
 

 

Legislative Council 

Wednesday, 29 June 2011 

                 

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

SKILLED LOCAL JOBS BILL 2011 

Petition 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.02 pm]: I present a petition 
containing 114 signatures couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia say the WA Parliament should pass laws that ensure 
a greater share of skilled engineering and fabrication work for our major resources projects is performed 
in Western Australia. 

Our major resources projects are increasingly sending their skilled work offshore. Many of Western 
Australia’s fabrication workshops are almost empty and our engineers have to go overseas if they want 
to help design our LNG projects. 

Our natural resources can only be used once and we should use the current resources construction boom 
to provide training and apprenticeships for our young people, so that they can have a future after the 
boom. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council support the Skilled Local Jobs 
Bill 2011 with the objective of ensuring a greater share of skilled work for our major resources projects 
is performed in Western Australia. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray.  

[See paper 3459.]  

MARGARET RIVER COALMINE —  
IMPACT ON WATER SUPPLY AND AGRICULTURAL AND TOURIST OPERATIONS 

Petition 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [2.03 pm]: I present a petition containing 1 022 signatures couched in 
the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia are opposed to the proposed coal mine at Osmington 
in the Margaret River region because of the threat posed by such mining to the Margaret River, 
surrounding groundwater aquifers, the neighbouring agricultural and tourist operations and to the brand 
name of Margaret River which supports world renowned wine and tourism industries.  

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council to call on the Government to 
oppose the Osmington coal mine proposal and further, to immediately legislate to protect the Capes 
region from any proposed mining that threatens pre-existing agricultural and environmental values. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 3460.] 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 

Withdrawal of Notice 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural) [2.07 pm] — without notice: Pursuant to the recommendations of the Joint 
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, I move — 

That the following notice of motions for disallowance be withdrawn from the notice paper — 
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1. Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Regulations 2011. 

2. City of Melville Local Government Property Local Law 2010. 

By way of explanation, the committee’s concerns in regard to these issues have been satisfied.  

Question put and passed. 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 

Temporary Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.09 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That so much of the temporary orders be suspended as would enable orders of the day to be taken 
forthwith.  

By way of brief explanation, this would avoid the need to do motions on notice and to consider committee 
reports and ministerial statements today. It will enable us to move directly to orders of the day. This is fairly 
normal at this time of year.  

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1186/41 —  
WANDI TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT PRECINCT — DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Pursuant to standing order 152(b), the following motion by Hon Lynn MacLaren was moved pro forma on 
14 April — 

That the Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1186/41 — Wandi Transit Oriented Development 
Precinct published in the Government Gazette on 15 February 2011 and tabled in the Legislative 
Council on 17 February 2011 under the Planning and Development Act 2005, be and is hereby 
disallowed. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House). 

[Continued on page 5126.] 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 28 June on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance) — 

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

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House). 

CASINO (BURSWOOD ISLAND) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 June. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.12 pm]: To continue, last night I had raised some of the 
concerns of Greens (WA) members and had moved to discuss gaming on cruise ships. The exception to 
Burswood’s exclusive casino licence is clearly defined in the agreement act, thereby providing a level of 
protection from the risks inherent in proposed section 46(2A) of the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 
because any other attempt to legalise casino-style gaming would breach the Burswood agreement act. Currently, 
section 46(2) establishes that usual permits do not authorise casino-style games, but has the exception in so far as 
regulations made under this act may provide for that. Therefore the insertion of a new section 46(2A) does not 
create entirely new powers to regulate for authorisation of gaming outside the provisions of the act. Section 48 of 
the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act already provides for a ministerial permit. It gives fairly broad 
powers enabling the minister to direct the commission to issue permits for gaming, major sports events and 
special occasions, and in exceptional circumstances the section empowers the minister to authorise gaming that 
would otherwise not comply with the act. However, in general, there is a range of provisions for regulations or 
ministerial decisions by which to make exceptions to the normal requirements of the act; therefore, in the context 
of the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act, the new section 46(2A) may not be all that unusual. One 
possibility would be for the cruise ship to obtain a permit for gaming. Section 46(2) permits do not usually 
authorise casino-style gaming unless the permit specifically states that it authorises casino-style gaming. 
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The permit regime is clearly intended for gaming in clubs and premises on land, and not-for-profit purposes and 
therefore a number of the permit requirements are not readily applicable to cruise ships. There would also be 
some question about the enforceability of state laws outside state borders, which means getting a permit under 
the current regime may not be practical. 

An ordinary reading of the legislation, without considering any case law on the matter, suggests that the minister 
could not simply issue a section 48 ministerial permit for cruise ships because it is a bit of a stretch to claim that 
the ongoing cruising schedules are a special occasion or an exceptional circumstance. 

It appears that that there is no commonwealth regulation of gaming on cruise ships, and recent commonwealth 
regulations require all businesses to report suspicious gaming transactions over $10 000 to Austrac to monitor 
criminal money laundering. Clearly, it is not within the ambit of this legislation, but if we were to look at the 
ownership of many of the cruise ships, some could be genuinely cruising while it could be construed that others 
are utilising their gaming activities for purposes that are less than transparent. 

The Gaming and Wagering Commission Act establishes a compliance regime for clubs conducting gaming under 
permits, which provides some protection for the gaming public. Similarly, the Casino Control Act sets clear 
requirements of casino in the conduct of gaming activities. I have just said that it seems inappropriate for cruise 
ships to be able to conduct gaming without any of the safeguards usually in place. If there are no commonwealth 
regulations for gaming, it would then appear to be completely unregulated. 

The Greens (WA) had a proposed amendment standing on the notice paper designed to fix up what we thought 
and what we still believe to be a potential opportunity—should some future government so wish—to regulate 
matters beyond the scope of the state agreement act and indeed this amendment legislation. In subsequent 
discussions with the minister and Barry Sargeant, it appears that the minister and the director are aware of these 
problems and that although they are not addressed by this amendment legislation, there is scope to address them 
in the future. 

I will outline the basic rationale for the amendments we propose. 

The Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Amendment Bill will, in certain circumstances, legalise casino-style 
gaming on cruise ships in Western Australian waters. Such gaming is currently in breach of the Burswood 
Casino’s exclusive casino-gaming rights, established by the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act. The new 
exemption to allow gaming on cruise ships is tightly defined in the amendments to the agreement act; however, 
the amendment bill goes to amend the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act, and provides a very broad power 
for any gaming whatsoever to be legalised pursuant to regulation. Clause 8 of the amendment bill inserts 
proposed section 46(2A) into the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act as follows — 

Gaming that is prescribed for the purposes of this subsection may be lawfully conducted and lawfully 
participated in.  

We were concerned—I accept that the government now shares that concern—that such a power is too broad and 
does not reflect Parliament’s intention to continually closely regulate gaming in the public interest. This could in 
future be used as a loophole to relatively easily, and with limited security, legalise any form of gaming. Quite 
clearly, as was the case with the previous government, neither this government nor, I suggest, any future 
government, would want to go down this path because it does, indeed, create a loophole. The proposed 
amendment would bring the detail of the exemption for gaming on cruise ships into the Casino (Burswood 
Island) Agreement Amendment Bill 2011. That clause would then reflect the terms of the Casino (Burswood 
Island) Agreement Act 1985, and that would avoid creating a very broad loophole power. 

The minister has indicated that he wants to get the bill through; we support the notion of getting the bill through, 
and I believe the minister will make some statement with regard to that matter. I would like to thank the director 
and the minister for providing the briefings we have had on this matter, and the Greens (WA) will support the 
legislation. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [2.21 pm]: The opposition supports the Casino (Burswood Island) 
Agreement Amendment Bill 2011. It would be helpful to go over the history of this bill, to help members 
understand where it is at; the Leader of the House has reminded me that it goes back to the Burke government. 
Part of that agreement was to ensure that we look after the great parks that we see around the casino as we come 
into the city along Great Eastern Highway. As a result of the success of the Casino, more and more revenue has 
become available for funding, to the point that it is difficult to find things to spend the money on. Around 2006, 
the minister who then had responsibility for the portfolios of the environment, and racing and gaming, Hon Mark 
McGowan, made an announcement that the Carpenter government had secured the future of the iconic Swan and 
Canning river system by making it the multimillion-dollar beneficiary of an increased levy on casino gaming 
machine revenue. He said that about $15 million was expected to be generated over five years for projects to 
improve the health of the river. 
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That is what has been going on. To give an example of how that money has been spent, I refer to the “Burswood 
Park Board Annual Report 2010”, which states in part — 

Amendments in 2007 to the Agreement scheduled to the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act 
1985 provided that the Board can apply monies received under clause 23(1)(c) on projects approved by 
the Minister responsible for the administration of the Swan and Canning Rivers Management Act 2006. 

In June 2009, the Board approved funding of $3 million for 2009/2010 projects for the protection and 
enhancement of ecological and community benefits and the amenity of the Swan and Canning Rivers 
and associated lands. 

The report goes on to name some of those projects, and they are quite interesting. One is to develop an aquifer 
storage and recovery scheme based on the harvesting of stormwater from building roof areas, roads and 
hardstand areas, and golf course subsoil drainage systems—water which would otherwise ultimately be 
discharged into the river. The scheme involves conveying stormwater to one or more points for injection, after 
appropriate treatment, into a suitable aquifer via purpose-built injection bores. It also involves abstracting the 
groundwater from the same or different bores in the same aquifer, the latter possibly including one or more of 
the existing bores, for irrigation purposes. There is also a plan to develop a sewer mining scheme based on 
harvesting waste water from one or more sewers in the area and conveying this waste water to a waste water 
treatment plant located on-site; reclaimed water from the plant could then be used for irrigation purposes, with 
the volume treated adjusted seasonally to match irrigation demand. Another plan is to construct a river water 
desalination plant based on desalination by reverse osmosis with water sourced from the northernmost lake on 
the golf course, which is hydraulically connected to the river. The treated water from this plant could then be 
used to fill the irrigation storage lakes on the golf course. 

My point is that there are always a lot of good things to be done in ensuring the health of the Swan River, which 
is an iconic part of our city and is near and dear to the hearts of the people of Perth—as near and dear, I suspect, 
as Kings Park. 

Although the opposition supports the bill, we would like to have a couple of things clarified and to point out 
some areas of contention. One of the things heard around the traps is that the Burswood Park Board is one of the 
boards that has been earmarked for — what is the word? 

Hon Norman Moore: Extinction? 

Hon JON FORD: Extinction! Probably not exactly the word I was searching for, but it is an adequate 
description! 

I have not confirmed that through any written report; it is just what I have heard around the place. I would like 
the minister to clarify that point. If it is true, how are these moneys going to be managed? If it is not true, we will 
not need to deal with the issue anymore. 

The second reading speech states, in part — 

The bill ratifies the twelfth supplementary agreement, which in turn amends the state agreement 
scheduled to the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act 1985. 

Therefore, it forms part of the ongoing evolution of this agreement. The second reading speech further reads — 

Commencing on 1 July 2011, the tax rate will increase in annual increments from 20 per cent to 20.625 
per cent. 

If I was of a mind to, I would ask how the heck we got a figure of 20.625 per cent, but I am not of a mind to; it is 
just one of those quirky things. The second reading speech continues — 

A new casino tax rate of 22 per cent plus the levy of one per cent payable to Burswood Park Board will 
apply to the revenue generated by fully automated table games. 

Importantly for the member for Collie–Preston, the speech continues — 

In addition, the present prohibition on the playing of two-up within a 200-kilometre radius of Burswood 
Casino will be reduced to 100 kilometres. 

It is important to a lot of regional members that this occur in and around the Perth metropolitan area. It is 
important for sporting clubs to allow them to play two-up on Anzac Day and at the end of race meetings and 
field days—all those things that have been traditional pastimes for a long time. It is not something that I would 
normally associate with problem gambling; it is more of a heritage event. I have never played a bush two-up 
game in which I have actually expected to have a win! I go there with $200 and I expect to lose $200, but I have 
a good time doing it! 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You must be a bad player! 
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Hon JON FORD: Yes, I am a bad player! 

Nevertheless, it is a welcome change, so the opposition is glad to see the matter finally being dealt with. The 
second reading speech continues — 

Another important amendment to the state agreement will authorise Burswood Park Board to pay up to 
$5 million for the development of the Heirisson Island sculpture park project in such amounts and at 
such times as determined by the minister. 

I understand that this is a Perth City Council project. I have no problem with the project in itself; as I have 
pointed out before, the original agreement act dealt with environmental outcomes and amenities, and this is 
definitely an amenity issue.  

