60 
Phillips Fox                    8,793.87 
Hardy Bowen                  17,339.18 

Grand Total                266,404.87 

Department for Planning and Infrastructure     2003-04 
Vendor Name        Amount 

BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON                  1,048.65 
DEACONS           68.18 
DUN & BRADSTREET (AUST) P/L      296.97 
JOHN FOSTER                 18,750.00 
JUSTICE,MINISTRY OF                18,257.00 
LAWTON GILLON                  6,402.63 
PHILLIPS FOX                   3,050.00 
RILEY & ASSOC,ALAN V                    960.00 
SKEA HAGER & CO.                  4,091.50 
THOMSON,J                      980.00 
TOTTLE PARTNERS                     400.01 
CROWN LAW                   5,298.15 

Grand Total                 54,304.94 

WA Planning Commission       2003-04 
Vendor Name        Amount 

Ministry of Justice                85,124.07 
Phillips Fox                   3,645.82 
R LeMiere                 56,070.00 
Jim Davies & Assoc                  5,550.00 

Grand Total               150,389.89 

(d) The above information was electronically extracted from financial records.  They are stated, in aggregate, 
against each provider. 

There are approximately 2,330 line item entries, totalling $1,795,129.70 that are coded to the accounting 
records as “legal services” of the respective departments.  These items account for a wide range of 
departmental activities such as preparation of agreements, contracts, tender documents, evaluation of tenders, 
legal advice on breaches of agreements, contracts and debt collections. I am not prepared to allocate scarce 
resources in order to provide details to the Member about individual payments. However, if the Member has a 
question concerning any specific departmental payment for legal service, I would be pleased to consider it.  

Public Transport Authority (WAGR - 19/2/01 – 30/6/03) 

(a)-(d) 

Name of Provider         Amount Paid  Service Provided 
19/2/01 – 30/6/03 

Tottle Christensen    $57,752.16  Commercial property and Leasing, 
Planning, Heritage,  
Telecommunications Law. 

Hollingdales      $515,975.69  Contract Law Advice and Contract 
Drafting Dispute Resolution/Court 
Representation. 
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Blake Dawson Waldron   $63,049.46  Commercial property and leasing, 
Planning, Heritage,  
Telecommunications law, Contract  
Law advice and Contract Drafting 
Intellectual Property/Information 
Technology Law. 

Haydn Robinson     $76,919.85   Dispute Resolution/Court 
Representation. 

Phillips Fox      $16,000.00    Employment/Occupational Health and Safety. 

Freehills     $65,125.29    Contract Law Advice and Contract 
Drafting Employment/Occupational 
Health and Safety, Finance/Securities Law. 

Mallesons Stephen Jaques  $260,143.43    Dispute Resolution/Court  

       Representation, Employment/Occupational Health and  
Safety 

              Finance/Securities Law. 

Jackson McDonald    $7,700.75    Commercial Property and Leasing, 
Planning, Heritage,  

Telecommunications Law. 

Teller and Associates    $10,005.03    Intellectual Property/Information Technology Law. 

Deacons      $55,178.59    Commercial Property and Leasing,Planning, Heritage, 
Telecommunications Law 

Department of Justice    $233,432.40    General Legal Advice 
Crown Solicitor’s Office  

Minter Ellison      $165,580.90    Commercial Property 

Pye and Quartermaine    $1,100.00    Professional Services 

Mark Andrews & Assoc   $456.00    Court Representation 

TOTAL      $1,522,603.80  

Public Transport Authority (1/7/03 – 11/12/03) 

(a)-(d) 

Name of Provider         Amount Paid  Service Provided 
1/7/03 – 11/12/03 

Tottle Christensen    $6,000.16    Commercial property and Leasing, 

Planning, Heritage, Telecommunications Law. 

Hollingdales      $117,550.08    Contract Law Advice and Contract 

Drafting Dispute Resolution/Court Representation. 

Blake Dawson Waldron   $139,760.92    Commercial property and leasing, 
Planning, Heritage,  
Telecommunications law, Contract  
Law advice and Contract Drafting 
Intellectual Property/Information 
Technology Law. 

Haydn Robinson     $1,538.00    Dispute Resolution/Court Representation. 

Freehills      $10,940.82  Contract Law Advice and Contract 
Drafting Employment/Occupational 
Health and Safety, Finance/Securities Law. 

Mallesons Stephen Jaques  $12,888.08  Dispute Resolution/Court Representation, Employment/ 

              Occupational Health and Safety 
              Finance/Securities Law. 
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Jackson McDonald    $5,372.95    Commercial Property and Leasing, 
Planning, Heritage,  
Telecommunications Law. 

Teller and Associates    $2,941.76    Intellectual Property/Information Technology Law. 

Deacons      $3,525.50    Commercial Property and Leasing, 

Planning, Heritage, Telecommunications Law 

Department of Justice    $95,091.28    General Legal Advice 
Crown Solicitor’s Office  

Minter Ellison     $3,282.75    Commercial Property 

Gadens Lawyers     $9,023.85    Legal Advice 

Lawrence and Howell    $951.39    Insurance and Third Party Cover 

TOTAL      $408,867.54 

Main Roads (a) – (d): 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

PROVIDER AMOUNT SERVICE 

Crown Solicitor’s Office $306 017.47 Services in relation to "non-core business".  (CSO does not bill for services in 
relation to "core" business) 

Blake Dawson Waldron $1, 398, 69.66 Contract 819/98 - Provision of Legal Services (commercial and contractual 
matters, and general advice) 

Minter Ellison $44, 046.57 Contract 665/98 - Provision of Legal Services for Graham Farmer Freeway Tunnel Land 
(issues relating to land title and covenant) 

R Le Miere $83, 390.00 Land compensation appeal concerning land resumed for the Graham Farmer Freeway (Duffy & 
Ors) and Dawesville Deviation (Aberdeen Nominees Pty Ltd) 

CB Edmonds $159, 225.00 Contract 597/01 - Land compensation appeal concerning land resumed for the Graham 
Farmer Freeway (Arcus Shop Fitters) 

Freehills $172, 833.12 Contract 973/02 - Provision of Legal Services for Alliance Contracting Issues (Roe Highway 
Stage 7, and Term Network Contracts) 

Hollingdales $456, 696.01 Contract 707/98 - Provision of Legal Services for Road Contracts (Major Projects) 

TOTAL   $2 620 577.83  

LandCorp:  The following table was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

Question (b) Provider   (c )Total Paid   (d) Service Provided 

ALLENS ARTHUR ROBINSON.  $27,679   General Commercial Legal Advice 
BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON  $21,219   General Commercial Legal Advice 
C ZELESTIS    $66,220   Senior Counsel – Litigation Costs 
CLARK WHYTE PROPERTY LAWYERS $672   General Commercial Legal Advice 
CLAYTON UTZ    $223,748  General Commercial Legal Advice 
COCKS MACNISH   $2,148   General Commercial Legal Advice 
CORRS CHAMBERS WESTGARTH $1,740   General Commercial Legal Advice 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE  $29,806   General Commercial Legal Advice 
EDWIN ABDO & ASSOCIATES  $709   General Commercial Legal Advice 
FREEHILLS LAWYERS   $11,976   General Commercial Legal Advice 
G D CROCKET & CO   $2,266   General Commercial Legal Advice 
GADENS LAWYERS   $18,700   General Commercial Legal Advice 
GILBERT & TOBIN   $859   General Commercial Legal Advice 
HALSEY & ASSOCIATES  $1,500   General Commercial Legal Advice 
HARDY BOWEN LAWYERS  $16,469   General Commercial Legal Advice 
IRDI & ASSOCIATES   $2,120   General Commercial Legal Advice 
JACKSON MCDONALD   $16,546   General Commercial Legal Advice 
J GILMOUR    $5,912   Senior Counsel – Litigation Costs 
KOTT GUNNING   $45,108   General Commercial Legal Advice 

including Litigation 
M HOWARD    $129,617  Senior Counsel – Litigation Costs 
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MALLESONS STEPHEN JAQUES $230   General Commercial Legal Advice 
MCLEODS    $80,291   General Commercial Legal Advice 
MINTER ELLISON NORTHMORE HALE $371,377  General Commercial Legal Advice 

including Litigation 
PETER YOUNG & ASSOCIATES  $33,021   General Commercial Legal Advice 
PHILLIPS FOX    $173,613  General Commercial Legal Advice 
PULLINGER READHEAD STEWART $1,151,352  General Commercial Legal Advice 

including Litigation 
SLEE ANDERSON & PIDGEON  $1,549   General Commercial Legal Advice 
VALENTI LAWYERS   $10,530   General Commercial Legal Advice 
WOJTOWICZ KELLY BARRISTERS  $9,437   General Commercial Legal Advice 
  & SOLICITORS 

Question (a) Total amount spent   $2,456,414   
   on Legal Advice 

EPRA  The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

(a) $791,429 

(b)  Provider    (c)  Amount  (d)  Service 

Minter Ellison    $768,388  Land redevelopment legal issues 
Allens Arthur Robinson   $2,496   Commercial land sale settlements 
Phillip Fox    $710   Land resumption legal issues 
Mr R. LeMiere    $4,200   Legal advice re court actions and claims 
Lawton Gillon    $909  
Batemans    $5,281  
Godfrey Spowers    $1,853  
Wayne Martin QC   $636  
Considine Griffiths   $3,260  
Wray Associates    $3,696  

SRA 

(a) $178,808 

(b)  Provider    (c)  Amount  (d)  Service 

Minter Ellison    $168,268  Land redevelopment legal issues 
Jackson  McDonald   $10,808   Commercial land sale settlements 

  Land resumption legal issues 
  Legal advice re court actions and claims 

Armadale Redevelopment Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

(a) $15,141 
(b) Watts Woodhouse 
(c) As Above 
(d) Legal advice for Redevelopment Scheme 

Midland Redevelopment Authority 

Up until 30 November 2003: 

(a) $63,653.74 
(b) Crown Solicitor’s Office 

Jackson McDonald 
Skea Nelson & Hager 
Hager & Partners 
Minter Ellison 
Watts & Woodhouse 

(c) Crowns Solicitor’s Office $13,548.20 
Jackson McDonald $13,998.50 
Skea Nelson & Hager $4,725.00 
Hager & Partners $200.00 
Minter Ellison $29,436.54 
Watts & Woodhouse $1,745.50 
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(d) Interpretation of legislation and town planning schemes, license and lease preparations, dealings, 
capital works tender contract documentation review, project management process documental review, 
land sales tender documentation, conveyancing 

Albany 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

Name   Service     Amount  

Freehills   Ordinance Claim     273,801  
 Lease documents    109,385  
 Contract documents      9,283  
 IR advice           322  
 Environmental advice       1,984  
 Confidentiality advice       4,285  

Hardy Bowen  Environmental advice       4,688  
 Planning advice        1,350  
 PAA Advice   840 

Murray Smith  Lease documents   11,203  
    IR advice           400  

Phillips Fox  IR advice      4,587  

Total         422,128  

Broome Port Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

(a) $52,409.30 

(b) i) Mullins Handcock  
ii) Phillips Fox 
iii) Clayton Utz 
iv) Skea Hager & Co 

(c) i) Mullins Handcock  $3,250    Shipping advice 
ii) Phillips Fox    $697    Industrial Relations Advice 
iii) Clayton Utz    $44,078   Industrial Relations Advice 
iv) Clayton Utz    $1,942  Western Power tariff dispute  
v) Skea Hager & Co  $2,112    Drafting Services Agreement 
vi) Skea Hager & Co  $330  Land lease advice 

(d) i) Mullins Handcock Shipping advice 
ii) Phillips Fox  Industrial Relations Advice 
iii) Clayton Utz  Industrial Relations Advice 
iv) Clayton Utz  Western Power tariff dispute  
v) Skea Hager & Co Drafting Services Agreement 
vi) Skea Hager & Co Land lease advice 

Bunbury Port Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

a. $8,075.00 

b. Malcolm McCusker QC 
Mallesons Stephen Jacques 
McLeods 
Young & Young 

c. Malcolm McCusker QC    $4,000 
Mallesons Stephen Jacques $1,300 
McLeods     $1,275 
Young & Young    $1,500 

d. Malcolm McCusker   Chip Mill & Homestead 
Mallesons Stephen Jacques  Container Facility 
McLeods     Application of Act 
Young & Young    Wesfarmers Transport 
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Dampier Port Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

a) Total Spent:  $1,676,542 

(b)  Provider   (c)  Amount $  (d)  Service 

Mullins Handcock  119,551   Port Facilities Agreement, leases 
Wayne S Martin QC  6,682   Port Facilities Agreement 
Chan Galic Barristers  3,513   Leases 
Freehill Hollingdale  2,632   Employment Issues 
Ilbery Barblett   3,000   Port Facilities Agreement 
Malleson Stephens  1,400   Advice on Directors interest 
Clayton Utz   1,537,502  Port Facilities Agreements, tender docs 
Bankwest Conveyancing  2,137   Sale of DPA houses 
State Revenue Dept  125   Stamping of Agreements 

Esperance Port Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

(a) $20,541.38 

(b) (i) Pye & Quartermaine 
(ii) Freehills 
(iii) Blakiston & Crabb 
(iv) Mullins Handcock 

(c) (i) $1,266.38 
(ii) $17,300 
(iii) $125 
(iv) $650 
(v) $1,200 

(d) (i) Industrial Relations  $1,266.38 
(ii) Power Purchase Agreement $16,300 

Lease Agreement    $1,000 
(iii) Audit Enquiry     $125 
(iv) Review Agreement    $650 
(v) Directors Deed of Indemnity  $1,200 

Geraldton Port Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

(a) $715,618.09 

(b) Altorfer & Stow 
Freehill Hollingdale & Page 
Mullins Handcock 
Phillips Fox 

(c) Altorfer & Stow    $2,746.35 
Freehill Hollingdale & Page    $563,519.62 
Mullins Handcock   $104,744.50 
Phillips Fox      $44,607.62 

(d) Commercial Port Business Operations, particularly in relation to the Port Enhancement Project ($103 Million 
deepening and berth reconstruction project). 

Fremantle Port Authority 

The following was amended on 11 December 2003 to reflect costs incurred to that date. 

(a) $1,575,846 

(b) Clayton Utz, Illbery’s, Jackson McDonald, Freehills 

(c) Clayton Utz    $1,293,081 
    Illbery’s    $247,033 

Jackson McDonald  $29,153 
Freehills    $6,579 
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(d) Clayton Utz   

Port management and operations, maritime, corporate and commercial including customer and other contracts 
and agreements, legislative, tendering and procurements, environmental, State Agreements, industrial and 
employee relations, asset sales, FOI, Trade Practices, litigation, taxation 

    Illbery’s 
Property including leases. 

Jackson McDonald 
Port management and operations, maritime, corporate and commercial, legislative, tendering and 
procurements, intellectual property 

Freehills 
Industrial and employee relations 

Port Hedland Port Authority  

a) $53,911.42 

b) Clayton Utz 
Freehills 
Gilbert & Tobin 
Hunt & Humphry 
Minter Ellison 
Tottle Christensen 

c) Clayton Utz    $4,630.91 
Freehills     $20,857.10 
Gilbert & Tobin    $581.82 
Hunt & Humphry   $27,347.95 
Minter Ellison     $194.55 
Tottle Christensen   $299.09 

d) Clayton Utz     Stevedoring Licence and Electricity Tarriff Advice 
Freehills   Stevedoring Licence and Work Boat Advice 
Gilbert & Tobin   TNT Dispute 
Hunt & Humphry   Native Title Advice, Pilotage Contract, Hope Downs Lease, BP Australia Licence 
Minter Ellison  Deeds of Indemnity 
Tottle Christensen  TNT Accounts Dispute 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, RIGHT OF ENTRY TO PRIVATE PROPERTY, STATUTES 

2042. Mr M.G. House to the Minister for Education and Training 

(1) Will the Minister provide the details of the statutes under his ministerial portfolio that allow officers of the 
department, agencies or persons appointed by them to enter private property - 

(a) with a warrant; and 
(b) without a warrant? 

(2) Will the Minister detail the circumstances under which such entry may be exercised? 

(3) Will the Minister advise whether there is a difference with regard to such entry between - 

(a) a private residential property; and 
(b) other private property? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 

Department of Education and Training 

(1) Section 13 of the School Education Act 1999 permits an authorised person employed by the Department of 
Education and Training to call at any premises used as a dwelling.  A warrant is not required, although the 
person is required to produce his/her certificate of appointment. 

(2) The authorised person may require any person on the premises appearing to be over the age of 18 to answer 
any question relevant to whether there is living at the premises any child of compulsory school age who is not 
enrolled in an educational program. 

(3) The Act only permits authorised persons to call at premises used as a dwelling. 
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DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, CHILD PROTECTION WORKERS 

2061. Mr R.F. Johnson to the Minister for Community Development, Women's Interests, Seniors and Youth 

I refer to the Minister’s announcement of 11 April 2003 regarding the employment of an additional 25 Child Protection 
Workers, pursuant to the recommendations of the Gordon Inquiry, and budgeted for in this year’s State Budget to 
‘commence employment early in the new financial year and  ask - 

(a) how many additional Child Protection Workers have been employed within the Department of Community 
Development since the announcement of the new workers on 11 April 2003; 

(b) will the Minister advise when all of the additional 25 Child Protection Workers will be deployed to assist the 
Department to respond to its growing concern about unaddressed child protection needs in the community; and 

(c) was it intended that these 25 Child Protection Workers would be available to the Department from the 
beginning of the 2003 financial year, and if so, why has this not been the case? 

Ms S.M. McHALE replied: 

(a) Fifteen workers have commenced work either in an acting capacity or as a permanent appointment. 

(b) Four additional workers have been appointed and will commence mid to late December 2003. The process for 
filling one position is currently underway. The remaining five positions have been readvertised, due to lack of 
suitable candidates.  

(c) Funding was allocated in 2002/03 budget for 10 positions for 3 months and the 2003/04 budget for 25 
positions for 12 months. Advertising of positions was delayed until negotiations with ATSIC regional councils 
regarding the location, skills and competencies of the officers were completed. Not all positions were filled 
during the first application round because of a lack of suitable applicants and the remoteness of some of the 
locations. Apart from one position in Geraldton, the positions yet to be filled are in remote locations, where it 
is difficult to attract qualified staff. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES, STAFF, USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED CREDIT 
CARDS 

2084. Mr M.J. Birney to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

(1) Will the Minister advise the number of times, since becoming a Minister, that she has been supplied with food, 
drink or entertainment that was paid for by a Government owned credit card that has been allocated to a 
member of her staff? 

(2) Will the Minister advise the name of the staff member that was responsible for the credit card that paid each 
bill and the total amount of each bill on each occasion referred to in (1)? 

(3) Will the Minister provide the names of each individual that also received food , drink or entertainment at the 
same time as the Minister, that was paid for by a Government owned credit card allocated to a member of her 
staff? 

(4) Will the Minister advise if any of the individuals referred to in (3) are members of the Australian Labor Party? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

(1)-(4) I note the Member has already been provided, through Freedom of Information, documents relating to all 
office credit card expenditure.  I am more than happy to answer any specific queries he has about individual 
expenditure items related to those documents. 
Attached is a table itemising meals at restaurants, including cardholder, attendees, and cost.  Not included in 
this table is expenditure associated with official travel that is tabled by the Premier as part of the Quarterly 
Travel Reports. 
Furthermore, no individual has been provided with drinks or meals because of their Membership of the 
Australian Labor Party.  Ministerial Staff and others may incidentally be members of the Australian Labor 
Party.  I am not aware of the political affiliation of all persons involved, however, I can assure the Member that 
hospitality has not been provided on a party political basis. 
Cardholder - Emiliano Barzotto 
Attendees          Cost 
Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto (Chief of Staff to Minister Roberts), Mark Thompson 
(Media Adviser to Minister Roberts), Steve Pennells, Ben Martin, Ben Harvey   $224.50 
Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Mark Thompson     $62.80 
Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Mark Thompson, Bob Mitchell (FESA CEO), 
Lindsay Cuneo (FESA), Cheryl Dow (Minister’s Driver     $402.00 
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Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Daryl Melham (Shadow Minister for Justice & Customs), 
Derek Hand (Policy Adviser to Daryl Melham), Margaret Quirk MLA.    $465.50 

Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Mark Thompson, Ben Martin, Ben Harvey,  
Steve Pennells          $256.00 

Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Mark Thompson, Sue Short, Neil Poh, Pamela McGill $456.80 

Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Hon Andre Haermeyer (Victorian Minister for Police), 
Rob McDonald (Chief of Staff to Mr Haermeyer)      $514.50 

Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Mark Thompson, Margaret Quirk MLA   $63.80 

Cardholder - Michael Robson 

Attendees          Cost 
Michelle Roberts, Michael Robson (Policy Officer to Minister Roberts), Mark Thompson, 
Gemma Tognini, Trevor Robb, Cian Manton       $502.00 

Carholder - Nathan Hondros 

Attendees          Cost 
Michelle Roberts, Emiliano Barzotto, Michael Robson, Mark Thompson, Shane Hill MLA, 
Cr Terry O’Toole (Shire of Greenough)       $83.00 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, CREDIT CARD STATEMENTS, CHECKING 

2117. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Deputy Premier; Treasurer; Minister for Energy 

For each Department and Agency within the Deputy Premier’s portfolio, including the Ministerial Office - 

(a) are the statements from credit card companies checked against invoices, before being passed on for 
payment; and 

(b) if not, why not? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

Office of the Deputy Premier 

(a)-(b)  Credit card statements are paid in full on receipt of the statement without reference to invoices.  This 
practice avoids interest rate penalties. 

Cardholders subsequently provide supporting information when acquitting individual cardholder 
statements. 

This practice meets with Office of the Auditor General approval. 

Department of Treasury and Finance 

(a) Yes 
(b) Not applicable 

Office of Gas Access Regulation 

(a) Yes 
(b) Not applicable 

Office of Native Title 

(a) Statements from Credit Card companies are not checked against invoices, before being passed for 
payment; and 

(b) Payments to the Credit Card Company are made from a Departmental holding account on receipt of 
the statements. The statements are then forwarded to the responsible Cost Centres to verify the 
expenditure and allocate costs to the appropriate accounts. Any discrepancies discovered are then 
taken up with the Credit Card Company through the Department's Contracts Section.  

Office of the Auditor General 

(a) Yes 
(b) Not applicable 

Office of Energy 

(a) Yes 
(b) Not applicable 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 16 December 2003] 14967 

 

Western Power Corporation 

Westpac Banking Corporation issues Western Power’s Corporate Visa card and the bank direct debits to Western 
Power’s account on the 24th day of each month or the next working day should that day fall on a weekend or a public 
holiday. The statements for each card issued then follow the payments. 

Due to this agreement with the bank, which is approved by the Board of Western Power, it is only practical to reconcile 
the statements after payment is made. 

WA Treasury Corporation 

(a) Yes 
(b) Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, CREDIT CARD STATEMENTS, CHECKING 

2124. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Education and Training 

For each Department and Agency within the Minister’s portfolio, including the Ministerial Office - 

(a) are the statements from credit card companies checked against invoices, before being passed on for 
payment; and 

(b) if not, why not? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 

OFFICE OF THE MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

(a)-(b) Credit card statements are paid in full by the Department of Finance on receipt of the statement 
without reference to invoices. This practice avoids interest rate penalties.  

Cardholders subsequently provide supporting information when acquitting individual cardholder 
statements.  

This practice meets with Office of the Auditor General approval.  

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

(a)-(b)  All credit card statements are checked against invoices.  Depending on contractual arrangements if the 
credit company requires payment within a prescribed period, payment may be made before all 
statements are checked against invoices.  In these cases checking is undertaken after payment. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SERVICES AND CURRICULUM COUNCIL 

(a) Yes 

(b) Not Applicable 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING, EVALUATION OF STUDENTS AND EDUCATIONAL RISK 
PROGRAM 

2174. Mr J.H.D. Day to the Minister for Education and Training 

With reference to the evaluation of the department of Education and Training's Students and Educational Risk program, 
undertaken by the University of Western Australia - 

(a) was the report of the evaluation presented to the Department's executive on 13 December 2002; 

(b) if so, why has the report still not been tabled, despite an undertaking having been given that it would 
be; 

(c) will the Minister now table the report, and if not, why not; and 

(d) what is the Minister's response to the report's recommendations? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 

(a) Yes 

(b) The Students At Educational Risk  (SAER) Formative Study was an interim evaluation report carried 
out at the half-way point of the implementation period of the SAER Strategy.  The information in the 
report confirmed that the strategy was on target for full implementation by 2005. 

(c) The report will be made available on the Department of Education and Training’s website. 