It seems to me that at the moment one of the biggest environmental challenges is the health of the Swan and 
Canning Rivers, as well as their amenity. I would have thought that although a $5 million contribution to the 
health of the river is a drop in the ocean, that $5 million could be targeted for better use, such as the health of the 
river. I am sure that if there were a local government grants system, when local governments are struggling to 
find money to deal with stormwater and other drainage issues, particularly the river walls, they would consider 
that funding to be a welcome outcome in light of the environmental and amenity outcomes. However, I am not 
saying we should not spend the money on the sculpture park, because Heirisson Island is an important part of our 
history, particularly in the city. I understand it was originally a swamp and the island was consolidated by human 
activity and was not a naturally occurring island. I would not like to see a reasonable chunk of the money 
continuing to be spent on programs like the sculpture park. I am just making that point.  

All I am really looking for from the minister is confirmation of whether the Burswood Park Board will become 
extinct or live on in some other form. As I said, it is one of those things that comes to this house that proves that 
a bit of foresight can deliver more benefit than we realised at the time. This amendment bill will do that. It 
probably reflects on the extent of gambling in this state. But at least both sides of the house have supported the 
idea of containment at the casino. I think that is a good thing, and will enable us to benefit as we have done from 
lotto revenue, which goes straight back into the community rather than into consolidated revenue, unlike what 
happens in other jurisdictions.  

With those comments and that one question, the opposition supports the bill. We do not have the same concerns 
as Hon Robin Chapple raised, but I understand an agreement has been reached regarding the regulations and the 
control of gambling on visiting cruise vessels in state waters. We support that also in principle, and welcome the 
reduction of the 200-kilometre radius to 100 kilometres within which two-up and gaming is excluded, and 
welcome also the additional discretion to the minister. With that I commend the bill to the house.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.33 pm] — in reply: I thank the 
two members who have spoken in support of the bill. I was here when the first state agreement act for Burswood 
was introduced to Parliament. It was a very, very highly charged and political event because there was 
significant opposition to a casino being established in Western Australia at the time, and to its being built at 
Burswood. Also, a lot of controversy surrounded its ownership and how it was going to work. I was always one 
who supported the introduction of a casino; I thought it would be good for Western Australia, albeit I think I was 
in a minority in my party at the time. However, as things have transpired, there is no question that the casino has 
been a major asset to Western Australia, particularly from a tourism point of view. It is probably our most 
significant tourism venue in this state. It is good to see that the casino is continuing to grow and that the Packer 
group that now owns it is investing significant sums of money in upgrading it and the associated facilities on that 
site. It has become a very important facility for Western Australia. As it has grown over time, the owners have 
sought additional capacity in the form of gaming machines and gaming tables. Part of this legislation we are 
dealing with today will amend the state agreement act with Burswood to allow for an increase in the number of 
gaming machines and tables in exchange for more money to the state government by way of taxes, so this 
legislation will increase the taxes on the gaming machines.  

As a matter of interest, for those who take an interest in these things, we do not have poker machines in Western 
Australia. The machines at Burswood are of a different sort; they are not the reel machines, they are electronic 
gaming machines, which require more for the punter to do than just put in their money, press a button and get a 
result.  

Hon Jon Ford: The money still goes in one direction.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It does, but players have to think; whereas with poker machines they do not have to 
think at all. With these machines, people lose their money less quickly. Anyone who thinks that by going to a 
casino, playing a two-up game or doing any other such activity they will make any money should work on the 
basis that this particular casino raises about $90 million in tax for the state government and profits to the owners. 
That money is coming from only one place, and that is out of the pockets of people who gamble there or use the 
facilities. For reasons that escape me, people always think they will break the bank and make a squillion dollars 
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at the casino, whereas the vast majority of people do not. However, that is not to say that a lot of people do not 
get a lot of pleasure from enjoying a day at the casino and, like Hon Jon Ford, loosing $200 and not worrying 
about it.  

Because the casino has grown, this legislation will allow it to have additional gaming machines and for the 
government to get additional revenues from them. The bill also provides for changes on cruise ships, which is a 
good thing. Cruise ships will be able to operate gaming activities beyond 12 nautical miles off the coast of 
Western Australia, provided it is a bona fide cruise vessel and not simply a ship sailing 12 nautical miles from 
Fremantle and back. That would make it a floating casino and we are not interested in that happening. The 
intention is to allow patrons to gamble beyond the 12 nautical miles on genuine cruise ships that have come from 
elsewhere or are going elsewhere and that might call into Fremantle or another port in Western Australia.  

The state agreement act provides that a proportion of the gaming revenues go towards the Burswood Park Board 
for maintaining the grounds that surround the casino. I understand that at the moment the board has probably 
more money than it needs to maintain the gardens and parks in a manner to which we have become accustomed. 
They are a very significant and beautiful entrance to the city. Most people coming from the airport come down 
Great Eastern Highway and pass those beautiful gardens surrounding the Burswood Casino. That is a good thing. 
The purpose of that money was to beautify those grounds. As Hon Jon Ford mentioned, the previous minister, 
Hon Mark McGowan, changed the legislation to allow the board to spend money to enhance the ecological and 
community benefits of the Swan and Canning Rivers. Interestingly, the legislation refers also to “associated 
lands”. I would have thought Heirisson Island, which I am about to talk about, is pretty much an associated land 
when it comes to the Swan River because it is right in the middle of it, and there is no argument from that point 
of view about why the money cannot be used for that purpose. However, this bill provides that up to $5 million 
of the current $9 million held by the board can be used by the minister for work on the Heirisson Island sculpture 
park.  

I intend to table the Heirisson Island sculpture park master plan, which will indicate to members what the Perth 
City Council has in mind for that part of Western Australia. It is a very significant island. As the member 
mentioned, it probably never used to be. If we look at some of the maps, we can see what it used to be and what 
it is now. It is a very important part of the entrance to the city. We have the Burswood Park area, Heirisson 
Island and then the East Perth redevelopment area that includes the Italian monument and those sorts of gardens. 
We are developing a very, very attractive entrance to Perth city. Work being done by the Perth City Council on 
Heirisson Island is a significant part of that enhancement of the entrance to the city. The minister can approve up 
to $5 million of this money to be spent on this project. It does not mean that it all has to be spent on it, but up to 
that amount. Money is still available within the fund to be spent on the Swan and Canning river system issues 
that both members raised as being important. Deep down, I am not sure that the gamblers of Western Australia 
should be responsible for maintaining the Swan and Canning river system. It is the responsibility of all of us, as 
opposed to those people who might want to gamble their money away at the casino. However, the government 
agreed to that amendment, so the money can be spent on the river if it is so determined. This bill provides that 
some of the money—up to $5 million—can be spent on the Heirisson Cove sculpture park. I am happy to table 
that master plan.  

[See paper 3461]. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will comment on the issues raised by Hon Robin Chapple about the bill itself in a 
moment and give some guarantees. 

Hon Jon Ford asked about the Burswood Park Board and whether it had a future. It was set up under the state 
agreement act with the company. The state agreement act provides that the board be made up of one person from 
the local authority, which is the Town of Victoria Park, nominated to the minister by the manager—the manager 
is Burswood itself, the casino; a person nominated by the minister for rivers, which is the Minister for 
Environment; and two natural persons nominated by the minister, one of whom will be the president of the 
board. That is part of the agreement. If we were not to have this board, some other organisation would have to 
take its place to spend the funds raised under the state agreement act to maintain the gardens and parks. If the 
task were given to the Town of Victoria Park, it would certainly not want to have the casino manager represented 
in the decision-making process. If it were given to the Perth City Council, we would have the same problem. I 
doubt under any circumstances whether Burswood Casino would be interested in vacating the space it currently 
occupies on this board, which gives it some capacity to ensure that the money is spent for the purposes of which 
it was originally designed; that is, fundamentally, to look after the parks around the casino. That was part of the 
deal it did with the Burke government, as the member mentioned in his speech, when this thing was set up in the 
first place. I think the board has a future but I do not know how hard it works. I gather that it works 
extraordinarily hard. I think the president has been the president for a very long time, and we all know that he is 
not the sort of person who wastes money on anything. We can be assured that the money being spent by this 
board is being spent well and that the board does its job well.  
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Hon Robin Chapple raised some issues about cruise ships and the effect that the amendment to the bill might 
have, saying it might provide very broad powers. I will read out some notes provided to me by the CEO of the 
department to clarify where we are and make some things clear about what we can do about this matter in the 
future. Proposed subsection (2A) will give the government broad powers to pass a regulation to permit gaming in 
Western Australia. The intent is to use the regulation-making power to authorise gaming on cruise ships when 
12 nautical miles from the Western Australian coastline without the need for the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission to issue a permit. Draft regulation 8A, of which I think the member has been provided with a copy, 
limits the authorisation to cruise ships, which is defined the same as clause 3 of the twelfth supplementary 
agreement. Proposed subsection (2A) is consistent with sections 46(1) and 46(2) of the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission Act 1987, which already gives the government the power to lawfully conduct gaming outside the 
casino. Under section 46(2), permits can be issued for games exclusive to the Burswood Casino. Even if clause 8 
of the bill is amended to restrict the authorisation to cruise ships, the broad power under section 46 of the act 
would remain. It should be noted that the power under section 46 of the act has been in place since 1987 and that 
it has not been used by governments of both persuasions. It has not been a concern in the past and I doubt it will 
be a concern in the future.  

It must also be borne in mind that the regulations made under subsections (2) or (2A) are subject to disallowance 
by the Parliament. Whatever the government seeks to do with those two clauses can be dealt with here by those 
two sections if it wants to go down that path. Nevertheless, the Director General of the Department of Racing, 
Gaming and Liquor will raise the matter, raised by Hon Robin Chapple, with the Minister for Racing and 
Gaming for consideration when the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act is next amended. The member has 
raised a point that is worth contemplating further. We had a quick look at the member’s amendment last night. 
There are a few technical issues surrounding it too. It talks about ministerial approval, which is not in the system. 
It has raised a number of other technical matters, which I will not waste time on now. Needless to say, we will 
look at the matters that the member raised in his speech and the issues he raised in his proposed amendment. The 
next time this legislation is amended, we will take into account the comments he made and see whether 
amendments can be made that might satisfy the concerns he has quite properly raised.  

I thank members for their support. It is a good bill. It is of great benefit to Western Australia because of the extra 
taxes but it removes some of the restrictions on gaming which, as Hon Jon Ford mentioned with respect to 
two-up, will make life easier for people around Western Australia.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House), and passed. 

YOUNG OFFENDERS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (RESEARCH INFORMATION) BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 April. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.48 pm]: The opposition will be 
supporting the Young Offenders Legislation Amendment (Research Information) Bill 2010. It amends two 
acts—the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988 and the Young Offenders Act 1994. It seeks to give 
the authority to the courts to release certain information with respect to certain demographics of children and 
young offenders for the purposes of a particular research project. It is worth noting that the current provisions of 
the Children’s Court of WA Act 1988 allow the publication of certain material in certain circumstances. My 
recollection was that certain information could already be released. When I was provided with a briefing, the 
advice given was that the provisions of section 36A are highly restrictive and the best legal advice available was 
that in order to ensure that the information sought could be released without offending section 36A, we needed to 
put these amendments in place. Section 36A of the Children’s Court Act of WA states — 

The Supreme Court may, after considering the public interest and the interests of the child, by order 
allow the publication, broadcast or disclosure of any matter … 

It then sets out certain circumstances. Only the Attorney General or the Commissioner of Police can make an 
application for such an order. The bill before us adds to section 36A of the Children’s Court Act by proposing a 
new clause 36AA, which specifically refers to the disclosure of certain information for certain research purposes.  

The particular project for which this information is sought to be released is the developmental pathways project 
conducted through the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research. I understand this project followed a cohort 
of children born between 1980 and 1997, and links information about that cohort of children across 13 
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government agencies. The second act that the bill will amend is the Young Offenders Act. The amendment to 
that act seeks to name the developmental pathways project as the recipient of the research information. 

I am advised that the next stage of the work to be conducted through this project will identify the resilience 
markers and risk factors in a child’s relationship with respective government agencies that are indicators of 
whether that child will enter care at some point. The kind of information that will be provided in the first 
instance includes the child’s name, date of birth, address, whether there is a care and protection order or charges 
in place, and whether the child has appeared before a court previously and the outcome of the appearance. That 
information will be provided to the Department of Health, which will be, if you like, the central unit to collect 
that information. The health department will then check that child X in the health system is the same as child X 
in the Children’s Court. It will crossmatch the name, the date of birth and the address to check that it is the same 
child. Once the data identifying the child is handed over for the first time to the data administrator in the health 
department’s data linking unit, a check will done for an existing match, and it will be given the same 
identification number so that that child is identified by the same number across those 13 agencies. We have been 
assured that by the time the child health research unit gets that information, it will have been completely “de-
identified”—I think that was the expression used; I am not sure whether that is even a word—that is, all the 
identifying information will be removed. 