(d) The findings have informed the Review of Educational Services for Students with Disabilities and the 
subsequent development of the Building Inclusive Schools Strategy.   
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POLICE, NAMES AND PURPOSES OF SQUADS AND UNITS 

2190. Mr M.J. Birney to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

Will the Minister advise the name and purpose of each individual Policing squad or unit or equivalent in Western 
Australia? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

The Western Australia Police Service advise as follows: 

METROPOLITAN REGION 

In the metropolitan area there are six police districts:  
- Central Metropolitan 
- West Metropolitan 
- North West Metropolitan 
- East Metropolitan  
- South East Metropolitan 
- South Metropolitan. 

These have the primary responsibility for undertaking policing functions in their respective areas. 

The districts in undertaking this policing role focus their strategic and tactical planning on the five core functions of the 
Police Service being: 

- Prevention and control of crime. 
- Maintenance of the Peace. 
- Traffic management and road safety 
- Emergency management and co-ordination 
- Assisting members of the community in times of emergency and need 

OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL COORDINATOR  

The Office of the Regional Coordinator is a strategic move to revitalise and coordinate the approach in the delivery of 
policing services across the metropolitan area. 

SOUTHERN REGION 

In the Southern Police Region there are four police districts:  
- Peel 
- South West 
- Great Southern  
- Wheatbelt  

These have the primary responsibility for undertaking policing functions in their respective areas. 

The districts in undertaking this policing role focus their strategic and tactical planning on the five core functions of the 
Police Service being; 
- Prevention and control of crime. 
- Maintenance of the Peace. 
- Traffic management and road safety 
- Emergency management and co-ordination 
- Assisting members of the community in times of emergency and need 

NORTH EASTERN REGION 

In the North Eastern Region there are four police districts namely 
- Kimberley 
- Pilbara 
- Mid West-Gascoyne  
- Goldfields-Esperance 

These have the primary responsibility for undertaking policing functions in their respective areas. 

The districts in undertaking this policing role focus their strategic and tactical planning on the five core functions of the 
Police Service being: 
- Prevention and control of crime. 
- Maintenance of the Peace. 
- Traffic management and road safety 
- Emergency management and co-ordination 
- Assisting members of the community in times of emergency and need 
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CRIME INVESTIGATION & INTELLIGENCE SERVICES 

STATE INTELLIGENCE SERVICES 

The Mission Statement of the State Intelligence Services Division is “To reduce crime by delivering quality tactical and 
covert intelligence services”. 

Covert Operations Unit 
To support strategic partners in gathering of intelligence and detection of illegal activities by providing a specialist and 
ethical covert physical and electronic surveillance capability to the Service. 

Undercover Police Unit 
To provide specialist services to the community, support the police regions and ensure the co-ordination of statewide 
deployments of undercover operatives to prevent and control crime. 

Telephone Intercept Unit 
To provide an effective and efficient telecommunications interception capability for the Service as a tool for use in the 
investigation of serious crime. 

Intelligence Section 
To promote the Australian Crime Commission (ACC) to all members of the Service and external agencies thereby 
enhancing the flow of information/intelligence between the Service and the ACC. 

Casino and Racing Unit 
To monitor and prevent criminal activity in the casino and racing industries by providing timely and relevant 
intelligence support for the benefit of the Service and its external partners. 

Client Services 
To establish, maintain and provide the maximum available intelligence holdings to requesting staff and to provide a 
secure centralised facility responsible for the registration and dissemination of all information and intelligence.  

Dealers Information Unit 
To provide the community with a reliable and efficient information process linking pawnbrokers and secondhand 
dealers with the Service to reduce property theft. 

Development and Marketing Unit 
Provide relevant training to members of the State-wide Intelligence Network, including State Intelligence Services, 
District Information Support Centre (DISC) offices and the Service involved directly in the intelligence process and to 
market the services of the State Intelligence Services to the Service and other law enforcement agencies. 

Information Services Unit 
To provide internal/external stakeholders with a reliable and efficient information network system. 

National Projects Unit 
To co-ordinate and maintain the Service’s effort and commitment to national and multijurisdictional intelligence 
projects and operations.  To represent the Service on all matters of national and multijurisdictional intelligence interest. 

Outposted Support and DISC Liaison 
To co-ordinate and support the Service’s commitment to intelligence practises and projects.  To provide relevant 
training to members of the State Wide Intelligence Network, to outposted analysts and DISC offices in the intelligence 
process and to market the services of the State Intelligence Services. 

Strategic Intelligence 
To provide accurate, relevant, objective and timely advice to the Service and partner law enforcement agencies that 
assists to identify and minimise the impact of criminal activity in Western Australia. 

Parole 
To represent the Commissioner of Police at meetings of the Parole Board and Supervised Release Review Board. 

Violent Crime Linkage Analysis Unit 
To co-ordinate and maintain the Service’s effort and commitment to a national database which will link violent crimes 
committed by the same offender within each jurisdiction, and those offenders operating across jurisdictional borders. 

Linked Crime Unit 
The co-ordination of forensic and criminal intelligence to assist the Police Service state-wide by linking, identifying and 
targeting criminal activity, crime groups and individuals operating within and across Regional and District boundaries. 

MAJOR CRIME DIVISION 

The Mission Statement of the Major Crime Division is “To provide specialist investigative services to the community, 
support the police regions, and ensure the coordination of statewide strategies to prevent and control major crime.” 
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Macro Taskforce 
To identify, apprehend and prosecute the person or persons responsible for the disappearance of Sarah Ellen Spiers and 
the murder of Jane Louise Rimmer and Ciara Eilish Glennon. 

Missing Persons Investigation Unit 
To provide a specialised investigative service to locate and determine the safety and welfare of a person who is reported 
missing. 

Major Crime Investigation Unit 
To provide specialist crime management and investigative services and consolation in the resolution of homicide, 
kidnapping and extortion offences. 

Arson Investigation Unit 
To ensure the provision of specialist arson investigative services to meet the needs of our internal and external 
customers. 

Prison Unit 
To ensure the provision of specialist prison interrelated investigative services to meet the needs of our internal and 
external customers. 

Child Abuse Investigation Unit 
To provide and coordinate specialist child abuse investigative services to meet the needs of our internal and external 
customers. 

Major Incident Group 
To provide a 7 day 24 hour investigative and management capability to serious crime and major incidents. 

COMMERCIAL CRIME DIVISION 

The Mission Statement for the Commercial Crime Division is “To prepare and respond to the rapid development of new 
technology that is enhancing criminal innovation and shifting the criminal demographic in the commission of 
commercial crimes.  To develop strategies that both respond to, drive change, and appropriately resource a 
contemporary approach to the prevention and detection of commercial and high tech crime.” 

Computer Crime Investigation 
To provide support in the investigation of computer related criminal offences and the analysis of seized computers. 

Special Commodities Investigation Unit 
To provide contemporary, innovative and quality professional services to ensure the effective and efficient resolution of 
special commodity crime in Western Australia. 

Gold Stealing Detection Unit 
In partnership with the gold industry, provide a stable and secure environment in which gold producers can pursue their 
ends and objectives without fear of loss or injury through criminal means. 

Major Fraud Investigation 
To produce a quality service in the investigation and prevention of major fraud. 

Stock Investigation Unit 
To co-ordinate and support police statewide in the investigation of offences relating to the meat, livestock and 
agricultural industries and to enforce the Stock (Identification and Movement) Act. 

Public Sector Investigation Unit 
To minimise corruption, enhance ethical performance and investigate reports of crime in the public sector. 

CRIME SERVICES DIVISION 

The mission of the Crime Services Division is “to provide specialist services to the community, support the regions and 
ensure the co-ordination of statewide strategies to reduce crime.” 

Alcohol & Drug Co-Ordination Unit 
To contribute to minimising the harms and hazards associated with alcohol and other drug use throughout Western 
Australia. 

Commercial Agents Unit 
In partnership with the security and related industry, promote public safety and crime prevention through industry 
education, co-operative regulation and quality endorsed industry standards. 

Crime Stoppers Unit 
To provide a professional and confidential service that encourages the community to supply information to Crime 
Stoppers. 
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Internal Investigations 
To provide co-ordination, consultation, support and quality internal investigations within the Crime Investigation and 
Intelligence Services Portfolio. 

ORGANISED CRIME DIVISION 

The Mission Statement for the Organised Crime Division is “To identify and practice effective law enforcement 
methods to reduce the illegalities of organised criminal groups who seek to profit by the exploitation of our 
community.” 

Organised Crime Investigation 
To identify and practice effective law enforcement methods to reduce the illegal activities or organised criminal 
networks who seek to profit by the exploitation of our community. 

Asset Investigation 
Provides statewide specialist services to the regions and Crime Investigation & Intelligence Services (CIIS) units 
encompassing asset confiscation matters under the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000. 

Gang Response Unit 
To detect, disrupt and reduce identified gangs, by targeting individual members and associated organised crime 
networks, involved in criminal activities and anti social behaviour. 

Vice Investigation 
Control prostitution, pornography and associated activities within Western Australia and minimises crime in relation to 
these areas by ensuring compliance to appropriate statute law. 

FORENSIC DIVISION 

The Mission Statement of the Forensic Division is “To provide the highest quality forensic services to the community, 
the justice system and the Western Australia Police Service.” 

Document Examination Section 
To support the investigation of serious crime through the specialist examination of handwriting, signatures and other 
matters associated with documentary evidence. 

Crime Scene Unit 
To provide specialist forensic examination services in order to identify, record and collect evidence at serious incidents 
and major crime scenes. 

Surveying Unit 
To provide a statewide surveying, mapping and planning service for major crimes, serious incidents and motor vehicle 
crashes. 
DNA and Exhibit Co-Ordination Unit 
To provide specialist DNA and exhibits management and forensic intelligence support services to the Service. 

Fingerprint Bureau 
To provide specialist support by detecting, enhancing and identifying latent fingerprints from crime scenes and 
confirming the identity of offenders, missing persons and deceased persons. 
Offender Information Bureau 
To ensure the maintenance and security of accurate and up to date criminal history records, warrants and restraint orders 
and to facilitate the inter-jurisdictional exchange of such information. 
Ballistics Section 
To provide specialist ballistic support services to investigators and the judiciary through the examination and 
identification of firearms and the forensic investigation of firearm-related crimes and incidents. 
Imaging Unit 
To provide quality imaging services to the Service and judiciary through the delivery of proactive intelligence packages 
utilising technology and advanced graphic, digital and artistic methodology. 

TRAFFIC AND OPERATION SUPPORT 
Within the Traffic & Operations Support Portfolio there are six separate Divisions under the command of a 
Superintendent, these are: 
- Response and Specialist Support 
- Crime Prevention & Community Support 
- State Protection Services 
- Prosecuting Branch 
- Communication Branch 
- Traffic Support 
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RESPONSE & SPECIALIST SUPPORT 

This Division has the following units under its Command: 

- Air Support Unit – This unit provides fixed wing and rotary aerial support to operational policing by way of 
surveillance, transport, search & rescue and recovery. 

- Water Police – Provides to Districts and Divisions along the coastline of Western Australia and major waterways a 
water bound resource by way of general patrols, transport, search & rescue, intelligence gathering and underwater 
recovery. 

- Mounted Section – Provides support to operational policing initiatives.  Intelligence led focus in targeted patrols of 
identified high-risk areas. A search and rescue function, ceremonial and security duties for annual events and visiting 
dignitaries is also part of their role. 

- Canine Section – Provides support to divisions and districts in the supply of general purpose and narcotic detection 
dog services. 

- Coronial Inquiry Unit – Provides support to districts and divisions and also the State Coroner in the investigation of 
deaths and presentation of related material to the Coroner. 

- Drug Receival Unit – Receival of all drugs seized by police that require analysis for presentation within the judicial 
arena.  Undertakes the destruction of drugs on behalf of the metropolitan region and surrounding country districts. 

- Property Receival Unit – Responsible for receival and storage of found and stolen property.  This unit is also 
responsible for the storage of seized property under the confiscation of assets legislation. 

- Emergency Operations Unit – Provides training and support to districts throughout the State relative to Marine, Land 
Search & Rescue operations.  Provides support and liaison to districts and external partners regarding emergency 
management issues. 

- Firearms Branch – Responsible for the management of the firearms registration process and liaison with other State, 
Territory and Federal jurisdictions regarding the regulation of gun control. 

- Electronics Support Unit – This unit is responsible for the maintenance of the police communications network 
throughout the State.  It provides support to Districts and Divisions in covert & overt electronics functions. 

CRIME PREVENTION AND COMMUNITY SUPPORT DIVISION 

This Division has the following units under its Command: 

- Crime Prevention – This unit is responsible for Family & Domestic Violence Policy and program development and 
provides assistance to divisions and districts throughout the State.  It is actively involved with community partnerships 
and interagency working groups these include; Neighbourhood Watch (State-wide Coordination), Community Safety 
(develop best practice) and Safer WA (this is an across government and whole of community initiative to build a safer 
and secure environment for the community). 

- Youth Services – This unit provides youth liaison by early intervention programs and work experience initiatives.  It 
has within its’ responsibilities the Federation of Police & Citizens Youth Club which provide youth and community 
recreation venues.  The Juvenile Justice Police Cautioning System is managed by this area as is the statewide 
coordination of Juvenile Justice Teams.  The Blue Light Association, which is part of youth services, provides venues 
for the youth of the State for entertainment, which is supervised by Police and Volunteers.  These events are free of 
drugs, alcohol and unruly behaviour.  The Police Rangers Youth development is also within the Youth Services 
responsibilities and provides a developmental arena for youth. 

- Diversity Services – This area has within its scope of responsibility Seniors Interests, Sexual Preferences (Gay & 
Lesbian Liaison), Disabilities, Ethnicity (cultural awareness) and Victims of Crime (referral to Victim Support 
Services) 

STATE PROTECTION SERVICES 

This Division has three units. 

- State Security Unit – This provides a security and intelligence operations role to Government dignitaries whilst 
ensuring the judiciary and associated infrastructures are proactively secured on an ongoing basis to minimise the risk of 
threats, intimidation, public disorder and acts of violence. 

- Witness Security – This unit is responsible for the control and administration of all requests for witness protection and 
assistance under the State Witness Program. 

- Tactical Response Group – This group provides a response capability to manage and resolve high-risk incidents 
including those associated with acts of terrorism. A trained negotiator and bomb technician are attached to the unit. 
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PROSECUTING BRANCH 

This Branch provides an advocacy service at the following locations: 
- Perth Court of Petty Sessions 
- Perth Children’s Court 

All staff are located at the Law Chambers, Hay Street Perth. 

COMMUNICATIONS BRANCH 

The Communications Division is responsible for all operations of the Police Radio and Voice Communications 
Network and associated infrastructure throughout the State.  Combined with this is the responsibility of the Computer 
Aided Dispatch and related Communications (CADCOM) services telecommunications network and infrastructure. 

The Division is responsible for the coordination, management and deployment of resources in emergencies in order to 
assist regional, statewide and intergovernmental agencies in times of crisis. 

TRAFFIC SUPPORT 

The Traffic Support Division is responsible for the statewide coordination of traffic related issues, which include: 
- Christmas Traffic Policing Campaigns  
- Easter and other public holiday traffic policing campaigns 
- Dissemination of information on state-wide issues that may impact or influence vehicular and pedestrian traffic. 

Units within this division include: 
- Camera Section 
- Major Crash Investigation Unit 
- Escorts Section 
- Infringements Section 
- Vehicle Examination Unit 
- Traffic Warden Section 
- Breath Analysis Unit 
- State Traffic Coordination Unit 
- Radar Section 
- Court Settings 
- Road Safety Section 

STRATEGIC AND CORPORATE DEVELOPMENT 

The Strategic and Corporate Development Portfolio is a strategic support area of the Police Service that includes 
Strategic Services, Strategic Information Management, and Corporate Research and Development. 

The Strategic Services Division is responsible for liaison regarding Commonwealth Grants and the implementation of 
the Gordon Recommendations.  

The Division is comprised of: 

- Strategic Policy and Development Unit which develops, implements and manages strategic planning, strategic policy 
development and provides advice to senior management.  

- Corporate Planning Unit which manages corporate and business planning services for senior management, including 
the development and production of annual statutory and corporate reporting and performance publications.  

- Corporate Performance and Reporting Unit which provides performance and statistical consultancy, advice, research 
and information services to internal and external clients. 

Senior Branch staff represent the agency on a range of external State and National Committees   

Strategic Information Management Division 

The Strategic Information Management Division (SIM) is currently responsible for planning and managing the 
development and implementation of new business systems and process to enhance “intelligence led” frontline policing.  
It also has the mandate for the procurement, maintenance and replacement of the agency’s IT assets.  SIM encompasses 
the IT business change and support component, which includes the Program and Value Management Offices and the IT 
service delivery component, which includes production support, business and application services.  It is also responsible 
for setting the strategies and policies in respect to information system security. 

Corporate Research and Development Division 

The Corporate Research and Development Division is comprised of: 

- Legal Services Unit which coordinates legislative policy and development reform, legislative review and research, 
summons and subpoenas served on the Commissioner, legal representation for officers, and civil claims.  This area also 
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coordinates the Corporate Knowledge Database incorporating the Commissioner’s Orders and Procedures (COPs) 
Manual. 

- Freedom of Information Unit which administers the Freedom of Information Act 1992 on behalf of the Commissioner. 

Research and Projects Coordination Unit (including the Police Library) which coordinates and promotes research within 
the Police Service by identifying and developing new opportunities for partnerships and collaborative research in both 
the public and private sectors, as well as strengthening links with existing research partners and sponsors.  The Unit is 
responsible for the Information Release and Sharing Project which provides a central point to manage the release of 
Police Service information to external clients, including traffic offence information, integrity checks and national police 
certificates. 

PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 

Internal Affairs Unit (IAU) 

The IAU consists of overt and covert personnel and is headed by a Superintendent.  The Unit is responsible for 
investigating: 
- Matters of corruption or serious misconduct (ACC Complaints) 
- Substance abuse 
- Unauthorised release of information 
- Improper use of computers 
- Improper associations of police officers with known criminals or persons of disrepute; and 
- Police officers engaging in prohibited secondary employment 

Ethics and Standards Division (ESD) 

The ESD develops, implements and provides an on-going framework for enhancing standards of ethical practice and 
behaviour within the Western Australia Police Service.  It is headed by a Superintendent and is responsible for: 

- Management of the Commissioner's Loss of Confidence process.  

- Management of the Blueline, a confidential communication line for personnel to discuss ethical issues or report 
misconduct.  

- Management of the Supported Internal Witness Program.  

- Development, and implementation of strategies to improve ethics, integrity and professional conduct within the WA 
Police Service.  

- Management of the discipline process following an investigation into serious misconduct. 

- Providing a consultancy service to local managers. 

Internal Investigations Unit (IIU) 

The IIU consists of a team of investigators and administration support staff.  It is headed by a Superintendent and is 
responsible for: 
- Investigation of police serious misconduct (Ombudsman Complaints) 
- The centralised recording and categorisation of complaints against police  
- Monitors progress of investigations of complaints against police 
- Provides oversight of serious incidents between police and the public. 

Royal Commission Investigation Team (RCIT) 

The RCIT is a temporary Unit headed by a Superintendent and is responsible for: 

- Analysing and assessing evidence, and investigating allegations of serious misconduct and criminal conduct by current 
or past serving members arising out of allegations raised at the Kennedy Royal Commission. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, STAFF, INVESTIGATIONS CONDUCTED BY  
BARBARA ABBOTT 

2220. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; Justice; Community Safety 

For each Department and Agency within your portfolio, including your Ministerial office: 

(a) how many investigations or inquiries have been conducted relating to serious staff grievances and/or 
allegations of misconduct since February 2001; 

(b) how many of these investigations or inquiries were conducted by Barbara Abbott; and 

(c) for each investigation or inquiry conducted by Barbara Abbott, what was the duration of the 
investigation or inquiry and the amount of money paid to Barbara Abbott? 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

Ministerial Office 

(a) Nil 
(b)-(c) Not applicable 

Western Australia Police Service 

The Western Australia Police Service advise: 

(a) 27 

(b) 5 

(c) No fees were paid direct to Ms Abbott.  Fees paid to Equal Opportunity Consultancy are as follows: 
6 hours  $792 
5 hours  $660 
9 hours  $1188 
6 hours  $792 
8 hours  $1056 

Fire and Emergency Services Authority 

The Fire and Emergency Services Authority advise: 

(a) 9 
(b) Nil 
(c) Not applicable 

Office of Road Safety 

The Office of Road Safety advise: 

(a) Nil 
(b)-(c) Not applicable 

Office of Crime Prevention 

The Office of Crime Prevention advise: 

(a) 1 
(b) Nil 
(c) Not applicable 

Department of Justice 

The Department of Justice advise: 

(a) 154 
(b) 3 
(c) 12 hours  $1,584.00 

35 hours  $4,620.00 
11 hours  $1,452.00 

Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services 

The Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services advise: 

(a) Nil 
(b)-(c) Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, STAFF, INVESTIGATIONS CONDUCTED BY BARBARA 
ABBOTT 

2224. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Community Development, Women's Interests, Seniors and Youth; 
Disability Services; Culture and the Arts 

For each Department and Agency within your portfolio, including your Ministerial office: 

(a) how many investigations or inquiries have been conducted relating to serious staff grievances and/or 
allegations of misconduct since February 2001; 

(b) how many of these investigations or inquiries were conducted by Barbara Abbott; and 

(c) for each investigation or inquiry conducted by Barbara Abbott, what was the duration of the 
investigation or inquiry and the amount of money paid to Barbara Abbott? 
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Ms S.M. McHALE replied: 

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION 

(a) Thirteen investigations or inquiries have been conducted relating to serious staff grievances and/or 
allegations of misconduct since February 2001. 

(b) None. 

(c) Not applicable. 

CULTURE AND THE ARTS 

(a) Twenty-seven investigations or inquiries have been conducted relating to serious staff grievances 
and/or allegations of misconduct since February 2001. Twenty-four related to serious staff grievances 
and three related to serious misconduct.  

Serious staff grievances denote grievances initiated by staff members or members of the public 
against staff. Serious misconduct relates to action initiated by the employer and progressed under 
Division 3 of Part 5 of the PSMA. 

(b) None. 

(c) Not applicable. 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

(a) Nine investigations or inquiries have been conducted relating to serious staff grievances and/or 
allegations of misconduct since February 2001. 

(b) Ms Barbara Abbott conducted one of these investigations. 

(c) Ms Barbara Abbott was appointed to conduct the investigation on 10 May 2001 and the investigation 
report was received on 18 May 2001.  Ms Abbot was paid $1320 gross for conducting the 
investigation. 

MINISTER’S OFFICE 

Please refer to response to question on notice 2215 submitted by the Premier, for the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet. 

TEACHERS, LOTE, TECHNOLOGY AND ENTERPRISE, SCIENCE AND MATHEMATICS 

2231. Dr E. Constable to the Minister for Education and Training 

(1) What is the total number of teachers teaching the following subjects in Government sector schools - 

(a) Languages other than English (LOTE); 
(b) technology and enterprise; 
(c) science; and 
(d) mathematics? 

(2) What is the number of teachers, in Government sector schools, who have not completed a second year unit at 
university in the subject they are now teaching at secondary level, teaching - 

(a) Languages other than English (LOTE); 
(b) technology and enterprise; 
(c) science; and  
(d) mathematics? 

(3) How many public sector secondary school teachers were teaching the subjects in (1) without having completed 
at least a second year university level unit in that subject in each of the following years - 

(a) 1999; 
(b) 2000; 
(c) 2001; and 
(d) 2002? 

(4) How many teachers graduated from university having completed at least a second year university unit in the 
subject areas of Languages Other than English (LOTE), technology and enterprise, science and mathematics in 
each of the following years - 

(a) 1999; 
(b) 2000; 
(c) 2001; 
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(d) 2002; and 
(e) 2003? 

(5) How many State Government funded scholarships were provided to students studying for a teaching 
qualification in Languages Other than English (LOTE), technology and enterprise, science and mathematics in 
each of the following years - 

(a) 1999; 
(b) 2000; 
(c) 2001; 
(d) 2002; and 
(e) 2003? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 

(1) At 19 November 2003  

(a) 597 teachers were recorded as languages other than English (LOTE) teachers in government 
secondary schools 

(b) 1 430 teachers were recorded as technology and enterprise teachers in government secondary schools 

(c) 873 teachers were recorded as science teachers in government secondary schools 

(d) 857 teachers were recorded as mathematics teachers in government secondary schools. 

(2)-(4)   The subject and year level of the tertiary units completed by teachers as part of their qualification are not 
recorded on the Department of Education and Training human resource management system (HRMIS). 

(5) The number of scholarships provided through the Department of Education and Training for intending teachers 
are: 

LOTE Technology &Enterprise  Science   Mathematics 

1999  1  -   2   2 
2000  2  -        6                      1 
2001                -                        16                    1                         - 
2002                14                  16                       24                     5 
2003              20                   8                 6   13 

MR WELKER, APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMITTEES 

2266. Mr B.K. Masters to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming; Government Enterprises 

(1) To what positions has Mr Charlie Welker been appointed within boards, committees or other bodies that fall 
within your portfolio responsibilities? 