It is an important piece of research for a range of reasons, not the least of which is the new phase that the 
research is entering into to look for the resilience markers and risk factors that might lead a child to end up in the 
care of the state. That is an important piece of work. Bearing in mind that the health department’s data linking 
unit is already, and has been for some time, dealing with information about these children and their contact with 
other agencies, I have been assured—I am sure that the parliamentary secretary will reiterate this—that very 
stringent measures are in place to ensure that that information will be used only for the purposes for which the 
legislation seeks to release it, and that other people who should not get access to that information will not get 
access to it. 

It is a very narrow bill before us. It seeks to change the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act and the 
Young Offenders Act for the purposes of releasing certain data to be “de-identified” and then to be used for the 
purpose of the developmental pathways project conducted by the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research. 
With those words, I again indicate that the opposition will support the legislation. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [2.54 pm]: I rise today to indicate that the Greens (WA) also 
will support the Young Offenders Legislation Amendment (Research Information) Bill 2010. This bill will 
amend the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act and the Young Offenders Act to allow identified 
Children’s Court data to be used for some research purposes, and specifically for Children’s Court data to be 
matched to other data in the developmental pathways project of the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research. 

Since 2006, the Young Offenders Act has provided for the minister to approve disclosure of information about a 
young person to a person in another commonwealth, state, territory or overseas government department or 
agency. The Department of Corrective Services has therefore been able to provide information to the Telethon 
Institute for Child Health Research for the developmental pathways project. However, the Children’s Court act 
does not currently allow Children’s Court data to be disclosed for research; thus, the Telethon Institute’s research 
has been hindered because the Department of the Attorney General is unable to provide the institute with the 
relevant information from the Children’s Court. The bill we are considering will amend the Children’s Court act 
to allow for this data to be used for some forms of research, and specifically for data matching to other records in 
the Telethon Institute’s developmental pathways project, to bring the Children’s Court act into alignment with 
the similar provision in the Young Offenders Act. I note that the data that is to be released also includes charges 
that are dismissed—that is, those that are not substantiated.  

The Greens (WA) have a long history of advocating for the privacy of juvenile offenders to be upheld. As such, 
when we received the briefing on this bill, the primary concern was about the effect of the bill on necessary 
privacies. However, we have been satisfied that rigorous controls and protocols will be in place so that there will 
be no capacity for the researcher to obtain identified data. I note that the data will be matched with pre-existing 
data and then de-identified by the Department of Health prior to release to the institute, and that the identity of 
the young people who appear before the Children’s Court will be protected. I note also that the amendments do 
not allow for the data to be released for use in any other research or for any other purposes. Of course, the reason 
this was of such concern to us is that it is generally accepted as a fundamental premise of justice when dealing 
with juvenile offenders that the privacy of children needs to be protected. As I have done in this place on 
previous occasions, I again express my concern at any attempt to undermine the protections that are provided to 
young people under the age of 18 years, remembering that neither these young people nor their parents have 
been given the opportunity to consent or not consent to their private details being shared. 

However, having said that, the Greens recognise that there are some limited circumstances in which there are 
compelling reasons and it is considered, importantly, to be in the public interest to allow the careful release of 
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certain information, albeit that this information is protected by significant safeguards. The Greens are convinced 
that this is one such case. We have been strong and consistent advocates for evidence-based policy and 
legislation development. We talk about that a lot, particularly when we refer to law and order matters, rather than 
knee-jerk reactions to populist public sentiment. We recognise that, for this to occur, we need the type of 
evidence that is found only through rigorous research such as that which has been proposed. We also 
acknowledge that it can be extremely difficult for researchers to access that appropriate information. There is a 
role for government to play in facilitating, as well as obviously protecting, access to information. Although the 
protection of privacy is vital and access to personal information needs to be governed by very strict codes, rules 
and policies, we need to balance this with the public interest to be gained from conducting quality research. In 
particular, it is useful to have longitudinal studies, which can be extremely rich sources of information about the 
strategies and policies that are likely to be effective in attaining a particular aim. We welcome assurances from 
the government that the confidentiality and privacy of juveniles will not be put at risk by this legislation, and 
note that we have already developed a range of protocols around the use of sensitive and private information, 
although we have to acknowledge that the systems cannot be guaranteed to be infallible. I suppose WikiLeaks 
comes to mind, but, of course, we are not talking about sensitive state secrets here today. I note that new 
developments in technology and security of electronic data would, I imagine, necessitate any protocols that we 
are putting around this data to be revisited regularly. 

I had some very limited specific comments about the bill. I had a specific question about clause 6, which inserts 
proposed section 36AA. Proposed subsection (5) states that the regulations “may” include provisions about the 
receipt and storage of information disclosed under this section, and the restriction of access to such information. 
The question I had for the parliamentary secretary was about why that section does not require the regulations to 
include these provisions and whether that is perhaps because of the mechanics of the way in which the bill is 
drafted or whether there was another intent behind that. I also understand that there is a memorandum of 
understanding between the Department of the Attorney General and the Department of Health about the sharing 
of this information. I ask whether the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General could table a 
copy of this document or whether it is possible to give an undertaking that at some point in the future that 
document could be tabled. 

I note that clause 8 contains a minor amendment to the Young Offenders Act, which expands the definition of 
“research” to include specific reference to the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research’s developmental 
pathways project, and I wanted to make a few comments about that. Again, the bill is fundamentally about the 
importance of research. I recognise that the Telethon Institute’s Western Australian child health survey, which 
was conducted in 1995, and the 2005 Western Australian Aboriginal child health survey together represent the 
most comprehensive research on the mental health and wellbeing of the half a million young citizens in Western 
Australia. Certainly, the Telethon Institute has a wonderful history of conducting very high quality research.  

I also note that the Commissioner for Children and Young People, in the report from her recent inquiry into the 
mental health of children and young people, called for the government to fund this survey to be conducted 
regularly; that was recommendation 12. I understand that the Department of Health funded preliminary work on 
a 2008 child development survey, which undertook to examine the development of children within their spheres 
of influence, including families, other carers, peers, communities and schools, and to apply this developmental 
framework to questions of current importance for children and their families, including mental health problems, 
childhood obesity, diet and nutrition, and asthma and diabetes. The study was to measure educational 
experiences and outcomes, psychosocial determinants, including family functioning, parenting and individual 
self-efficacy, relationships with peers and social exclusion. The study was to also explore patterns of antisocial 
and delinquent behaviour, and connections between delinquency and child victimisation. So it was very useful 
and very interesting research. However, despite completing tool development, trialling and the establishment of 
governance structures, the survey was not funded, and this has resulted in a chronic shortage of quality data in 
this area. 

The government is indicating that it is demonstrating its commitment to facilitating quality research through the 
passage of this bill, and obviously I support that. I think it is a step in the right direction. But I urge the 
government to further demonstrate this commitment by funding the WA child health survey to be undertaken 
regularly as per the recommendation of the children’s commissioner. I emphasise the importance of feeding 
findings from research into policy development and that those research findings inform government priorities. 
Research is great, and we want to see more of it, but it needs to be accompanied by a prioritisation by 
government and appropriate funding of early intervention and early years. I point out that the Greens (WA) also 
support calls for a central coordinating body for much of this work, and note that groups such as the Western 
Australian Council of Social Service and other organisations within the community sector are suggesting that 
this would be best coordinated perhaps through an office for early childhood. 

The Greens note that the Telethon Institute undertakes highly regarded work. It is widely cited and widely used. 
I believe it is quite clear that there is a strong degree of public interest in the research to which this legislation 
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refers directly. We note that the potential benefits of this research, as long as they are combined with rigorous 
controls regarding the protection of the privacy of those individuals whose data is being collected, because they 
are children, mean that the Greens (WA) are happy to support this legislation. 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.05 pm] — in reply: I 
thank the Leader of the Opposition and Hon Alison Xamon for their support of the Young Offenders Legislation 
Amendment (Research Information) Bill 2010, and for their respective parties’ support for the bill. I will not go 
into the policy underlying the bill as that has been adequately summarised in the second reading speech and in 
the explanatory memorandum that has been made available to members and recapped by the Leader of the 
Opposition and Hon Alison Xamon. I will deal with a number of specific questions raised by Hon Alison Xamon 
about the drafting of the bill. 

Firstly, clause 6 of the bill introduces a new section 36AA, headed “Disclosure for certain research purposes”. 
Subsection (5) of that proposed section states that — 

The regulations may include provisions about — 

(a) the receipt and storage of information disclosed under this section; and 

(b) the restriction of access to such information. 

Hon Alison Xamon has queried why the word “may” is used rather than “must” or “shall” or some other 
imperative. It is a matter of statutory construction that has governed the use of the word in those circumstances. 
The starting point would be the principal act, the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988, and 
specifically section 52 of that act, which provides the regulation-making power under that legislation and which 
states — 

The Governor may make regulations prescribing all matters that are required or permitted by this Act to 
be prescribed or are necessary or convenient to be prescribed for giving effect to the purposes of this 
Act. 

There are a variety of other provisions scattered throughout the act that make clear that the regulations can 
prescribe certain matters of a specific nature. For example, section 51(10), which deals with the issue of access 
to court records, commences by saying — 

The regulations may prescribe fees to be paid for inspecting, obtaining copies of or listening to 
information under this section. 

So we are looking at the use of the word “may” in an empowering sense. It is intended as a permissive provision 
or an empowering provision, not an imperative that the regulations shall do certain things, because it may not be 
necessary or desirable for the regulations to cover certain subject matter. The use of the word “may” in proposed 
section 36AA(5) is intended to make quite plain that the Governor has the power if necessary to prescribe certain 
matters under the regulations made under the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act. That is why it has been 
done in that fashion and there is nothing remarkable about it. We are not inclined to challenge parliamentary 
counsel’s practice in providing a regulation-making power in that form. 

I understand that a memorandum of understanding between the Department of the Attorney General and the 
Department of Health specific to the objectives of this bill has already been drafted and settled. I do not have 
access to that at present. It is my understanding that there is no objection to it being provided to the honourable 
member should she desire a copy of it. A more general memorandum of understanding between the Department 
of the Attorney General and the Department of Health is being prepared covering the exchange of information 
generally. That has not been finalised. Again, I see no objection to it being made available to the honourable 
member; however, I am not inclined to make an undertaking to do so because it is out of my control as a 
parliamentary secretary. I am not inclined to make undertakings to provide things that I have no control over, but 
I will certainly alert the department to the member’s interest in those memoranda of understanding and if the 
honourable member liaises with the department, I am sure that she will receive the satisfaction that she desires. 

There is nothing else of moment that I can add to what has already been said about the Young Offenders 
Legislation Amendment (Research Information) Bill 2010. I commend the bill to the house, and thank the 
Greens (WA) and the Australian Labor Party for their support for the bill and its objectives. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Michael Mischin (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed. 
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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2011–12 BILL 2011 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2011–12 BILL 2011 

Cognate Debate — Motion 

On motion by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance), resolved — 

That leave be granted for the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2011–12 Bill 2011 and 
the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2011–12 Bill 2011 to be considered cognately. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 21 June. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): The honourable—Hon Sally Talbot. Sorry, I had a mental 
block. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [3.14 pm]: Thank you, Mr Um—Mr Deputy President! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: There’s a few seniors’ moments around today, isn’t there? 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: No. I was just having my own back. 

I am very pleased to rise to speak on the appropriation bills. I indicate at the outset that I am not the opposition’s 
lead speaker on these bills. The government will have to wait another couple of hours to hear our lead speaker, 
Hon Ken Travers. However, there are a number of remarks that I want to make about the appropriations and the 
budget in general. As far as the environment and Indigenous affairs portfolios go, of course, one hour is not 
nearly enough. Therefore, I will do what I can to indicate the main points on which the opposition endeavours to 
represent the community’s bitter disappointment and often something that borders on disgust about the way that 
the government is handling both the environment and Indigenous affairs. 

As the government knows, we in the WA Labor Party are always happy to make helpful suggestions that we 
think might be of use. Therefore, I will start by offering some advice that arises from a piece that was in “Inside 
Cover” on Saturday. I am sure that honourable members opposite, if they had not already seen the email, would 
have been delighted to know that their new media adviser, Dixie Marshall, was off the blocks with a rapid start, 
sending an email to what she calls “the team”. I am not sure whether there is such a thing as a team on the 
government side, but, anyway, Ms Marshall is very optimistic about that. Of course, it was an email that fell off 
the back of a truck and made it into “Inside Cover”. It states — 

“Hi team … I am slowly getting around to touch base with each of you … it’s been a crazy few days … 
but my first impressions is this really is like the West Wing — 

Poor Ms Marshall is all I have to say, but I will come back to that in a moment. The email continues — 

… loads of bright young women, — 

I will leave it to honourable members opposite to see whether they can recognise themselves in any of these 
descriptions — 

cute blokes with dodgy dress sense, haggard wise old hacks. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Does any of this ring a bell? I am getting the government very excited! I guess 
honourable members opposite are putting their hands up for each of those categories—bright young women, cute 
blokes with dodgy dress sense and haggard wise old hacks. However, I continue with Ms Marshall’s email, 
which states — 

I’m told — just like the TV show — that on Friday’s we all have a few drinks together and kiss each 
other … that’ll be interesting!! 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am not sure, Hon Ed Dermer; this is all very, very worrying, particularly the number 
of exclamation marks. The email continues — 

“Cath has told me about the story diary — 

I hope everybody opposite knows about the story diary because clearly none of their staff do. The email 
continues — 

… I’ve just checked it — 

Remember, this is the email by which Ms Marshall contacts all the senior staff — 
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… it’s basically empty for next week. So, clearly, you either don’t have any ideas — and I know that is 
not the case — or the diary is not working. 

I can see why the government appointed Ms Marshall to this job; she is a very cheerful and optimistic soul. The 
email continues — 

Given we obviously need planning and preparation for the week/days/months ahead … I’m keen to hear 
your ideas for a system in which you will participate and support. I’ll be asking you on Monday. I’ll 
also be seeking your thoughts and feedback on what you think we, as a Government, have achieved so 
far — 

We are getting to the part of the email where I thought I might be able to help — 

… along with a narrative for your minister’s achievements over the past two years. — 

My goodness me, no wonder the story diary was empty! Ms Marshall’s email concludes — 

“I don’t just need your stories … I need your talents, intellect, feedback and passion.” 

I thought that was a very obvious cue for the opposition to ride in and try to save the situation, particularly by 
talking about exactly what that narrative of government ministers’ achievements might consist of. Therefore, I 
will have a good go in the next 55 minutes to give Ms Marshall an idea of the narrative that might go with the 
achievements of the Minister for Environment and the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, although I have to say 
that what troubles me most about this leaked email is the reference to The West Wing. I think that the 
government may well have bodgied up the job description for the job that Ms Marshall has applied for, because 
if she is under any sort of impression that it was anything like The West Wing she will have a very disappointing 
time. If she had made references to Yes, Prime Minister or something like that, I would have said that she had 
been sold the job accurately, particularly if she had referred to one of my favourite scenes from Yes, Prime 
Minister in which Bernard refers to the two sorts of chairs in the ministerial offices that correspond to the two 
sorts of ministers. He says that one sort of chair folds up instantly and that the other sort of chair goes around and 
around in circles! The first of those we could loosely say refers to the Minister for Environment, and I am sure 
that Hon Peter Collier will be happy to wear the mantle of the second chair, straight from Yes, Prime Minister, 
that goes around and around in circles.  

I start weaving this narrative and what better place to start than the road to nowhere? I only have to say “the road 
to nowhere” and everyone knows what I am talking about! It is of course the stage 8 extension of the Roe 
Highway. The obvious question to ask about this road to nowhere is: when is a road not a road? I wish that 
honourable members in the Liberal Party who are technically savvy enough to be able to use the electronic 
system that the Parliament House library has put together for media clips, would go into that system, type in 
“Roe 8” and see what they get. I will give them a little flavour. If they ever had a look at these articles, they 
would know that what we on this side of the house have been saying for two and a half years about this being a 
road to nowhere is the exact, spot-on truth. I suspect that the government knows it and that that is why we have 
this curious phenomenon in the budget of a road that is not really a road. This is a road that has been talked up, 
but it is a road with no money allocated to it! It is a road for which millions of dollars have been spent on 
community consultation, and yet there is no money in the budget to build it. Therefore, all this is very confusing. 
I suspect that we have a situation in which when we ask when a road is not a road the answer is that it is a road 
when the government talks to the marginal Liberal electorates in the southern suburbs where the electors are sold 
the story that Roe Highway stage 8 is better than sliced bread and that it is the one-size-fits-all cure for every ill 
known to humankind.  

The rest of the community knows that if this road were ever to be built it would be an environmental catastrophe 
for the Beeliar wetlands, which are on record in an assessment from the Environmental Protection Authority as 
being both unique and fragile. Members should read the EPA report that notes the variety of wildlife, including 
all the migratory birds, and the endangered Carnaby’s black cockatoo, as well as all the native flora, which 
would be under threat if this crazy scheme goes ahead. Of course, Aboriginal heritage sites are under threat as 
well. I wish the Minister for Indigenous Affairs would get himself there and talk to some of the Aboriginal 
people who have heritage connections to the Beeliar wetlands. I wish he would hear those stories and go back to 
the cabinet room, sit down with Minister Buswell and tell him how crazy this scheme is.  

If members go into the library media system and type in “Roe 8”, and go through the last couple of days of 
media reports, they will see a reference to an article in the Fremantle Herald on 25 June entitled “Species 
threatened: Roe Report”. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: There’s a reliable paper! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I know that this is in Hon Simon O’Brien’s electorate and that somewhere in that soul 
of his he cares about the Beeliar wetlands. It is the government’s own government-funded report that is sitting on 
the table somewhere. I could probably find the honourable member a copy if he is having difficulty finding one. 
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It is a government-funded report that has concluded that up to 24 “uncommon species” will suffer if Roe 
Highway stage 8 goes ahead. Every bit of research that comes up, every bit of community consultation that goes 
on, confirms what a catastrophe this road would be. I did not make up the term “road to nowhere”; it is how 
everybody in the community refers to this road. The Cockburn Gazette has an article entitled “Wetlands activists 
rue Roe plan”, which states that the $620 million project is “a road to nowhere”. Is it a $620 million project? We 
do not really know, because there is no actual funding in the budget for it. There is a further report in The West 
on 3 June about the cost of the project blowing out by more than $200 million once a full environmental 
assessment is done. That takes the cost from $550 million, which was mentioned in last year’s budget. It was not 
allocated, but mentioned. It was a casual mention of a figure like $550 million for a road to nowhere, which has 
now blown out to a price tag of around $750 million. This is an absolute disgrace. In this year’s budget funding 
for stage 8 of the Roe Highway extension has been completely removed—not the mention of the road or the 
plan, just any money for it. It is a complete nonsense. I really look forward to seeing how Ms Marshall and her 
media team will incorporate that into the story diary.  

Let us quickly move to another disaster area for the government: the issue of dieback management and forests in 
general. There was an announcement about dieback in the budget. I hope that our colleagues in the National 
Party listen to this very closely because dieback is an issue for many of their constituents and supporters. The 
dieback announcement referred to a figure of $1 million. That is good news. Anyone who has actively 
campaigned for better measures to prevent the spread of dieback would have celebrated the news that the 
government had allocated one million dollars extra to dieback. The next thing we read was that the allocation 
was over four years. That is $250 000 a year; it is still better than nothing. There is a program under which this 
budget allocation of $1 million over four years has been made called “Turning the Tide with Phytophthora 
Dieback”. In the estimates hearings we were able to ask what $250 000 would buy us to improve the way we 
manage dieback. Before I answer that question, let me remind honourable members that all this discussion, all 
these decisions that were made in the context of the budget, were taking place under a big black shadow; that is, 
the Conservation Commission of Western Australia report from earlier in the year that made 18 adverse findings 
about the way the Barnett government manages dieback. I will pick out a couple of those. Hopefully honourable 
members who care about these things have looked at that report and use it to inform some of their discussions 
about forest management in their party rooms. Of particular concern was the fact that both the dieback 
consultative committee and the dieback response group, two of the key bodies that the Labor Party set up to 
control the spread of dieback and to advise the Minister for Environment on dieback management, are inactive; 
they have not met for months. The other thing that the Conservation Commission report found was poor 
management—systematic failings by the Department of Environment and Conservation—that have 
demonstrably hastened the spread of dieback in Western Australia. Then, there was a whole series of adverse 
findings that refer to DEC’s complete inability to monitor the movement of soil and contaminated gravel from 
infected areas to uninfected areas. It was a very damning report. I was absolutely astonished when the relatively 
new Minister for Environment welcomed the report. To revert to my Yes, Prime Minister analogy, it was indeed 
a courageous move to welcome that report. I will say a bit more about this in a minute. The minister said that he 
welcomed the report on the grounds that it would give the government a chance to improve its practices, which, I 
think, translated means that it would focus a bit of attention on exactly what is going so catastrophically wrong 
with the way that the minister and the department are handling the containment of dieback. 

To return to my question that we asked in estimates: what does $250 000 a year get us in terms of dieback 
management? Do members know what the answer was? Two staff and “perhaps” a couple of vehicles! Frankly, 
that is pathetic. That is a very sad story when we know that something like dieback could see the rest of our 
native forest wiped out in the next couple of years. The government’s grand announcement, once we start 
peeling away the onion skins, comes down to two extra staff and maybe a couple of vehicles.  

Let me put that in context for honourable members. The Fitzgerald River National Park, as everybody knows, 
has been the subject of great contention recently because the Premier flew down there when BHP Billiton closed 
its operations. A little thought bubble popped out of the top of the Premier’s head that said, “Build a road 
through the Fitzgerald River National Park; that will save all the local communities.” Of course the people who 
are utterly convinced the Premier is working on a false premise are the Friends of the Fitzgerald River National 
Park. They have been absolutely unremitting in their opposition to the plan to build the road and the walk tracks. 
I must say that having seen some of their submissions to the state and federal governments, I really take my hat 
off to South Coast Natural Resource Management and the Friends of Fitzgerald River National Park for the work 
they have done. They have put submissions together that are absolutely astonishingly detailed for a group of 
people who essentially work as volunteers. They have done a magnificent job. I, for one, find their arguments 
utterly compelling. One of the things they pointed out to me is that when we start talking about a million 
dollars—two extra staff—what might we be talking about? Many honourable members sitting here will know the 
kinds of distances involved from one side of the Fitzgerald River National Park to the other. There are two 
rangers in one particular section of that park. If one ranger is unavailable for any reason, and if the unavailability 
of that ranger coincides with a rainfall event—not necessarily a one-in-10-year rainfall event, but just a few 
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millimetres above what is expected—then the park is closed. That is all part of the dieback containment 
measures. If that happens on a day when ranger number one is not available, ranger number two has to drive 
approximately 150 kilometres to close the road at the other end and then drive 150 kilometres back to close it at 
the other end. Essentially, I am talking about a day’s driving for a ranger to close a road; yet all the government 
can do, when it talks about improving dieback measures, is to give us a couple of extra staff and maybe a couple 
of extra vehicles. It is just not good enough.  

Before I move off the topic of forests, I must mention something that has not necessarily been raised a lot for 
discussion. As far as this government is concerned, if it is silent about something, that rings all my alarm bells. It 
rings all my alarm bells because there are many environmental activists in the community who have been doing 
this work for decades. They know that when Liberal governments are silent on issues like care of the forest, it 
means trouble. Nowhere is that more true than in the case of the big threat hanging over our native forests; that 
is, the threat that this government will sanction the use of timber from native forests to go into some sort of 
biomass process. I have been heard very receptively by my colleagues in the commonwealth government that 
this must never happen. We cannot sanction an industry that uses products from native forests simply to be 
burned for power generation. That must not happen. I am sure there are people sitting on the government 
benches who would agree with me, who can see the insanity, not just in an environmental sense—I am looking 
behind Hon Simon O’Brien, who is not looking terribly sympathetic, but there are a couple of members behind 
him — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I am looking behind you, but there is no-one sitting there! You have obviously got them 
captivated. They’re voting with their feet, Sal!  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: If I can find that little place in Hon Simon O’Brien’s heart where I can awaken his 
concern about Beeliar, I will be very happy. I am not even going to start about the south west forests. I am 
looking at some of the member’s non-metro colleagues — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: How do you get this bitter and twisted? Is it losing an unlosable election or something like 
that?  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am a very happy, positive person, Hon Simon O’Brien. Most things that happen 
around me only add to my sense of opposition—of optimism about what we have over here — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: A sense of opposition! You have vinegar running through your veins! You are a bitter and 
twisted individual.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am acutely conscious that what I am really exposing in this speech is my absolute 
enjoyment of every script that was ever written for Yes, Prime Minister. What we have on this side of the house 
is a government in exile. We are waiting to come back.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’re still in denial! The government in exile—Linda, Ed and Sally—what a team! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That makes me more and more optimistic every day. As we get closer to 9 March 2013 
my spirits are lifting because that is when we will be back and that is when all this nonsense can be exposed for 
what it is. We can start getting the Western Australian community and the Western Australian environment back 
on the right track.  

Hon Ed Dermer: Hear, hear! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Hon Ed Dermer. I appreciate your support. You, like me, are an optimistic 
person, as we work towards that date; perhaps for slightly different reasons. 