(2) What are his duties or responsibilities as a consequence of these appointments? 

(3) What annual and other payments is he expected to receive as a result of his appointment to each of these 
positions? 

(4) What consultancy projects or other paid work have been allocated to Mr Welker or his private business 
interests since 10 February 2001, and how much money has he or his consultancy firm been paid from 
agencies falling within your portfolio responsibilities as a result of these projects or work? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

GOLD CORPORATION 

(1) None. 
(2) Not applicable 
(3) Not applicable 
(4) Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD 

(1) None 
(2) Not applicable 
(3) Not applicable 
(4) None 

INSURANCE COMMISSION OF WA 

(1) None. 
(2) Not applicable. 
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(3) Not applicable. 
(4) Not applicable. 

LOTTERYWEST 

(1) None 
(2) Not applicable 
(3) Not applicable 
(4) Not applicable 

RACING AND GAMING DEPARTMENT OF 

Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor; Gaming Commission of Western Australia; Betting Control Board; Racing 
Penalties Appeal Tribunal; Burswood Park Board; Racing and Wagering Western Australia (including the Totalisator 
Agency Board) and the Western Australian Greyhound Racing Association. 

(1) None. 
(2) Not applicable. 
(3) Not applicable 
(4) Not applicable 

WATER CORPORATION 

(1) None. 
(2) Not applicable 
(3) Not applicable. 
(4) Welker Environmental Consultancy (Mr C Welker is the Principal) has been engaged by the Water 

Corporation on a number of projects for environmental investigation, monitoring and advice since 1996.  
From 10 February 2001 to 19 November 2003, a total of $644,627 has been paid to Welker Environmental 
Consultancy. 

Projects undertaken by Welker Environmental Consultants 

· Shenton Park Sustainability Park 
· Audit of Social and Recreation Commitments for Infrastructure 
· Undertake vegetation monitoring at Lexia Borefield 
· Desalination Yarragadee Contingency Scheme 
· Ecological Water Requirements 
· Groundwater Risk Review 
· Harris River Section 46 Review 
· Koondoola Wetland Monitoring 
· Lexia Ground Water Scheme 
· Millstream Water Management Plan 
· Mirrabooka Borefield Extension 
· Ecological Water Requirement Study on Munday, Bickley and Churchman Brooks 
· Samson Brook Redevelopment Scheme 
· South Jandakot Drainage Scheme Annual Report 
· Subiaco Ecological Industrial Park 
· South West Yarragadee Investigations 
· Wokalup Creek Pipehead Dam 

BUSHLAND COVENANTING SCHEME 

2280. Mr B.K. Masters to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

(1) Does the Department of Agriculture still operate a bushland covenanting scheme and, if yes, for what purposes 
is it operated? 

(2) When did the scheme commence, how many properties are subject to covenants created under the scheme and 
what area of natural bushland/wetland has been covered by these covenants? 

(3) Do the covenants require commitments from the landowners to undertake active management of the 
covenanted land? 

(4) If yes, how is such management assessed? 

(5) If no, does the Department have confidence that the long-term environmental and conservation values will be 
maintained and, if yes, on what basis is the Department confident of this important outcome? 

(6) What is the FTE commitment by departmental staff to the operation of the covenanting scheme? 
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(7) Does this FTE commitment include departmental officers actively or otherwise informing landowners of the 
existence of and benefits from the scheme? 

(8) What is the average annual estimated cost of operating the covenanting scheme? 

(9) If on-going active management of the covenanted bushland or wetland is not part of the scheme, can the 
scheme be said to be providing ‘stewardship’ of covenanted land and, if yes, on what basis is this belief held? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN replied: 

(1) The Department has provision for voluntary conservation covenants under the Soil and Land Conservation 
Act 1945. In recent times this provision was used under the Remnant Vegetation Protection Scheme (RVPS), 
which granted funds for fencing to protect native vegetation. 

(2) RVPS commended in 1988. At 30 June 2000, there were 1164 memorials registering conservation covenants 
on Certificates of Title, protecting 67183 hectares. 

(3) Owners agree to protect the area from livestock with fencing and manage the vegetation in such a way as to 
retain and promote the growth of the native vegetation. 

(4) Landowner management is not monitored. 

(5) In aggregate yes. Department of Agriculture observations are that there is a very high level of compliance with 
covenants. Therefore the prevention of grazing in these areas removes one of the greatest threats. 

(6) Approximately 0.25% of an FTE, comprising the time of a Project Officer, Drafting Officer and Admin 
Assistant. 

(7) Landholders who contact the Department are provided with information on covenanting under the Soil and 
Land Conservation Act and are also provided with contact details of the state's other covenanting schemes, 
through the Department of Conservation and Land Management and the National Trust. 

(8) Approximately $11 000 

(9) No, however landowners who received grants under the Remnant Vegetation Protections Scheme are 
introduced to the Department of Conservation and Land Management's Land for Wildlife Program and World 
Wildlife Fund's Woodland Watch. 

ALINTAGAS, ALBANY, FEE TO FIND GAS LINE 

2286. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Energy 

Is the Minister aware that AlintaGas charge builders a fee to find out where their line is on a block in Albany as they 
have no records on file and if so does the Minister have plans to address the issue? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

Since the Liberal government privatised AlintaGas such charges are a matter between Alinta and the parties to whom 
they offer services. 

In this case, I am advised that discussions are occurring between Alinta and the contactor regarding partial 
reimbursement. 

POLICE SERVICE, STAFF, RESIGNATIONS, RETIREMENTS AND DISMISSALS 

2288. Dr E. Constable to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

(1) How many police officers - 

(a) resigned; 
(b) retired; and 
(c) were dismissed, 

from the WA Police Service in each of the following years - 

(i) 1998-1999; 
(ii) 1999-2000; 
(iii) 2000-2001; 
(iv) 2001-2002; 
(v) 2002-2003; and 
(vi) so far this year? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

The Western Australia Police Service advise: 
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 1998-1999  1999-2000  2000-2001  2001-2002  2002 2003  01/07/2003-30/11/2003 

Resigned   138   124   98   99               104          38 
Retired             44            75       57  64       75            33 
Dismissed      0           0            3       4 0     3 

Figures do not include Senior Police or Special Constables. 

The retired figures include those officers who retired as medically unfit. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, COMPUTERS AND MOBILE PHONES, LOST OR STOLEN 

2296. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection; Indigenous Affairs; Minister 
Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management 

I refer to the answers to questions on notice Nos 2132 to 2147 inclusive, relating to the loss or theft of laptop 
computers, notebooks and palm computers and mobile phones and ask - 

(a) how many of these losses or thefts were reported to the police; 

(b) when were they reported; 

(c) of those reported, what has been the outcome; and 

(d) if any were not reported to the police, why not? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE replied: 

Department of Consumer and Employment Protection 

(a) Twenty (20) losses were reported to the Police. 

(b) By the next business day, following the discovery of the loss or theft of either the laptop computer, 
notebook, palm computer or mobile phone. 

(c) No items have been recovered. 

(d) Not applicable. 

Department of Indigenous Affairs 

(a) Five (5) losses were reported to the Police. 

(b) By the next business day, following the discovery of the loss or theft of either the laptop computer, 
notebook, palm computer or mobile phone. 

(c) No items have been recovered. 

(d) It was considered that the low value of the items not reported did not justify the further commitment 
of resources. 

WorkCover WA 

(a) Two (2) losses were reported to Police. 

(b) By the next business day, following the discovery of the loss or theft of either the laptop computer, 
notebook, palm computer or mobile phone. 

(c) No items have been recovered. 

(d) Mobile phones not reported as they are replaced free of charge in accordance with contract. 

Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission 

(a) All thefts were reported to the police, losses are not reported until stock taking is carried out. 

(b) By the next business day, following the discovery of the loss or theft of either the laptop computer, 
notebook, palm computer or mobile phone. 

(c) No items have been recovered. 

(d) See answer to part (a). 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, COMPUTERS AND MOBILE PHONES, LOST OR STOLEN 

2307. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister representing the Minister for Housing and Works; Land Information 

I refer to the answers to questions on notice Nos 2132 to 2147 inclusive, relating to the loss or theft of laptop 
computers, notebooks and palm computers and mobile phones and ask - 

(a) how many of these losses or thefts were reported to the police; 
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(b) when were they reported; 

(c) of those reported, what has been the outcome; and 

(d) if any were not reported to the police, why not? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 

HOUSING AND WORKS 

a)  2000/2001   1 laptop computer 
2001/2002    2 laptop computers 
2002/2003    4 mobile phones and 4 laptop computers 

b)  2000/2001   7 February 2001 
2001/2002    4 July 2001 and 30 May 2002 
2002/2003    Mobile phones – 4 January 2002, 25 March 2003, 18 April 2003 and 7 June 2003 

       Laptop computers – 2 July 2002, 25 February 2003, 28 April 2003 and 7 May 2003 

c)  2000/2001   Nil recovered 
2001/2002    Nil recovered 
2002/2003    1 mobile phone recovered. 
       Financial recovery of laptop computers via insurance policy. 

d)  2002/2003   Lost property is not reported to police, stolen property is. 

LAND INFORMATION 

a)  Of the seven cases of loss/theft of laptop computers, notebooks, palm computers and mobile phones, six were 
reported to the police. 

b)  All the cases reported to the police were done so on the day following the event. 

c)  Of those items reported, none have been recovered. 

d)  One item, a mobile phone, was not reported to the police; (it was dropped and run over by a vehicle). 

STATE SUPPLY COMMISSION 

a)  None 

b) to d)  Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, COMPUTERS AND MOBILE PHONES, LOST OR STOLEN 

2308. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming; Government Enterprises 

I refer to the answers to questions on notice Nos 2132 to 2147 inclusive, relating to the loss or theft of laptop 
computers, notebooks and palm computers and mobile phones and ask - 

(a) how many of these losses or thefts were reported to the police; 

(b) when were they reported; 

(c) of those reported, what has been the outcome; and 

(d) if any were not reported to the police, why not? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

GOLD CORPORATION 

(a) The loss of a laptop computer in 2000/2001 was reported to the police. 

(b) The loss was reported at the time of the incident. 

(c) The laptop was not recovered.  It was an old piece of equipment and was written off. 

(d) Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD 

(a) One 

(b) 2 July 2001 

(c) The item has not been recovered 

(d) Not applicable 
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INSURANCE COMMISSION OF WA 

(a) Two (2) of the four (4) incidents were reported to the police. 

(b) 2 March 2001 and 16 July 2002. 

(c) No recovery. 

(d) The other two incidents were not reported as they were classified as ‘Accidental loss’ and ‘Loss not 
suspicious’. 

LOTTERYWEST 

(a) Lotterywest reported the theft of 4 mobile phones and 2 laptop computers to the police 

(b) The reports were made at the time of the thefts : 
1 mobile phone September 2000 
1 mobile phone January 2001 
1 mobile phone April 2001 
1 mobile phone August 2001 
1 laptop computer April 2000 
1 laptop computer July 2001 

(c) 1 mobile phone was recovered and the thief arrested 
1 mobile phone was subsequently found 

(d) The items lost were not reported to the police.  Due to the low value of the items, no insurance claims 
were made.  This is within Lotterywest risk management parameters which maintain a self imposed 
excess, keeping insurance premiums within reason 

RACING AND GAMING DEPARTMENT OF 

Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor 

(a) All (2 laptops); 

(b) 26 June 2001 and 21 June 2002; 

(c) No notification of outcome from Police; and 

(d) Not applicable 

Burswood Park Board 

(a) Nil 

(b)-(d)  Not applicable 

Totalisator Agency Board 

(a) All (2 laptops) **; 

(b) 31 December 2000 and 7 June 2001; 

(c) No notification of outcome from Police; and 

(d) Not applicable 

Western Australian Greyhound Racing Association 

(a) Nil 

(b)-(d)  Not applicable 

WATER CORPORATION 

(a) All thefts are reported to the police as part of the Water Corporation's insurance provisions.  In most 
cases the mobile phone thefts occurred as a result of a home or vehicle break-in, and these were 
reported to the police as part of the prime event. 

(b) Within the day in which the theft was noticed. 

(c) None of the items have been recovered to date. 

(d) All thefts are reported to the police, however other losses are not, as they are the result of accidental 
loss. 

** Note corrigendum to response of Totalisator Agency Board to PQ2147. Paragraph (a) should have read: 2000/2001 -
 2 laptops; 2001/2002 - Nil; 2002/2003 - Nil. 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 16 December 2003] 14983 

 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, KEY AND CARD ENTRY, PROCEDURES 

2309. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Premier; Minister for Public Sector Management; Federal Affairs; Science; 
Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

For all departments and agencies under the Premier’s control - 

(a) which require staff to use a key entry - 

(i) how many keys are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a key on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted; 

(b) which require staff to use a card entry - 

(i) how many cards are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a card on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP replied: 

I am advised that : 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet 

(a) (i)   535 keys as at 28 November 2003. 

(ii) The following procedures are in place to ensure the return of a key on the permanent departure of a 
staff member: 

· As part of the termination procedure for employees, a checklist is sent by Human Resources to the 
relevant manager. The checklist includes the return of keys.  

· Keys returned are reconciled with staff terminations reports. 

· The list of currently issued keys is checked against the internal telephone directory. 

· Quarterly audits are conducted. 

(iii) The procedures have been instituted over time. Some have been in place for over 5 years. 

(b) (i)-(iii)   Not applicable. 

Anti-Corruption Commission 

The Anti-Corruption Commission has provided the following information: 

(a) Not applicable. 

(b) (i)  All Anti-Corruption Commission staff use electronic access control cards. 

(ii) This function is managed by the Security and Risk Management Officer. Cards are returned 
at staff exit interviews. If for any reason they are not returned, or are lost, they are 
immediately disabled. 

(iii) This arrangement has been in place since 1999. 

Governor’s Establishment 

Not applicable to the Governor’s Establishment. 

Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner 

The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards advises as follows: 

(a) (i)  Nil 
(ii)  Not applicable. 
(iii)  Not applicable. 

(b) (i)  42 

(ii)  Cards are retrieved from officers on their last day of employment by the Corporate Services 
Division. If the card is unable to be retrieved for any reason, the access is immediately 
cancelled rendering the card useless. 
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(iii)  Ongoing. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, KEY AND CARD ENTRY, PROCEDURES 

2312. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection; Indigenous Affairs; Minister 
Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management 

For all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control - 

(a) which require staff to use a key entry - 

(i) how many keys are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a key on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted; 

(b) which require staff to use a card entry - 

(i) how many cards are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a card on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE replied: 

Department of Consumer and Employment Protection 

(a) The Department of Consumer and Employment Protection requires staff to use a key entry at some of 
its locations. 

(i) As at the 1st January 2003, 165 keys have been issued. 

(ii) In metropolitan locations these are returned to the Manager, and then passed on to the 
Divisional Finance & Administration Officer.  In regional offices, the keys are returned to 
the Senior Regional Officer. 

(iii) 1st July 2001. 

(b) The Department of Consumer and Employment Protection requires staff to use a card entry at the 
following locations: 

(i) 463 cards – Forrest Centre 
263 cards– Westcentre 
76 cards – Southport Street, West Leederville 
20 cards – Bunbury Regional Office 

(ii) In metropolitan locations these are returned to the Manager and then passed on to the 
Divisional Finance & Administration Officer.  In regional offices, the keys are returned to 
the Senior Regional Officer. 

(iii) 1st July 2001. 

Department of Indigenous Affairs 

(a) (i)  As at  1st January   2003,  106 MilKeys are issued to the Department of Indigenous Affairs 
(DIA) Perth office, and 39 regular keys to regional offices. 

(ii) Those staff departing permanently are requested to return the keys on their last working day.  
The request is made during the last week of employment.  Perth office MilKeys are returned 
to an administrative officer, and regional office keys are returned to the staff member’s 
supervisor.  

(iii) For  the  Perth  office,  at the  time  the  MIL key system was installed in April 2000 and for 
regional offices, when the individual offices were opened. 

(b) (i)  None. 
(ii-iii)  Not applicable. 

WorkCover WA 

(a) (i) As at 1st January 2003, 13 keys have been issued. 
(ii) The process is that the key is to be handed to the Contracts & Facilities Officer on the last 

day of employment. 
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(iii) In 1998. 

(b) (i)  As at 1st January 2003, 170 cards have been issued. 

(ii) The process is that cards are required to be handed to the Contracts & Facilities Officer on 
the last day of employment, if it is not followed the card is then cancelled and access to the 
premises is denied. 

(iii) In 1998. 

Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission 

(a) The Department of the Registrar, WA Industrial Relations Commission.  

(i) All staff are issued with entry keys, because all staff need to access secure areas. The precise 
number of keys on issue is not divulged for security reasons. 

(ii) A formal exit procedure exists, including following up non returned keys.  
(iii) In 1995. 

(b) (i)  None. 
(ii-iii)  Not applicable. 

Construction Industry Long Service Leave Payments Board 

(a) (i)  None. 
(ii-iii)  Not applicable. 

(b) (i)  None. 
(ii-iii)  Not applicable. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, KEY AND CARD ENTRY, PROCEDURES 

2318. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Community Development, Women's Interests, Seniors and Youth; 
Disability Services; Culture and the Arts 

For all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control - 

(a) which require staff to use a key entry - 

(i) how many keys are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a key on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted; 

(b) which require staff to use a card entry - 

(i) how many cards are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a card on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted? 

Ms S.M. McHALE replied: 

Disability Services Commission 

(a) (i)  1090 Keys are issued. 

(ii) The return of keys is part of the “Employee Exit Interview” checklist which managers are 
required to complete upon the permanent departure of a staff member. 

(iii) These procedures have been in place for many years and are reviewed and updated on an 
annual basis, or more frequently as required. 

(b) (i)  607 Cards are issued. 

(ii) The return of cards is part of the “Employee Exit Interview” checklist which managers are 
required to complete upon the permanent departure of a staff member. 

(iii) procedures have been in place for many years and are reviewed and updated on an annual 
basis, or more frequently as required. 

Department of Culture and the Arts 

(a) (i)  95 
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(ii)  Keys are to be returned to Business Services and signed for on permanent departure of staff 
member 

(iii)  1998 

(b) (i)  Not applicable 

(ii)  Not applicable 

(iii)  Not applicable 

State Library of Western Australia and State Records Office 

(a) (i)  79 

(ii) Function manager advises staff member of requirement to return key on departure, procedure 
currently under review 

(iii) December 2001 

(b) (i)  499 

(ii) Function manager advises staff member of requirement to return card on departure, 
procedure currently under review 

(iii) November 1998 

This return includes keys and cards for the State Records Office.  The State Records Office is located in the Alexander 
Library Building. 

Art Gallery of Western Australia 

(a) (i)  None 
(ii) Not applicable 
(iii) Not applicable 

(b) (i)  7 
(ii) Security are notified of resignations and repossess the card 
(iii) 1998  

Western Australian Museum 

(a) (i)     279 

(ii) On finishing employment staff are required to hand over all Museum property to their 
manager or administrative officer, including the entry key 

(iii) As far as can be ascertained procedures of this form have been in place since 1891 

(b) (i)   199 

(ii) On finishing employment staff are required to hand over all Museum property to their 
manager or administrative officer, including the entry card 

(iii) Entry cards were introduced to the Perth Site in 1998, the New Maritime Museum in 2002 
and the Geraldton Museum in 2001.  Procedures have been in place in each site since the 
introduction of entry cards 

ScreenWest 

(a) (i)  10 

(ii) Keys are to be returned to Business Services and signed for on permanent departure of staff 
member 

(iii) 1998 

(b) (i)  Not applicable 
(ii) Not applicable 
(iii) Not applicable 

Perth Theatre Trust 

(a) (i)  5 
(ii) Keys are to be returned to Business Services and signed for on permanent departure of staff 

member 
(iii) 1998 
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(b) (i)  Not applicable 
(ii) Not applicable 
(iii) Not applicable 

DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

For the Department and associated policy offices under the Minister’s control there exists in excess of 150 separate 
locations.  Given the level of detail being requested, the collection of information for all locations is not possible within 
the available time frame  

Information is however available for offices located in the Metropolitan area for both the issue of keys and entry cards. 

(a) (i)  The number of keys issued in the Metropolitan area total 141. 

(ii) Upon the resignation or retirement of officers a “Cessation of Employee Advice” form is 
completed.  Attached to the form is a checklist that is completed on the last day of the 
employee’s employment.  This identifies a range of items, which is to be returned and 
marked off on the checklist.  Items listed include all keys (car and building), I/D cards and 
authority cards.  The checklist makes provision for a declaration to be made by the departing 
officer that all equipment and items have been returned.  The officer’s supervisor also signs 
the checklist. 

(iii) These procedures have been in place for a number of years. 

(b) (i)  The number of entry cards issued in the Metropolitan area total  711. 

(ii) Please refer to (a)(ii) above. 

(iii) Please refer to (a)(ii) above. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, KEY AND CARD ENTRY, PROCEDURES 

2323. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister representing the Minister for Housing and Works; Land Information 

For all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control - 

(a) which require staff to use a key entry - 

(i) how many keys are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a key on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted; 

(b) which require staff to use a card entry - 

(i) how many cards are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a card on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN replied: 

HOUSING AND WORKS 

(a) (i)   The Department of Housing and Works has in excess of 200 keys. 
(ii) A procedure is in place to recover keys from exiting employees. 
(iii) The current procedure has been in place since 1999. 

(b) (i)  The Department of Housing and Works has 1098 cards as at 9 December 2003. 
(ii) A procedure is in place to recover cards from exiting employees. 
(iii) The current procedure has been in place since 1999. 

LAND INFORMATION 

(a) (i-iii)  Not applicable. 

(b) (i)  At time of responding, there were 750 cards issued to staff for the Department of Land 
Information (DLI) Midland building and 220 issued for the Mount Street Building 
(Valuation Services). 

(ii) DLI's Human Resource Branch informs the Operations Coordination Centre of a staff 
member’s termination date.  On the applicable day, the respective card’s access to the 
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building is deactivated via the online security system.  The physical return of the deactivated 
card is the responsibility of the respective staff member and his/her manager, in accordance 
with an internal “Property Return Checklist”. 

DLI is presently reviewing existing practices. 

(iii) These procedures were instituted in 1993. 

STATE SUPPLY COMMISSION 

a)  (i)  18 

(ii) The State Supply Commission is a quality endorsed agency and has a Management System in place 
for all of its operational and staff processes and procedures. 

This is strictly adhered to by all staff members. 

Accordingly, before a staff member permanently departs from the agency, a Staff Exit Form which 
contains a list of items including the return of security identifications and keys must be completed and 
signed off by the staff member and his/her Director/Manager and all property returned to the 
Manager, Business Services. 

(iii) The above procedures were instituted in 1998. 

b)  (i)  Not applicable 

(ii) Not applicable 

(iii) Not applicable 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, KEY AND CARD ENTRY, PROCEDURES 

2324. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming; Government Enterprises 

For all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control - 

(a) which require staff to use a key entry - 

(i) how many keys are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a key on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted; 

(b) which require staff to use a card entry - 

(i) how many cards are issued for each department or agency; 

(ii) what procedures are in place for the return of a card on the permanent departure of a staff 
member; and 

(iii) when were these procedures instituted? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 

GOLD CORPORATION 

(a) (i) Not applicable 

(ii) Not applicable 

(iii) Not applicable 

(b) (i)  203 cards are currently issued to staff for site entry 

(ii)  A Staff Departure Form is issued to departing staff by the Personnel Department which has 
to be signed off by the Security Department stating that access cards and any office keys 
issued have been returned. The form is then returned to the Personnel Department to allow 
final salary payment to be made. 

(iii)  Approximately 1996. 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD 

(a) (i)   Not applicable 
(ii) Not applicable 
(iii) Not applicable 

(b) (i)   310 
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(ii) Building access management procedure. 
(iii) June 1992 

INSURANCE COMMISSION OF WA 

(a) (i)  Not Applicable 
(ii) Not Applicable 
(iii) Not Applicable 

(b) (i)  452 building access cards have been issued. 
(ii) When a card holder departs permanently the Supervisor/Manager is required, as part of a separation 

checklist, to retrieve the card on their last day with the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. 
(iii) These procedures were instituted during 1998-1999. 

LOTTERYWEST 

(a) Lotterywest does not require its staff to use key entry. 

(i) Not applicable 
(ii) Not applicable 
(iii) Not applicable 

(b) Lotterywest uses an ID/swipe card system to provide staff with tiered access to its premises, and has a 
security policy that requires all staff to wear their ID/swipe passes at all times. 