Hon Ed Dermer: I don’t think so; the same reasons. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The final thing I want to mention about the forests is this issue that the government is 
trying to handle at the moment. We have heard very little about this in the Parliament, but I can tell members 
there are a number of people in the media who are very interested in what is happening with this little tweaking 
of the forest management plan. A little tweaking was advertised in The West Australian by way of a notice on 
Monday that let us know it was urgent in order to raise the karri quota. Why? Because the Forest Products 
Commission effectively has been overlogging karri for years. I suggest that the FPC has been overlogging karri 
for years in the full knowledge that if it kept going the way it was going, it would exceed the maximum 
allowable cut under the current forest management plan. Not once has the FPC been able to satisfactorily explain 
whether the overlogging was a result of choosing higher productivity sites, and never has it been able to explain 
what that choice meant for the sustainability of the yield for first and second–grade logs. The government is now 
forcing this amendment to the forest management plan through. The reaction to the suggestion from people on 
this side of the house and from people in the conservation movement has been, “If we’re going to look at 
rejigging the quota for karri, and if the government’s argument is that cannot wait until 2013–14 when we get the 
next forest management plan, if it is that urgent and it cannot wait, neither can the reassessment of the logging of 
the jarrah forest wait.” It is absolutely crucial that if we consider karri, we must also look at jarrah. We cannot 
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wait that long to remove jarrah from the harvesting plans, given what the Conservation Commission’s mid-term 
forest management plan stated. That is not the report I referred to earlier that had the 18 adverse findings about 
the government’s management of dieback; this is a different Conservation Commission forest management plan 
that is equally damning of the government. The mid-term report was quite clear about the devastating effects of 
the drying climate in the jarrah forests. I plead with the Liberal government, in fact I plead with any member of 
the government who cares about the south west forests, to get into the Liberal party room and start arguing about 
the need to put the jarrah consideration into that rejigging of the forest management plan.  

I now come to a topic that I have raised many times in this house. I know members have been waiting for the 
moment in my speech when I talk about the waste levy! Hon Simon O’Brien is nodding; he has been waiting for 
this moment. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Thank goodness. We were thinking you might have moved on!  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: What an interesting time we had in estimates the other day when we got to the topic of 
the waste levy. First of all, we asked about the number of full-time equivalents that the waste levy was funding. 
Talk about “Pick a number, any number.” We played around with 23, 28, 62 and 65. Some people were split 
between five functions of the sustainability branch, and some people were working in general administration. 
One of the advisers told us that he was actually partly funded from that function of DEC, so that all got very 
interesting. I cannot wait to get the answers to the supplementary questions that I left with the minister and the 
department. Could any honourable member on this side of the house believe — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: There aren’t any! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Do you know where they are? I know where they are. They are absolutely glued to 
their monitors. They are all in very important meetings on parliamentary business, but they are all glued to their 
monitors, watching what is happening in here. When the government and the department had the gall, as part of 
their explanation — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): I am having difficulty hearing the debate. It is not a 
conversation; it is a debate. Certainly Hansard cannot hear what is going on. Hon Sally Talbot has the call. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I do not like talking about digging holes when we are talking about the landfill levy, 
because we might mix our metaphors, but when the government and department tried to start digging their way 
out of the hole they had created with all these very complicated explanations about how they organise the 
staffing, they then said that we could always refer back to the business plan if we wanted to know exactly what 
was happening with the waste levy. When I said, “Oh, that would be the business plan that we do not actually 
have yet”, they said, “Yes, that’s right. That’s the business plan that we do not actually have, but if we did have a 
business plan, you would be able to refer to the business plan and have all your questions answered.” That made 
me feel absolutely terrific! 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I am glad something makes you feel terrific. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: As I told members, I am a very optimistic person. Things will all change on 9 March 
2013. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I am not going to repeat myself again: this is a debate. The member must 
direct her comments to me. Other members will cease interjecting, unless it is invited. Hon Sally Talbot has the 
call.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: We moved lightly around the question of the non-existent business plan, and then we 
got to the sixty-four dollar question. The sixty-four dollar question I asked the minister was: how is the decision 
made about which activities to charge the landfill levy on; who decides, and on what basis is that decision made? 
This makes extraordinary reading. I gave the government a couple of clues about what I was looking for by 
referring to the fact that neither South Australia nor New South Wales charges a levy on clean fill. That is the 
key to the problem that the government has cast for itself. The question was: how does the government decide 
what activities are levied? How does the government decide what to leave out of the levy and which sites it will 
charge for?  

This gets to the nub of the problem. Anyone who reads the newspapers in Western Australia knows that the 
government has a major problem with the landfill levy because of the disputes it has created with companies 
such as Eclipse Resources. For honourable members who do not understand what Eclipse is doing, it is mining 
material such as limestone, it is clean filling the space behind where the limestone has come from, and it is 
preparing that land for subdivisions. I asked the government whether it would look, for example, at the 
subdivision in Beaconsfield. Many members, such as Hon Simon O’Brien from the South Metropolitan Region, 
would be very familiar with this. I can tell members that the Beaconsfield subdivision today would be subject to 
the landfill levy. If the government was consistent and applied the same rules to a subdivision in Beaconsfield as 
it did to other areas of Perth where limestone is being removed and then clean fill is being put in to prepare the 
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ground for a subdivision, then Beaconsfield would most definitely have been a site where the landfill levy was 
charged. It was then that I think somebody twigged what I was getting at and started to back-pedal at a million 
miles an hour. The reality is that the government cannot explain this. The key to the problem is that Eclipse is 
essentially recycling. As honourable members know, the landfill levy was set up years ago. It only started to be 
talked about when Labor introduced the waste avoidance and resource recovery legislation in 2007 and then of 
course the government whacked up the landfill levy by 300 per cent in 2009. From day one the whole purpose of 
the landfill levy was to increase the rate of recycling—to increase the amount of waste that is diverted from 
landfill and recycled. That is precisely what is happening if clean fill is used to prepare a site for development. 

At the moment the system that the government is funding is the equivalent to a person walking into a transport 
licensing centre and asking for a certain type of licence—let us say, a car licence. The department turns to them 
and says, “Oh, no, you can’t have a car licence. You can only have a B-double licence. By the way, a car licence 
will cost you $50, but a B-double licence will cost you $300.” This is the problem that the government has set up 
for itself. It is fundamentally unfair. It is being challenged in court at the moment, so I am going to be a little 
cautious about what I say, but I have been reading the newspaper reports about the way that has been unfolding 
publicly. I put the government on notice that, if at any stage it can be shown that the Department of Environment 
and Conservation has pushed aside, at the government’s insistence, the notion that companies that are using 
clean fill should not be paying the full landfill levy and are eligible to apply to have that site reclassified to make 
them not liable for the landfill levy—if at any stage the department has known that and yet ignored advice 
because of the effect that accepting that advice would have on its budget bottom line—then there will be very 
serious consequences. 

I note that government members are suddenly all looking down at the paperwork that they are engrossed in, 
because everybody on the government side of this Parliament knows that this is the elephant in the corner. We 
will wait and see how long it takes us to get that final decision and what the implications of that decision are. 

Curiously, when in the estimates committee I asked how many companies the government was in dispute with, 
and the answer was that it did not know. How could that possibly be the case? We know from the media 
coverage and we know from the information that has been made public that there is one company that is waging 
a very public legal case against the government’s decision. Everybody in this town is talking about two 
companies being involved. I am pretty sure I know which one is the other one. Now we hear that there might be 
four companies involved. We have to know this. We know that somebody in DEC is sitting there, biting their 
fingernails up to the elbows, worrying about what is going to happen. That allocation this year, as everybody in 
government knows, is $42 million. If the court cuts a swathe through that amount, the government is going to 
have a lot of questions to answer, particularly if it can be shown that it has already had advice that companies 
such as Eclipse have a valid argument and the government has deliberately pressed ahead with the 
counterargument just to protect its bottom line.  

I know that the government has a certain amount of difficulty taking advice from me or anyone on this side of 
the house, so my final plea on this issue of the waste levy is to look no further than the Western Australian Local 
Government Association. I have given accolades before to the people at WALGA who work on waste 
management. It came to my attention the other day that Rebecca Brown prepared the submission and talked to 
the submission made to the commonwealth government on the Product Stewardship Bill 2011, which has just 
gone through the Senate. I was able to get a copy of that submission and I urge anyone on the benches opposite 
who is interested in waste management to read that submission. Very thorough, sophisticated and enlightening 
arguments are coming from WALGA on the issue of waste management. My prediction is that waste 
management will increasingly become a matter that ordinary members of the community engage with. Every 
member of our community will see that losing the momentum on the campaign to get towards zero landfill by 
2020—as has been happening over the past two years under this government’s direction—is very serious for our 
community. More and more people will want to be actively engaged in bringing down this government to get a 
better outcome for the way that we handle waste and recycling. I refer members to one short paragraph in 
WALGA’s submission — 

There needs to be a fundamental shift in how responsibility for waste management is assigned. The 
current assumption that Local Government will continue to provide services for all products is not 
sustainable. Waste is no longer simple, cheap or easy to deal with, as waste increases in volume and 
complexity so does our understanding of the impacts of waste on the environment, society and the 
economy.  

We all know that local government bears the main practical brunt of dealing with waste management. In its 
submission WALGA states quite clearly that — 

The current assumption that Local Government will continue to provide services for all products is not 
sustainable. 

If government members do not want to listen to me, please listen to WALGA.  
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Hon Simon O’Brien: Are they the only options we have?  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: If Hon Simon O’Brien thinks that that is bleak, that is really his problem. WALGA is 
producing some first-rate material on how we need to move forward with waste management. WALGA has 
much more entree to the Liberal Party and its benches than it traditionally ever had with ours. WALGA is telling 
the government that the current situation is not sustainable and Hon Simon O’Brien is arrogant enough to sit 
there and laugh it off and say that he is not particularly interested in that sort of advice.  

Hon Norman Moore: We are laughing at you!  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That will also come back and bite you!  

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Hon Ken Travers may have missed my direction before. This is 
not a conversation; it is a debate.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Let me move now to the topic of marine parks. It was genuinely pleasing—I know that 
Hon Donna Faragher is always happy when I am happy—that we saw in the budget the government creep 
forward on the issue of marine parks. We saw the government creep forward particularly on the two marine 
parks that I have raised over and over again in this place and in the estimates process for the past two and a 
half years. I know for a fact that the reports on these two marine parks were on Hon Donna Faragher’s desk at 
the end of September 2008 when she walked in to put on the mantle of Minister for Environment for Western 
Australia. I know for a fact that on the member’s desk were the completed reports on the cape to cape and 
Dampier Archipelago marine parks. For two years Hon Donna Faragher flicked the reports to one side; she said 
it was all very complicated and that she needed more work to be done. She was really running out of ways to get 
the marine parks off the agenda, which was proved when her successor took over the mantle and within a few 
months he walked into this place and said, “Guess what guys, you can have the cape to cape and Dampier 
Archipelago marine parks.” Nothing happened for two and a half years, but now the parks are back on the 
agenda and that is a very good thing.  

However, there is always a “but” when it comes to this mob. The “but” in this case is that when we look at the 
funding—Hon Donna Faragher knows exactly where I am going with this because she knows that there is a 
problem—we see that $11 million is allocated to the establishment and maintenance of the two marine parks. 
Frankly, that is not very much money; nevertheless, $11 million is a lot better than the two or three budgets that 
Hon Donna Faragher presided over that had big fat zeros for the cape to cape and Dampier Archipelago marine 
parks. The budget allocates $11 million, but if we read the footnote, which of course I did, we see that that 
money comes from the regional community services fund. As honourable members know, the regional 
community services fund is one of the funds under royalties for regions. I went to the glossy brochure that the 
government put out titled “Royalties for Regions: 2010 Edition: Putting it back into WA communities.” That is a 
curious slogan, but this scheme is broadly supported; nobody has ever argued with that. The thing that we argue 
about is that the government is not running royalties for regions in a way that is remotely open and transparent. 
The government has confessed that it has broken its own promise that this funding was “to supplement—not 
supplant”. I am quoting from the glossy brochure — 

An important feature of Royalties for Regions is that it has been established to supplement—not 
supplant—the existing provision of basic, essential infrastructure and services provided by government 
throughout regional Western Australia.  

The government has broken that promise in the most blatant and disgraceful way. Our problem with royalties for 
regions is that the government uses it in a way that is simply not acceptable under modern principles of 
governance. Once I realised where this money had come from, I set out to assure myself that that funding was 
secure so that I could then assure the community. I went to the documentation about the regional community 
services fund and I found that it states — 

The Regional Community Services Fund is designed to improve access to services in the regions.  