(i) At the present time, there are one hundred and eighty one passes on issue to employed 
personnel. 

(ii) The security system holds a default expiry date which is updated every three years.  Security 
passes for all permanent staff appointments expire on this date. 

All personnel employed on a fixed term contract (including directors and the Chief 
Executive Officer) have their contract expiry date as the expiry date of their security pass.  
When these passes are prepared, a reminder is entered into the system to provide sufficient 
time to check whether the contract is being extended or renewed.  This is a security backup 
to the “Staff Movement Advice” issued by the Human Resource section to notify staff 
movements to all personnel with “check-out” responsibilities. 

The date of resignation of any permanent staff member is also advised by means of the “Staff 
Movement Advice” and that staff member’s pass has its expiry date amended to the indicated 
exit date. 

In addition to a Staff Movement Form a “Staff Exit Form” is used as a final “exit” checklist.  
This procedure attests to the fact that all exit processes have been carried out, and that all 
computer access has been denied, and that any keys, passes, parking permits, phones, 
vehicles, lap-top computers etc have been handed back before departure and before final 
payment is made. 

(iii) Procedures outlined in (ii) above have been in place since 1998, when they superseded 
similar procedures implemented in 1992 when the building was first occupied. 

In July this year the “Staff Exit Form” was introduced more specifically to ensure all 
computer system access was denied when a staff member left Lotterywest.  This procedure 
further strengthened the existing building security procedures. 

RACING AND GAMING DEPARTMENT OF 

(a) (i)  106 keys have been issued; 
(ii) keys are returned as part of the Exit procedures; and 
(iii) 1997. 

(b) (i)-(iii)  Not applicable. 

Burswood Park Board 

(a) (i)  5 keys have been issued; 
(ii) keys are returned as part of the Exit interview procedures; and 
(iii) 1999. 

(b) (i)-(iii)  Not applicable. 

Totalisator Agency Board 

(a) (i)-(iii)  Not applicable. 
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(b) (i)  350 cards have been issued; 
(ii) Cards are returned as part of the Exit interview procedures; and 
(iii) 1998. 

Western Australian Greyhound Racing Authority 

(a) (i)  112 have been issued; 
(ii) as part of the Exit interview procedures; and 
(iii) 1998. 

(b) (i)-(iii)  Not applicable. 

WATER CORPORATION 

(a) (i) The Water Corporation has a range of key hierarchies and profiles to suit various types of assets and 
sites.  Operational branches and regions are responsible for the purchase, issue and control of keys for 
those staff and contractors who require access.  Key registers are managed at a local level as part of 
the access control process.  

(ii) Termination procedure for staff and contractors include the recovery of keys and other issued 
equipment. 

(iii) Updated key profiles were introduced widely across the Corporation in 2000. Termination procedures 
have been in place for many years, and are updated as the need arises.  The current version was issued 
in March 2002.  

(b) (i) Staff access cards for buildings were introduced in 1986. Since then, cards now incorporate photo 
identification, which is used on all Corporation office sites. The Corporation has just over 4,500 cards 
issued to staff, contractors and tenants.  

(ii) The cards are returned as part of an exit interview and invalidated. The cards incorporate a 
computerised expiry and access authorisation level. Furthermore, the identification card is reissued 
every four years 

(iii) Procedures surrounding identification/access cards have been progressively instituted since 1986. 
Termination procedures have been in place for many years and are updated as the need arises.  The 
current version was issued in March 2002. 

BEELIAR REGIONAL PARK, MANAGEMENT PLAN 

2325. Mr B.K. Masters to the Minister for the Environment 

(1) For which parcels of land does the Department of Conservation and Land Management have management 
responsibility within the Beeliar wetland regional park? 

(2) Specifically, does the Department have management responsibility for North Lake and, if yes, exactly what 
portion of the bushland/wetland area? 

(3) Has a management plan for land under the Department’s management control been prepared? 

(4) In general terms, what are the key environmental and other values of the land under the Department’s control 
within the Beeliar Regional Park area? 

(5) What expenditure has the Department made on land under its control within the Beeliar Regional Park for each 
of the last five years and on what major management actions have these expenditures been made? 

(6) What expenditure is proposed for each of the next five years and on what major management actions? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 

(1) The Department of Conservation and Land Management has management responsibility for the following 
lands within Beeliar Regional Park: 

· Thomsons Lake Nature Reserve 15556 and Reserve 29241 vested with the Conservation Commission of 
Western Australia; 

· 91 parcels of freehold land owned by the Western Australian Planning Commission, under a Section 16 
Agreement pursuant to the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984; and 

· Reserves 24309, 39455, 37426, 39584 and 39752 vested with the City of Cockburn and managed by the 
Department under a management agreement. 

(2) The Department of Conservation and Land Management has management responsibility for the majority of 
North Lake, namely for nine parcels of freehold land owned by the Western Australian Planning Commission. 
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The North Lake estate also contains areas of vacant Crown land, a reserve vested with the City of Cockburn 
and freehold land owned by the Water Corporation. 

(3) A draft management plan has been completed for Beeliar Regional Park. The draft plan applies to all public 
land within the park. The Department of Conservation and Land Management has commenced preparing the 
Analysis of Public Submissions document and anticipates finalising the management plan in 2004. 

(4) Land managed by the Department of Conservation and Land Management within Beeliar Regional Park 
features a number of values including conservation, such as wetlands and areas of natural bushland; recreation, 
including areas for passive and active recreation; and landscape, in terms of providing areas of high aesthetic 
quality and amenity value to surrounding urban areas. 

(5) Over the past five years, the Department of Conservation and Land Management has spent in the range of 
$140,000-$217,000 per annum from its recurrent budget in Beeliar Regional Park on management and 
maintenance works including weed control, revegetation, fencing and maintenance of facilities. 

Over the past five years, approximately $170,000 has been spent by the Department on capital works. 
Improvements made from this funding include pathway construction, fencing and installation of recreation 
facilities. 

Approximately $50,000 from the Jervoise Bay Conservation and Recreation Enhancement Plan has also been 
spent on revegetation by the Department in Beeliar Regional Park since 2000. 

Included within the above areas of expenditure, approximately $32,000 has been spent on unexploded 
ordnance mitigation works. 

(6) It is anticipated that over the next five years, expenditure on management and maintenance in Beeliar Regional 
Park from the Department of Conservation and Land Management’s recurrent budget will continue at 
approximately the same rate as the past five years. 

The ongoing capital works program will be defined by the final Beeliar Regional Park Management Plan. It is 
anticipated the capital works projects will include enhancement of recreation facilities and the installation of 
fencing. 

Approximately $800,000 from the Jervoise Bay Conservation and Recreation Enhancement Plan will be spent 
over the coming two years on the provision of dual use paths, viewing platforms and interpretive signage at 
Mount Brown and Henderson Foreshore. 

STATE WEED PLAN, FUNDING 

2326. Mr B.K. Masters to the Minister for the Environment 

(1) Was the State Weed Plan launched by the Minister and the Minister for Agriculture in October 2001? 

(2) Did this Plan include the formation of a State Weed Coordinating Committee to implement the Plan? 

(3) Has this Committee been formed and, if not, why not? 

(4) What funding has been provided for implementation of the Plan for each of the two years since the Plan was 
launched and what funding is estimated to be made available for each of the next three years? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 

(1) Yes.  

(2) Yes. Action No. 1.1 of the Plan is for the establishment of a broad, skills-based State Weed Coordinating 
Council with terms of reference to lead the implementation of the Plan. 

(3) The terms of reference and selection criteria have been agreed by an inter-agency and community steering 
group. Endorsement is being sought from the Natural Resource Management Council when it next meets, prior 
to advertising for membership of the group.   

(4) The Department of Agriculture has provided resources in 2002/03 for the administrative costs of running the 
State Weed Plan steering group.  The Department of Conservation and Land Management has contributed 
$6 000 in 2003/04 for the same purpose.    

CALM also spent $710 000 in 2001/02 and $975 000 in 2002/03 on weed control operations on land managed 
by the Department.  This expenditure includes the management of declared weeds and other environmental 
weeds.  

Future funding will be determined in future budgets.   
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NINGALOO MARINE PARK/CAPE RANGE NATIONAL PARK, TURTLES, LICENCES FOR TOURIST 
OPERATORS 

2327. Mr B.K. Masters to the Minister for the Environment 

(1) For what reasons have Roger Bailye and Peter Mack been denied licences from the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management to allow them to undertake voluntary turtle conservation activities in and 
around Coral Bay? 

(2) How many licenses have been issued to tourist operators in the Ningaloo Marine Park area to interact with 
turtles and their hatchlings and which tourist operators are these? 

(3) Have motorised vehicles of all types been banned from beaches within the Ningaloo Marine Park/Cape Range 
National Park at turtle nesting and hatching periods so as to minimise disruption to turtles and, if not, why not? 

(4) What fox control programs have been put in place for the 2003/4 summer to protect turtle hatchlings and eggs 
from predation? 

(5) Have the ‘environmentally friendly’ moorings installed by CALM at Coral Bay been successful and, if not, 
what instances have there been of boats being beached while moored at these CALM moorings? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 

(1) Roger Bailye and Peter Mack have not been denied licences to allow them to undertake voluntary turtle 
conservation activities in and around Coral Bay. Both Mr Bailye and Mr Mack have been approached by the 
Community Coordinator of the Ningaloo Community Turtle Monitoring Program to participate in this turtle 
conservation program. The Ningaloo Community Turtle Monitoring Program is a collaborative project 
between the local Cape Conservation Group, CALM, the World Wide Fund for Nature and Murdoch 
University, now in its third year with increasing community participation and strong interest for expansion 
from individuals and community groups in Wickham, Karratha and Carnarvon.  

A licence is not required to undertake non-intrusive turtle conservation activities where these are part of this 
coordinated program.  

Roger Bailye and Peter Mack have applied for a licence to undertake research activities that would involve 
interference with turtles and/or nests.  Mr Bailye’s application for a renewal of a scientific licence is currently 
being reviewed along with his final report on a previous licence. Mr Mack’s application is currently 
undergoing assessment. 

(2) Five.  Ningaloo Reef Retreat, Exmouth Cape Tourist Village, Ningaloo Safari Tours, ATV Eco Tours and 
Quad Treks. 

(3) Under CALM Regulation 51, “a person must not, without lawful authority, drive or use a vehicle (other than a 
bicycle) on CALM land other than on a road”.  This includes all beaches of the Ningaloo Marine Park and 
Cape Range National Park and is being implemented to help ensure the conservation of nesting turtles. Two 
commercial operators using All Terrain Vehicles (ATVs) have been licensed with conditions to protect the 
rookery. Lawful authority has been granted to the general public to access a popular 2.7 km stretch of a minor 
nesting beach at Bateman Bay (north of Coral Bay) within Ningaloo Marine Park during the nesting season 
with restrictions to protect nesting turtles. Any nests laid in this section of beach are marked and monitored. In 
addition, vehicles are permitted to cross the beach for boat launching at a number of locations within Ningaloo 
Marine Park, but are excluded from most turtle nesting beach areas. 

(4) 1080 baiting is conducted under the existing Western Shield Program in Cape Range National Park, 
Commonwealth Defence lands and  Bateman Bay in the Ningaloo Marine Park adjacent to Cardabia pastoral 
lease . The Bateman Bay rookery is now in its second season of successful baiting. 

Negotiations are continuing with the lessees of Ningaloo pastoral lease for CALM officers to conduct 1080 
baiting at Jane Bay in Ningaloo Marine Park adjacent to Ningaloo pastoral lease. Monitoring on this beach 
over the last two seasons indicated losses of up to 70% of nests from fox predation at this significant rookery.  

The Ningaloo Community Turtle Monitoring Program is providing essential information to CALM on levels of 
threat from fox predation at rookeries in the Ningaloo region allowing CALM to develop a targeted and 
effective fox control program with broad public support and minimal public risk. 

(5) The moorings were designed and installed by the Western Australian company Australian Mooring Services 
and have been successful in preventing further environmental degradation within the Maud Sanctuary Zone.  

There are no records of beached vessels resulting from failure of CALM public moorings. 

There are three known instances of beaching of vessels. In one recorded incident, a private vessel’s attachment 
point failed while on a public mooring. The other two related to the use of privately owned commercial 
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operator moorings. CALM has issued caution notices to some licensed commercial operators due to their 
inappropriate use of CALM licensed private moorings. 

Trained CALM officers conduct inspections of the public moorings every two months under the guidance of 
the contractor. Performance of the mooring is reported and mooring maintenance and repair is the 
responsibility of the contractor.   

BIOPROSPECT LIMITED, LICENCE TO ASSESS AND COMMERCIALLY EXPLOIT CHEMICALS IN WA'S 
PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

2329. Mr B.K. Masters to the Minister for the Environment 

(1) Is BioProspect Limited the only company or entity licensed to assess and commercially exploit Western 
Australia’s biodiversity for chemicals or other derivatives contained within the State’s organisms? 

(2) If not, who else has been licensed to undertake similar assessment and commercial exploitation? 

(3) If yes, under what conditions is BioProspect authorised to assess and exploit chemical and other derivates from 
Western Australia’s unique biodiversity? 

(4) To date, what financial or other benefits have accrued to the people of WA as a result of commercial 
arrangements already entered into by the State Government with BioProspect and other entities? 

(5) Has BioProspect Limited based its operations within Western Australia and, if yes, what financial expenditure 
is the company expending within the State in its search for commercially valuable chemicals or other 
derivatives from our plants and animals? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 

1.  No. 

2.  The Australian Institute of Marine Science (AIMS) has an authority under the Fish Resources Management 
Act (Regulation 179) in respect of haliclona (sponges) for genetic and chemical extraction. 

3.  Not applicable. 

4.  The Department of Conservation and Land Management has received approximately $2.3 million in licence 
fees and royalties since 1993/94. These funds have been applied to research and conservation of the State’s 
flora. There has also been benefit from improved knowledge about the location and chemical composition of 
Western Australia’s flora. 

5.  Bioprospect Pty Ltd conducts operations in Western Australia, Queensland and New South Wales. The 
registered office of Bioprospect Pty Ltd is in Western Australia. The financial expenditure by Bioprospect Pty 
Ltd within Western Australia is not known. 

WATER CORPORATION, MAINTENANCE LOGS 

2335. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for the Environment 

I refer the minister to question on notice No 1881, asked on 9 September 2003, and ask -  

(a) by the answer to part (e) of question on notice No 1881, is the minister suggesting that the Water Corporation 
do not keep any maintenance logs, incident logs, pumping station logs or repair logs that record any spills and 
the action taken to repair and rectify the problem; 

(b) by the answer to question on notice No 1881, is the minister suggesting that the Water Corporation has the sole 
power to determine if a spill will enter the environment or cause contamination, before reporting to the EPA; 

(c) with recent changes to legislation, which may see the Water Corporation fined for spills, will the minister 
ensure that the Water Corporation will report all spills to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA); 

(d) will the minister now instigate an audit of all spills, including the reported average 800 unreported spills, so 
that a proper assessment of Water Corporation can be undertaken; and 

(e) if not, why not? 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS replied: 

(a)-(b) No.  The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) sets the parameters for reporting, which were tabled 
in response to your previous question and I seek leave to table this information again.  [See paper No 1965.] 

(c) The Water Corporation is required, under section 72 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 to report spills 
in accordance with the agreed parameters which I have tabled (answer b).    

(d)-(e) No.  I am satisfied that all detected spills that have a potential to cause pollution are being reported. 
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CITY OF WANNEROO, CITY WATCH PATROL, UNDERPAYMENT OF OFFICERS 

2337. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection 

I refer the Minister to question on notice No. 2092, asked on 14 October 2003 of the Minister for Local Government, 
and ask - 

(a) is the Minister aware of the under payment of City Watch Patrol Officers at the City of Wanneroo; 

(b) is the Minister aware that the City of Wanneroo has not offered to pay back pay to the City Watch 
Patrol Officers; 

(c) is the Minister aware that the City of Wanneroo has suspended all the City Watch Patrol Officers until 
January, when their employment with the City of Wanneroo will cease; 

(d) will the Minister ensure that all suspended Patrol officers and former employees receive all back pay 
and other monies that are owed to them; and 

(e) will the Minister direct his Department to investigate the underpayment of employees at the City of 
Wanneroo? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE replied: 

(a) Yes – I am aware of alleged underpayments of City Watch Patrol Officers at the City of Wanneroo. 
(b) The Department of Consumer and Employment Protection (DOCEP) has advised that it is 

investigating the alleged underpayments in accordance with its contract with the Commonwealth 
Department of Employment and Workplace Relations (DEWR) to deliver Federal compliance 
services.  No claim for underpayments of wages and conditions has yet been submitted by the 
department to the City of Wanneroo. 

(c) Yes – although I am advised that attempts are being made by the City of Wanneroo to find alternative 
employment for the Patrol Officers. 

(d) This matter is currently under investigation and if, at the conclusion, it is determined that Patrol 
Officers and former employees did not receive their award entitlements, these issues will be pursued 
by the department.  It should be noted that DEWR’s prosecution policy, as a Commonwealth 
government agency, is that the department can only prosecute matters over $10,000, unless otherwise 
agreed. 

(e) There is no need as DOCEP is already investigating the alleged underpayments.  

VIRULENT INFECTIOUS BURSAL DISEASE, INSPECTIONS 

2338. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

I refer the Minister to question on notice No. 1880, asked on 9 September 2003, and ask - 

(a) are inspectors trained to recognise Virulent Infectious Bursal Disease (VIBD); 
(b) how often are inspections carried out on commercial properties; 
(c) how often are inspections carried out on private chicken coops on private properties; 
(d) how does the Department of Agriculture currently test for VIBD; and 
(e) how does this test differ from the test developed by the Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research 

Organisation (CSIRO)? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN replied: 
(a) The Department of Agriculture does not employ inspectors in the poultry industry.  The Department's 

Animal Health Laboratory provides a diagnostic service to industry, with pathologists skilled in the 
diagnosis of Virulent Infectious Bursal disease. 

(b) Not applicable 
(c) Not applicable 
(d) As part of Australia's exotic disease response arrangements, the Department of Agriculture would 

forward samples from any suspected outbreak of Virulent Infectious Bursal Disease to the CSIRO's 
Australian Animal Health Laboratory in Geelong, Victoria, for testing. 

(e) Not applicable 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH, ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUGS IN THE WORKPLACE 

2340. Mrs C.L. Edwardes to the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection 

I refer the Minister to the WorkSafe Western Australia Commission’s ‘Guidance Note’ on Alcohol and Other Drugs at 
the Workplace and ask - 
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(a) does this guidance note recognise that the use of alcohol and drugs in the workplace is an 
occupational safety and health issue; 

(b) does this translate to a duty of care for the employer; 

(c) will the Minister now incorporate the roadside testing protocol, that will be used by the Western 
Australia Police Service, to determine driver impairment due to drugs, into the occupational safety 
and health guidelines; 

(d) if not, why not; 

(e) will the Minister support these protocols with amendments to the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act 1984; and 

(f) if not, why not? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE replied: 

(a) Yes.  

(b) Yes. 

(c) No.  

(d) There is no single way to address the issue of drugs and alcohol in workplaces.  Any testing should 
form part of an overall drug and alcohol management strategy.  The roadside testing protocol to be 
used by the Western Australia Police Service is still being developed.  The Department of Consumer 
and Employment Protection will monitor progress. 

(e) No. 

(f) The current legislative framework already places an obligation on employers to address any risk at 
their workplace, including risk posed by impairment through the use of drugs or alcohol. 

MR PETER FERGUSON, COMPLAINTS TO DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND EMPLOYMENT 
PROTECTION 

2341. Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan to the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection 

I refer to the matter of Mr Peter Ferguson of 5 Columba Street, Bunbury, and ask - 

(a) is the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection still investigating complaints on behalf of 
Mr Ferguson; 

(b) if yes, when is Mr Ferguson likely to be made aware of the results of the Department of Consumer 
and Employment Protection’s investigation; 

(c) if not, why not; 

(d) will the Minister agree to an independent investigation of Mr and Mrs Ferguson’s complaints; and 

(e) if not, why not? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE replied: 

The Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection has been advised by the Department of Consumer and 
Employment Protection (“the Department”), the Real Estate and Business Agents Supervisory Board (“REBA”) and the 
Settlement Agents Supervisory Board (SASB) as follows.  

a)  Yes.  There are matters still being investigated by the Department, REBA and SASB. 

b)  The REBA and SASB investigations, into the conduct of the real estate and settlement agents involved in the 
purchase of 5 Columba St, are nearing completion.  Mr Ferguson has been regularly informed at each stage of 
the process.  Due to the complexity of the investigation, external legal advice may be required to clarify a 
number of issues.  The matter will then be submitted to REBA and SASB for their formal consideration. 

Mr Ferguson has also lodged complaints with the Department in relation to pre-purchase building inspection 
reports.  These matters are currently being conciliated.  In respect to these matters, the Department is at present 
awaiting the trader’s response.  The length of time to finalise the matter will be dependent on the trader’s 
response, and Mr & Mrs Ferguson’s acceptance of the trader’s offer of settlement, if made. 

In addition to being informed of progress, Mr Ferguson will be formally advised of the outcome of these 
matters. 

c)  Not applicable. 

d)  No. 
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e)  At this time the matters are not concluded and I have not been presented with information that would justify 
such action. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT, SAFER WA, FUNDING 

2342. Mr R.A. Ainsworth to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 

I refer to the Minister’s recent advice that Cabinet has endorsed the Review of Crime Prevention in Western Australia, 
resulting in the withdrawal of Government support for Safer WA by March 2004 and ask - 

(a) is the Minister aware that Local Governments across the State are vehemently opposed to assuming 
responsibility for crime prevention; 

(b) will the Minister confirm that the only State Government funding to be made to Local Governments 
to implement the initiative will be $3.2 million to be shared amongst the 144 Local Governments; 

(c) is the Minister aware that the contribution made by the 3000 odd Safer WA volunteers, to be scrapped 
under the plan, exceeds more than tenfold the $3 million offered to Local Governments; 

(d) given that the Minister advised the Safer WA Workshop on 25 October 2003 that the more affluent a 
community is the more likely they are to write a good grant submission and therefore receive funding, 
how does the Minister envisage some of the poorer yet most needy areas gaining assistance under the 
grant scheme; and 

(e) will the Minister guarantee that this new crime prevention structure will not lead to further reductions 
in police numbers in country Western Australia? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 

(a) No 

(b) The Government has boosted crime prevention grant funding by $600,000 to $3.2 million a year. 
$1 million is dedicated to local government and they have access to a further $1 million of crime 
prevention funding. 

(c) The involvement of volunteers is strongly supported under the new partnerships arrangement as their 
contribution is of continuing importance to crime prevention. 

(d) The Office of Crime Prevention has established a four person community engagement team to assist 
all communities develop Community Safety and Crime Prevention plans, identify local priorities and 
to assist in making application for funding under the many grant schemes that are available. 

(e) There is no relationship between the new crime prevention structure and the deployment of Police 
Officers.  The deployment of Police Officers is the responsibility of the Commissioner of Police.  Our 
Government, however, is engaging an additional 250 Police Officers above attrition over a 4 year 
period. 

INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM, EXPANSION, REQUEST FOR QUOTATION 

2345. Dr E. Constable to the Minister for Health 

I refer to the provision of support for people participating in the Independent Living Programme and ask - 

(a) was a Request for Quotation conducted to expand the Independent Living Programme in the area of 
community support for people eligible for supported accommodation in November 2002; 

(b) if yes, have any services been contracted; 

(c) if yes to (b), when were those services contracted and which non-government organisation was 
successful in securing the contract; 

(d) if yes to (b), how much was the contract worth and how many people will be supported by the 
services provided by the non-government organisation; 

(e) if no to (b), does the Government intend to contract services for a Request for Quotation to expand the 
Independent Living Programme in the area of community support in the future; 

(f) if not, why not; 

(g) what was the minimum number of hours of service per annum that the Office of Mental Health sought 
to purchase in each of the following mental health service regions at November 2002 - 

(i) Eastern Metropolitan; 
(ii) Northern Metropolitan; 
(iii) Southern Metropolitan; and 
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(h) how many hours of service per annum has the Office of Mental Health actually purchased to meet its 
minimum number of hours of service targets in (g)? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY replied: 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

(c) Not applicable 

(d) Not applicable. 

(e) The Government will consider, as part of the health budget determination for 2004/05, completing the 
Request for Quote for Disability Support Services associated with the Independent Living Program 

(f) See (e) above. 

(g) The minimum number of hours of service per annum that the Department of Health sought to 
purchase in each of the following mental health service regions at November 2002 was: 

(i) Eastern Metropolitan – 2233 hours; 

(ii) Northern Metropolitan – 2233 hours; and 

(iii) Southern Metropolitan – 2200 hours; 

(h) See (a) above. 

__________ 