I thought to myself: “Marine parks—are we sure that marine parks are services in the regions?” It goes on — 

It supports services that have shown they are effective in enhancing the quality of life for residents in 
regional areas — 

A marine park enhances the quality of life for residents, but is it a service? It is not clear to me that it is —  

and in providing better access to government services and infrastructure.  

That increased the furrow in my brow even more. Members should remember that $11 million is coming from 
this fund in 2011–12 for these two marine parks. Some of the projects the fund supports include the Country Age 
Pension Fuel Card, the Royal Flying Doctor Service, the patient assisted travel scheme, the boarding away from 
home allowance, and the things we used to call telecentres—the community resource centres. Of course, nobody 
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would question the value of any of those programs. We are in complete agreement that those programs provide 
absolutely essential services. Those programs clearly fit the guidelines. I remind members that one of those 
guidelines is that a service should be —  

designed to improve access to services in the regions. 

Yes, all those services tick that box — 

It supports services that have shown they are effective in enhancing the quality of life for residents in 
regional areas and in providing better access to government services and infrastructure.  

I have no problem whatsoever with any of those five services that I just listed. However, how do marine parks fit 
in? How does that work? I will explain how my thinking went so that everybody can be clear. I thought that 
maybe this was a mistake. Maybe somebody has made an error and signed off on something because they 
thought it came from somewhere else. Maybe someone forgot to get one of the ministers responsible for giving 
out the money to sign off on it and, therefore, we are going to have a big problem. I thought that maybe the 
government can fix this in December when it releases the mid-term review of the budget. Hon Donna Faragher 
has had to do that quite a few times; she has had to go back to Treasury and say, “Oops, we made a mistake; give 
us more money.” In any case, it would be good to have that clarified so that the minister knows exactly what he 
has to do before December. However, I would think it fantastic if it were to come back to me with good news to 
say that I could add marine parks to the list containing the Country Age Pension Fuel Card and the Royal Flying 
Doctor Service et cetera, and we would have marine parks and marine regions up and down our coast. We have 
indicative plans and the old Wilson report that identified all the areas that need some form of marine protection, 
and it would be great if the government could fund it all from the regional community services fund. That would 
be fantastic news! However, I thought the most important thing was clarity and therefore clarity is what I set out 
to get during the estimates process. Do members think I got the clarity I was seeking? They will not be surprised 
to hear that I did not. I asked how the royalties for regions money was allocated. During estimates, I asked how 
the marine parks fit the funding criteria of the regional community services fund. Obviously it was a question 
that was in danger of being consigned to the too-hard basket because the minister and his advisers faffed around 
and asked me to repeat it and had me rephrase my question. According to the uncorrected transcript, I then 
said — 

I am not the only one who is totally mystified by footnote (d) and how the allocation was made in line 
with the regional community services fund. I guess what I am asking is: is that accurate? And … can 
you give us the explanation? 

Here is the answer I got — 

I cannot give any explanation other than that is where the people who are making the royalties for 
regions allocations decided it would come from. It is not really DEC’s decision to take it from that 
source; it is from the royalties for regions people to take it from that source. 

I then asked whether the Department of Environment and Conservation applied to royalties for regions for the 
money for the two marine parks. 

The answer, Mr Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford), was that no submission was made to the regional community 
services fund for money for the marine parks. No submission was made! I ask you, Mr Deputy President, which 
principle of modern governance does the government want to invoke to justify what it is doing with this 
funding? 

Here am I, asking for some degree of—I do not need certainty—explanation about how that decision was made 
and how marine parks fit the criteria for applying for money from that fund. I still do not have an answer. I have 
referred the matter to the Auditor General. I think it is one of the most serious issues that the government is yet 
to encounter. I can see that honourable members opposite are once again deeply engrossed in their paperwork 
because they can hear, from what I am saying, that there should have been an answer to that. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: All these funds have criteria attached to them and, as such, every member of the 
community must be able to look up all three funds run out of the royalties for regions allocation to see what has 
to be done to have a funding application approved; that is, every member of the community except DEC. DEC 
does not have to do that. I have no idea how that funding allocation was made—nor has anyone in our 
community—and the tragedy is that I suspect that no-one in government knows the answer to that question. That 
is a very, very serious state of affairs and one that we are a long, long way from getting to the bottom of. 
However, I can assure members that nobody on this side of the house will rest until we have heard the 
government’s account of how that fund works. 
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In the time that remains to me I want to do a couple of things; however, at the beginning of my contribution I 
promised to help Ms Marshall write her narrative for government. Could government members please let 
Ms Marshall know whether they have or have not done anything so she can keep the story diary full? I had 
thought that it might be helpful for me to give her a couple of pointers about the handling of the Indigenous 
affairs portfolio. Therefore, let me just briefly canvass issues relating to Oombulgurri, which will come as no 
surprise to the minister. The minister knows that I have been asking questions about that recently. He knows that 
some very serious allegations have been made about the way in which his department has handled the issue of 
the closure of the Oombulgurri community. I also want to make some reference to the stolen wages report and I 
want to talk, particularly in the context of the budget, about the funding of interpreter services.  

The minister took over his portfolio earlier in the year, during the peak of the budget process—in about January 
or February. Everybody who knows anything about government knows that in January and February, when most 
of the world is on its summer holiday, government ministers have their noses to the grindstone locking in the 
detail of their budget submissions. I acknowledge that this minister set out with all the right intentions. I heard 
what he said about the difficulty of the portfolio, the sensitivity of the portfolio and the need to act as a 
coordinator with all the various services, policies and regulations surrounding the wellbeing of Aboriginal people 
in this state.  

My role as shadow minister is essentially to hold the government accountable for what it does in its management 
of Aboriginal affairs. To give the minister an idea of how I intended to do that, I singled out three issues, 
including interpreter services. Members may remember the tragic cases earlier in the year when two deaths were 
directly attributed to the failure of interpreter services. I also let the minister know that I knew about the stolen 
wages report, which has been on the minister’s desk for the past two and a half years of the Barnett government. 
I also spoke about the Kimberley regional alcohol management plan. I made the point that it was the minister’s 
chance to put his own stamp on the budget. His predecessor in the portfolio had good credentials and clearly 
tried to do his best; therefore, I felt that it was up to the new minister to show that he was able to get cabinet to 
make decisions in areas in which his predecessor had not been able to.  

I referred to the funding of interpreter services because the minister had said that he was not persuaded that the 
funding was adequate. Indeed, he informed the house, on one occasion, that he was meeting with either the 
Department of Indigenous Affairs or the Department of Health—we were not sure which—to try to get a clearer 
picture of what was happening. I suspect that he met with Indigenous Affairs, because as the minister will know 
now, Indigenous Affairs funds the Kimberley Interpreting Service and the key to the KIS is that it funds services 
in not just the health system, but the justice system as well. Sadly, we saw the budget allocation remain exactly 
at the level it was last year; that is, $200 000. I put it to the honourable members that the minister knows that is 
not adequate and that is why his initial response, when I raised questions in this place, was yes, the government 
needs to look at the matter; yes, the minister needs to talk to the people in his department; and yes the 
government has to prevent these types of tragedies happening in the future. Nothing has happened, and that is a 
tragedy in itself. 

I also raised the issue of stolen wages. Everybody on the other side of this house knows that a report, 
commissioned by the former Labor government, was received in that government’s last few days in office and 
has therefore effectively sat on the Barnett government’s desk since September 2008. The government has not 
even gone so far as to release that report. Thank goodness the minister finally released the Sanderson report last 
Tuesday. My point to the minister is—and has been for the past six months that he and I have had an interest in 
this portfolio—that I know these issues are complicated but complicated is what we do in this place. The 
government does not have a solution, but it should at least release the material—that is, the reports—so that there 
can be some community discussion about how best to resolve these things. I am pleased to see that the 
government has released the third and final Sanderson report. I am pleased to see that; although of course the 
minister himself knows that there has been no determination about how or when, or indeed if, the government 
will put any of those recommendations into effect. It is absolutely imperative that effect is given to the 
recommendations of the Indigenous Implementation Board—which was made up of some of the best minds in 
not just this state, but this country—as soon as possible.  

In relation to the stolen wages report, my plea to the minister was: if you cannot get a decision on the report, at 
least release it and let us have some discussion on it. I am playing my Yes, Prime Minister role here; I think it 
was Sir Humphrey who pointed out to Bernard the difference between saying “The matter is under 
consideration” and “The matter is under active consideration.” “The matter is under consideration” means 
“We’ve lost the file”; “The matter is under active consideration” means “We’re trying to find the file.” If the 
minister has this report under “active consideration”, which is what I think he told me, I beg him to go back to 
his office tonight, find the file, bring it back here tomorrow, and let us have a discussion about it. 

In the few minutes remaining to me, I must raise the issue of Oombulgurri, because it urgently needs resolution, 
and the minister knows that. I hope that my raising this matter means that the minister will come into this place 
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later today and let us know his solution. I want to quote some paragraphs from the second letter I have received. 
The minister knows that I received a letter from Mr Birch last week; he knows that that is what I was referring to 
when I asked my questions in Parliament. I know that the minister has received the same letter. I also know there 
is a second letter that the minister has received, and I want to quote a few paragraphs from it. It states, in part — 

Since Hon. Dr Sally Talbot raised questions in parliament regarding Oombulgurri I was contacted by a 
Department of Indigenous Affairs employee from Kununurra, who to me did not know very much about 
Oombulgurri.  

Since my last letter dated 16th June 2011, we organised and held a meeting in Wyndham on Monday 
20th June 2011 … This meeting was attended by Traditional Owners … 

He has circulated a list of the traditional owners who were there, and there were some very auspicious attendees 
at that meeting—people who have a lot of experience and very legitimate claims—voicing their concerns about 
the Oombulgurri community. The first issue raised was housing. The letter states — 

The majority of Oombulgurri residents advised that they did not want to leave their houses in 
Oombulgurri and that they were advised by the Dept. Indigenous Affairs (DIA) officer that services 
were closing down in the community and that DIA would help them apply for housing elsewhere. 
Oombulgurri residents advised they want to take their names off the list because they want to live in 
Oombulgurri. 

These are very, very serious points, minister. I urge the minister to send his officers up there to sit down with this 
group of people. I know that the minister has the list because he has seen it going around. I also know that at the 
weekend the Kimberley Land Council had to take 25 tents to the camp outside Wyndham because the people 
who have essentially been evicted from Oombulgurri are living there without running water. I know that there 
are other people there, but the minister gave me a terrible answer last week when I asked him whether it was true 
that the department was saying that those people were not from Oombulgurri. His answer was that they were not 
all from Oombulgurri. That was a terrible evasion of the issue. 

It is time we got to the bottom of this matter. I will continue my quotes from Mr Birch’s second letter. It 
states — 

Oombulgurri residents were also concerned about the power station operator … once he goes on leave 
they will have no one to replace him.  

Oombulgurri residents will be contacting Community Housing & Works and taking their names off the 
list for relocation. 

Mr Birch then raises the issue of food. Since the store closed, they have been struggling to find ways to get 
supplies into the community. I quote again from Mr Birch’s letter — 

Oombulgurri residents have had to charter into Wyndham and purchase food and supplies and returning 
to Oombulgurri. This whole process takes residents 1–2 weeks because of financial issues. 

There is nowhere else in this state where Western Australian citizens would have to live like this. The minister 
must resolve this situation without delay.  

The third point Mr Birch makes is about lack of consultation and feedback from the Department of Indigenous 
Affairs. The letter states — 

All Traditional Owners present at the meeting were very upset in regards to how there has been a lack 
of consultation with Oombulgurri Residents and Traditional Owners from DIA.  

… decisions have been made by DIA and Oombulgurri Residents and Traditional Owners did not get a 
chance to respond … 

I will say something that I have said before: this is not just a matter of the minister standing and saying, “That’s 
not true.” That simply will not wash. I am trying to tell the minister my perception of the situation, and the 
residents of Oombulgurri are trying to tell the minister their perception of the situation. I am sure that the 
minister has come across the concept of reflective listening. Reflective listening means that he cannot just stand 
and say, “No; what you feel is not what you feel; what you say is not an accurate representation of what you 
want to say.” The basic principle of reflective listening is that one has to be able to repeat back to the person who 
is making a case what they have just said. If this minister were to attempt to engage in a process of reflective 
listening, he would fail dismally. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 5107.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

COST-OF-LIVING REBATE — SENIORS 

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

Can the minister confirm that the 2011 cost-of-living rebate to seniors will commence on 15 July 2011?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for the question. Yes; we have allowed two lots. We have increased the Seniors 
Card from 20 hours a week to 25 hours a week; we do not want people to miss out. The first lot was cut off on 
31 May, and the second lot will be in the middle of July so that people have time to get in their applications and 
then receive their bonus of $225 for couples and $150 for singles.  

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — SAFE AT HOME PROGRAM 

489. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Child Protection: 

I refer to the caseload capacity for the family and domestic violence Safe at Home program in regional and 
metropolitan WA.  

(1) Is the minister aware that eligible referrals from police and other agencies significantly outnumber the 
case capacity of the program and that services are either closing referrals, turning away eligible cases or 
having to take on only the most extreme in need?  

(2) Given the importance of children in particular being able to stay in their own homes, schools and 
community, will the minister commit to increasing the allocation to Safe at Home?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1)–(2) Safe at Home is a new program set up under this government to give women relief from leaving their 
homes and taking their children with them. We case manage those women; we change the locks on their 
homes and make their homes safe when it is safe to do so, so that they can stay at home rather than have 
to go to a refuge. While I am aware that more women are coming forward than cases are allowed for, I 
am monitoring that at the moment. I am aware that there are more women than case capacity. Having 
said that, this government has put child protection workers in police stations. There are 17 regional 
domestic violence case management workers and we are doing a great deal to help women and children 
in the community through our programs. If women are experiencing problems, they can go to the 
Department for Child Protection and receive assistance.  

OFFICE OF ENERGY — FEED-IN TARIFF FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS 

490. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) When did the Office of Energy deliver its report into the feasibility of a feed-in tariff for non-residential 
customers to government and what did it cost to produce?  

(2) What were the conclusions of the report?  

(3) Will the minister make public this and the Office of Energy review into the residential feed-in tariff; 
and, if not, why not?  

(4) Given the Electricity Industry (Licence Conditions) Regulations 2005 do not make a distinction 
between various types of customer, why does Synergy not apply the renewable energy buyback scheme 
rate to commercial customers with renewable energy systems?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) The report was delivered on 9 September 2010. The cost included Office of Energy staff time at 
$67 500 on a consultancy report on the impacts of a commercial feed-in tariff in Western Australia.  

(2) The Office of Energy report and its conclusions is a cabinet-in-confidence document.  

(3) No. The Office of Energy report is a cabinet-in-confidence document. However, I would be happy to 
release the consultancy report once cabinet has considered the matter.  

(4) The Electricity Industry (Licence Conditions) Regulations 2005 define an eligible customer as — 

(a) a residential customer who consumes not more than 50 megawatt hours of electricity per 
annum;  

(b) a customer that is a school, university or other institution; or  

(c) a customer that is a non-profit making organisation.  
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While Synergy is currently prepared to offer the renewable energy buyback scheme to only these 
customers, I have asked the Office of Energy to advise me on the implementation of the national 
principles for feed-in tariffs, which will enable all small businesses to receive a fair and reasonable rate 
for energy exported from the grid from the small renewable energy system. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS — MINING PROJECTS 

491. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

At what stage are environmental assessments and approvals for the following projects — 

(a) Hope Downs joint venture;  

(b) Roy Hill 1; and  

(c) Nicholas Downs?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(a) The Environmental Protection Authority released its report on the Hope Downs 1 proposal in 
August 2001, and ministerial approval was granted in February 2002. The EPA released its 
report on the Hope Downs 4 proposal in December 2010 and ministerial approval was granted 
in February 2011.  

(b) The EPA released its report on the Roy Hill 1 stage 1 proposal in November 2009, and 
ministerial approval was granted in December 2009. The EPA released its report on the Roy 
Hill 1 stage 2 proposal in December 2009 and ministerial approval was granted in April 2010.  

(c) The EPA has not received a referral for the Nicholas Downs project.  

SENTENCING POLICY REFORM — EVALUATION 

492. Hon GIZ WATSON to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services:  

I refer to the reform introduced by the previous government whereby sentences of less than six months were 
abolished. 

(1) Has this reform ever been evaluated?  

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) where is the evaluation publicly accessible; and 

(b) if the evaluation is not publicly accessible, why not? 

(3) If no to (1) when, if at all, does the minister intend to have an evaluation of the reform?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1) Yes.  

(2) While the Department of Corrective Services routinely evaluates the effectiveness of various legislative 
initiatives, most of this analysis is for internal use only and is not presented in such a way as to allow 
public release.  

(3) Not applicable.  

TAXIS — PEAK PERIOD AND AREA-RESTRICTED 

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

(1) How many peak period and area-restricted taxi plates have been released each month from January to 
June 2011?  

(2) How many peak-period and area-restricted taxi plates are projected to be released each month from July 
to December 2011?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1) An average of 15 per month.  

(2) This is assessed on an ongoing basis. A projected figure is therefore not available.  
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FISHERIES — ILLEGAL FOREIGN FISHING 

494. Hon JON FORD to the Minister for Fisheries:  

(1) Is the minister aware of any illegal foreign fishing in WA waters?  

(2) If yes to (1), can the minister give any details to the Parliament of this activity, such as targeted species, 
number of contacts et cetera?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question, which was appropriate on 24 May, when the question was 
first asked.  

(1) No.  

(2) Not applicable.  

MINING LEASES — CANCELLATION 

495. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum:  

I refer to questions without notice 209, asked on 24 March 2011, and 432, asked on 21 June 2011; and question 
on notice 2884 asked on 19 October, 2010.  

(1) Will the minister cancel M70/275 to M70/277, M70/393 to M70/395 M70/504 on the basis that the 
companies have failed to use the land for which the mining lease was granted for only mining purposes? 

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

(3) If no to (1), in what way is the failure to use land for which the mining lease is granted only for mining 
purposes different for the Osmington coalmine in Margaret River and M04/81 in the Kimberley, given 
that both have not been allowed to proceed by determination of other government agencies?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) No. I refer to my answer to question without notice 209. The mining leases will continue in force for 
their respective granted terms, subject to the holder of the leases keeping them in good standing in 
compliance with the requirements of the Mining Act 1978. 

(2) The mining leases are being used for mining purposes and are presently complying with the provisions 
of the Mining Act 1978 by utilising the expenditure exemption provisions contained within section 102 
of that act. 

(3) Mining lease 04/81 was being used for a non-mining purpose—that is, primarily for agricultural 
purposes. The Osmington mining leases were applied for and granted for the purpose of mining 
minerals and are being maintained in accordance with the provisions of the Mining Act 1978, which 
includes the ability to apply for expenditure exemption.  

MENTAL HEALTH REVIEW BOARD — INVOLUNTARY PATIENTS 

496. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the Mental Health Review Board established under part 6 of the Mental Health Act 1996 and its 
statutory role to review involuntary patients in accordance with the act.  

(1) Since September 2008, how many times has the Minister for Health directed the board to inquire into 
any matter to do with the administration of the act under section 147? 

(2) What were the matters that the board inquired into? 

(3) Did the board report to the minister on the results of any inquiry that it was directed by the minister to 
carry out? 

(4) Since 2008, on how many occasions has the Chief Psychiatrist reported to the board on matters 
concerning the medical care or welfare of involuntary patients under section 10(d)? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The question was asked on 5 April, so the 
answer applies to that time.  

(1) Nil. However, whilst no directions have been given, the president of the Mental Health Review Board 
regularly meets with the minister to discuss issues related to his statutory role. 

(2)–(3) Not applicable.  
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(4) The Chief Psychiatrist meets with the president of the Mental Health Review Board at least every eight 
weeks to report on matters concerning the medical welfare or welfare of involuntary patients under 
section 10(d).  

WESTERN ROCK LOBSTER FISHERY — INTERIM QUOTA ARRANGEMENT 

497. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the Minister for Fisheries: 

I refer to the government’s interim quota arrangement for the western rock lobster industry.  

(1) Can the minister confirm that a number of rock lobster fishers operating in zone B have been unable to 
catch their quota prior to the closure of this year’s zone A Abrolhos Islands season? 

(2) How many zone A fishers were unable to take their zone B quota this year? 

(3) How many zone A kilograms of zone B quota were left uncaught this season by zone A fishers? 

(4) What measures will the minister put in place next rock lobster season to ensure that fishers are not left 
with large uncaught quotas?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) All zones of the fishery, including the Abrolhos Islands, will remain open until 31 August 2011. It is 
therefore too early to ascertain whether any zone B fishers have been unable to take their catch limit. 

(2) I am aware of only one zone A fisher who claims he did not take his zone B catch limit. 

(3) A full analysis of actual catch against catch limits is not yet available. Preliminary analysis suggests that 
the total quantity of lobster taken in zone B by zone A licensees is likely to be close to the relevant 
allocation. 

(4) I am currently considering management arrangements for next season, with the ultimate aim of 
transitioning the fishery to a full quota system. This consideration has included consultation with the 
Western Australian Fishing Industry Council as the peak industry body. Apart from one zone A fisher, 
feedback from industry to date suggests that existing arrangements are adequate to ensure the full 
allowable catch is taken. 

HIGH STREET–STIRLING HIGHWAY INTERSECTION — UPGRADE 

498. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the proposed upgrade of the High Street–Stirling Highway intersection in Fremantle.  

(1) Will the minister confirm that land is being set aside so that the number of lanes on Stirling Highway 
can be increased to six at the High Street–Stirling Highway intersection?  

(2) Has any modelling been undertaken to suggest that a six-lane highway at that point will be necessary?  

(3) If yes to (2), will the minister table the results of this modelling?  

(4) How many additional trucks are expected to use this intersection by 2020?  

(5) Will the upgrade enable road trains to use the intersection?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

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

(1) The member should refer to the existing metropolitan region scheme.  

(2) Yes.  

(3) The modelling was created for internal design use. 

(4) The Department of Transport and Main Roads WA do not have a definitive forecast of the number of 
trucks using High Street. 

(5) The design vehicle for the project is a 27.5-metre heavy vehicle. This vehicle type is currently allowed 
on this part of the road network. 

SOUTH WEST CHILD AND ADOLESCENT MENTAL HEALTH SERVICE — FUNDING 

499. Hon ADELE FARINA to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the South West child and adolescent mental health service business case, which seeks to address many 
of the recommendations outlined by the Commissioner for Children and Young People and acknowledges the 
important Mental Health Commission goal of growing area and regional mental health capacity. 
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(1) Is the minister aware of the business case submitted by the south west child and adolescent mental 
health service? 

(2) Can the minister confirm that funding should be matched with demographic and clinical activity?  

(3) If yes to (2), can the minister explain why the South West CAMHS program business case has not been 
supported or adequately resourced?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1)–(3) I have been advised that a preliminary business case has been developed for the south west child and 
adolescent mental health service matters and is currently under consideration by the WA Country 
Health Service. All funding allocations are considered according to relevant demographic needs and 
clinical requirements. In the 2011–12 state budget, $6.5 million was allocated in growth funding by the 
Mental Health Commission to the Department of Health. Negotiations are underway regarding the 
allocation of this funding and no decision has been made by the Mental Health Commission on which 
mental health service will be funded. As I outlined to the member yesterday, on top of the $6.5 million 
growth funding, other funding is available to help meet the needs of regional and remote areas. For 
example, 20 of the new social housing homes and at least $5 million of the $25 million allocated to 
assist people to make a successful transition from hospital inpatient care to living in the community will 
be spent in country, rural and remote areas.  

KALGOORLIE REGIONAL HOSPITAL — DIALYSIS TREATMENT 

500. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

(1) How many people are on the waiting list for dialysis treatment at Kalgoorlie Regional Hospital and how 
long have they been waiting? 

(2) Does the Kalgoorlie hospital have enough places available to accommodate the number of people 
across the Goldfields who require dialysis treatment?  

(3) How many people have been registered to obtain dialysis treatment in Kalgoorlie in each of the 
following years—2008, 2009, 2010 and to date in 2011?  

(4) Have there been instances in which people have been turned away from treatment at Kalgoorlie 
hospital; and, if yes, when and how many?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) There are 10 people on the waitlist for Kalgoorlie dialysis. Two clients have been waiting since August 
2010. The extended period was due to a client currently residing in Perth requiring a nursing home 
placement in Kalgoorlie. Eight clients have been waitlisted for various lengths of time since June 2010 
to the current time.  

(2) No.  

(3) In 2008, 24 people registered for haemodialysis and six registered for home therapies, making 30 in 
total; in 2009, 28 people registered for haemodialysis and six for home therapies, making 34 in total; in 
2010, 28 people registered for haemodialysis and 10 for home therapies, making 38 in total; and in 2011 
to date, 28 people registered for haemodialysis and 15 for home therapies, making 43 in total. 

(4) Yes. In the past 12 months, six people were requested to return to their own dialysis services as all 
chairs were fully utilised.  

DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM — FRACCING PROPOSALS 

501. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 

I refer to the practice of fraccing and ask whether the Department of Mines and Petroleum has ever refused any 
fraccing proposals; and, if so, on what grounds?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

No. The Department of Mines and Petroleum carefully reviews drilling and fracturing programs to ensure that 
they comply with relevant health, safety and environmental standards and requirements. In the event that a 
proponent is not willing to meet these standards, DMP would not approve the proposed activity. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CULTURE AND THE ARTS — ANNUAL REPORT 

502. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the minister representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 

I refer to the 2009–10 annual report of the Department of Culture and the Arts. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that the department’s annual report lists every grant made during the 2009–10 
period? 

(2) If not, can the minister provide details of those grants not listed in the annual report for the 2009–10 
period? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Culture and the Arts — 

(1) No; the 2009–10 annual report did not itemise each individual grant made during the 2009–10 period. 

(2) The department requires further time to respond. Therefore, I request that the member place this 
question on notice. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES AUTHORITY — MAJOR INCIDENT REVIEW 

503. Hon ED DERMER to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 

Some notice has been given of the question. 

I refer to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia major incident review on the Lake 
Clifton, Red Hill and Roleystone fires that was tabled yesterday and the reference in it to a lack of 
communications between ground crews and aerial firefighting support. 

(1) Is this a case of communications equipment not functioning? 

(2) Is this a case of no adequate means of communication being available? 

(3) What measures will be undertaken to remedy this communication deficiency? 

(4) What are the protocols for communications between the Department of Environment and Conservation 
and FESA aerial support? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) No. 

(2)–(3) No; however, if the question refers to page 37 of the major incident review and the proposed use of a 
dedicated communications officer, for which there was no recommendation, it will be considered in the 
annual review of the aerial suppression operating procedures. 

(4) There is an annual agreed protocol termed the aerial suppression operating procedure 2010–11. This 
document is reviewed annually. 

QUEEN ELIZABETH II MEDICAL CENTRE — BUSHLAND SITE 

504. Hon GIZ WATSON to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to the development of the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre bushland site. 

(1) What precisely is the basis for the minister’s statement that he has a conflict of interest between his 
duties and functions as Minister for Environment and his duties and functions as the member for 
Nedlands regarding the decision making for the development of the site? 

(2) In light of the duties and functions of the Minister for Planning, what is the basis for selecting him to 
also carry out the Minister for Environment’s ministerial decision-making functions for the 
development of the site? 

(3) What process exists for — 

(a) correctly identifying whether a minister has a conflict of interest; and 

(b) substituting, if a conflict of interest is identified, an appropriate alternative person to carry out 
the relevant function? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Environment has provided me 
with the following information —  
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(1) Although I do not believe that an actual conflict of interest exists, for an abundance of caution, I 
initiated action in case a perception of conflict of interest might arise should I determine appeals on this 
matter. This perception could arise given my previous involvement in the proposal in my former 
capacity as minister for works. 

(2) The Minister for Planning has acted on behalf of the Minister for Environment on a number of previous 
occasions and has agreed to act in this instance. 

(3) Clause 8 of the Ministerial Code of Conduct 2008 sets out how actual or potential conflicts of interest 
are managed. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY SYSTEM CAPACITY 

505. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) What areas in Western Australia have reached their nominated renewable energy capacity and have had 
a limit on the size of residential renewable energy systems introduced? 

(2) What has the minister done to ensure that regional network infrastructure is improved to accommodate 
the many customers wanting to connect a renewable energy system to combat this government’s callous 
price hikes? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the honourable member for that most gracious question. 

(1) Currently, there is a limit on the size of renewable energy systems that can be installed in Carnarvon 
and Broome. However, Horizon Power is constantly reviewing the limits that apply to all its systems 
and will put in place measures required to manage renewable energy systems installed on its networks. 

(2) Horizon Power has restricted the size of renewable energy installations to a maximum that is currently 
1.5 kilowatts per customer in Carnarvon and Broome to manage risk to the network and ensure the 
ongoing reliability of power supplies. Renewable energy system size limits, and the towns in which 
they apply, are constantly being reviewed. System engineers are investigating whole-of-system 
solutions that may allow Horizon Power to increase the network capacity limits in the future. Horizon 
Power is also engaging with local communities and will advise as technical solutions are determined. 

SWAN–CANNING CATCHMENT — NUTRIENT OFFSET POLICY 

506. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer the minister to “Draft Policy SRT/D20: Nutrient Offset Policy for the Swan Canning Catchment”, the 
objective of which is to enable development and land use changes to occur in the Swan–Canning catchment 
without causing deterioration of the ecological health and community benefit of the Swan Canning Riverpark 
due to nutrient inputs. 

(1) Given that the public comment period closed on 30 July 2010, when will the government finalise the 
policy? 

(2) Is the minister aware of any current or proposed projects in the city that have stalled due to the Swan 
River Trust and the Department of Environment and Conservation imposing a total nitrogen trigger 
value for dewatering discharge to the Swan River of one milligram per litre? 

(3) Can the minister advise whether there is any treatment system available in Australia that would enable 
this dewatering discharge level to be achieved? 

(4) Is the minister concerned that projects such as the Perth City Link and the Perth foreshore 
redevelopment, both of which require substantial dewatering, will encounter problems due to this new 
guideline for the disposal of groundwater into the Swan River? 

The PRESIDENT: That question and a few others are pushing the boundaries of concise. 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) The Swan River Trust received nine submissions in response to the draft nutrient offset policy, and the 
policy is currently under review as a result of those submissions. I expect to receive an updated draft 
policy from the trust by mid-August. 

(2) No; however, I am aware that the trust has worked closely with a number of developers and government 
agencies to secure outcomes that did not result in unacceptable levels of nutrients discharging into the 
river. 
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(3) I am advised that stripping nitrogen from groundwater discharge is difficult due to the high rates of 
discharge and the frequently high concentrations of nitrogen encountered in groundwater around the 
metropolitan area. I am advised that industry is investigating technological approaches to the issue, but 
so far it has proved difficult due to the high rates of discharge and the high concentrations and mix of 
contaminants. When it is possible, the trust works closely with developers to find alternative approaches 
to groundwater management and disposal. 

(4) No. 

NINGALOO — WORLD HERITAGE LISTING 

507. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Regional 
Development: 

I refer to the World Heritage Committee’s thirty-fifth session in Paris, France, from 19 June to 29 June 2011 and 
to its agreement to include Ningaloo as a World Heritage site. 

(1) Does the Minister for Regional Development and his National Party support the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization World Heritage Committee listing of Ningaloo as a 
World Heritage site? 

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

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

(4) While opposing World Heritage listing in Paris, did the Exmouth Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
representative, Mr Barry Sullivan, present any letters on behalf of the National Party or its elected 
members opposing the World Heritage listing? 

The PRESIDENT: I am just wondering about the relevance of that last part of the question.  

Hon WENDY DUNCAN replied: 

I was too, Mr President; thank you. 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Regional Development has 
provided the following answer — 

(1) Yes, the Minister for Regional Development does support the government’s position on the UNESCO 
World Heritage Committee listing of Ningaloo as a World Heritage site. 

(2) The Ningaloo coast was nominated for World Heritage listing by the federal government, with the 
support of the Western Australian government. 

(3)–(4) Not applicable. 

FREMANTLE INNER PORT 

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

I refer to the Minister for Transport’s announcement on 22 June 2011 that Fremantle port’s inner harbour would 
be retained as an operating container and general cargo working port for the long-term future. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that the Liberal Party has completely abandoned its “A Vision for the Port of 
Fremantle” document launched on 18 December 2007? 

(2) If yes to (1), why has the government changed its views on the port of Fremantle? 

(3) How is the current government’s approach to the proponents of the private James Point port providing 
container operations different from the approach of the previous government? 

(4) Will the minister please table a copy of the new strategy for providing port facilities at Fremantle? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The response from my colleague is in his 
normal fulsome manner. 

(1)–(4) The government has committed to retaining the Fremantle inner harbour as a working port, with 
expected growth to peak at between one million and 1.4 million twenty-foot equivalent units per 
annum. The government has also committed to a detailed planning assessment to assist in the 
development of an outer harbour container facility. There endeth the lesson. 
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MENTAL HEALTH — CHILD PSYCHIATRIST WAIT TIMES 

509. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the Minister for Mental Health: 

(1) As at 1 June 2011, what was the current average waiting time for an appointment with a child 
psychiatrist at the Child Development Service in regional areas and in the metropolitan area? 

(2) In the event children are not referred to the Child Development Service to see a child psychiatrist, are 
they referred to the child and adolescent mental health service? 

(3) If yes to (2), as at 1 June 2011, what was the current average waiting time for an appointment with a 
child psychiatrist at the child and adolescent mental health service? 

(4) What is the target waiting time to see a child psychiatrist at the Child Development Service or CAMHS, 
both in regional areas and in the metropolitan area? 

(5) How many children in the zero to three-year-old age group accessed a child psychiatrist at the Child 
Development Service or CAMHS in regional areas and/or the metropolitan area in the 2010 calendar 
year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) The Child Development Service does not employ child psychiatrists. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) There is no standardisation of waitlists or wait times across the metropolitan child and adolescent 
mental health service. Waiting times for access to mental health services in CAMHS is based on a 
priority system, so that children with high risk are seen as quickly as possible. In case of emergencies, a 
child and adolescent psychiatrist is employed 24 hours a day at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children 
in the emergency department. 

(4) CAMHS does not have a target wait time for specific professional groups. Children considered to be 
high risk are seen as quickly as possible. 

(5) Sixteen. 

COST-OF-LIVING REBATE — SENIORS 

Question without Notice 488 — Correction of Answer 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West — Minister for Seniors and Volunteering) [5.03 pm]: When I 
answered Hon Sue Ellery’s question earlier, I said “the middle of July”. It is in fact 31 July. Seniors have until 
31 July to get their application forms in. 

Hon Sue Ellery: When will the payments — 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No, the payments will be made at the end of September. 

QUESTION ON NOTICE 3960 

Paper Tabled 

A paper relating to an answer to question on notice 3960 was tabled by Hon Robyn McSweeney (Minister for 
Child Protection). 

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES — FITZROY VALLEY 
MENTAL HEALTH BILL — CONSULTATION WITH YOUNG PEOPLE 

Questions on Notice 3893 and 3911 — Answer Advice 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.04 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 138(d), I inform the house that the answers to questions on notice 3893 and 3911, asked by Hon 
Alison Xamon on 17 May 2011 of me, the Minister for Mental Health, will be provided on Thursday, 30 June 
2011. 

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES — STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 

Question on Notice 3850 — Answer Advice 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.04 pm]: Similarly, pursuant 
to standing order 138(d), I inform the house that the answer to question on notice 3850, asked by Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich on 17 May 2011 of me, the Minister for Mental Health, will be provided on Thursday, 30 June 2011. 
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INDIGENOUS LICENSING AND FINE DEFAULT — REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

Question on Notice 3871 — Answer Advice 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.05 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 138(d), I inform the house that the answer to question on notice 3871, asked by Hon Giz Watson 
on 17 May 2011 of the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General, will be provided on 9 August 
2011. 

CRIMINAL LAW (MENTALLY IMPAIRED ACCUSED) ACT 1996 — CUSTODY ORDERS ISSUED 
YIRIMAN PROJECT — FUNDING 

Questions on Notice 3890 and 3904 — Answer Advice 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.05 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 138(d), I inform the house that the answers to questions on notice 3890 and 3904, asked by Hon 
Alison Xamon on 17 May 2011 of the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General, will be 
provided on 9 August 2011. 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2011–12 BILL 2011 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2011–12 BILL 2011 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.06 pm]: Mr President — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was about to start by congratulating the government, but, obviously, it does not want to 
hear it. At the end of question time, I was sitting here and I listened to the Minister for Mental Health and the 
parliamentary secretary give notice under the standing orders that questions would be answered, and they gave 
the dates on which they would be answered. I was about to say, “Congratulations.” I think that is good, and it is 
something that I always did when I was a parliamentary secretary. It shows respect to this house. So I wanted to 
put on record that I noted it and I acknowledged it, and I wanted to congratulate the government on doing that. It 
seems to be a change in practice, and I think it is for the benefit of this house. Hopefully, as part of the standing 
orders review, we may tighten things up so that it is very clear that people should give a specific date by which 
they intend to answer a question, which I think was always the intent of that standing order. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So there we go. The government should not say that I never congratulate it when it is 
warranted. 

Now, let us turn to the report card. When I gave my speech in the debate on the motion to note the budget 
papers, I went fairly generally across the range of issues that affect the financial parameters of the state. What I 
want to do tonight in my speech on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2011–12 Bill 2011 and 
the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2011–12 Bill 2011 is have a bit of a look at the transport 
portfolio, for which I have responsibility on behalf of the opposition, to see whether the government is 
performing well in that area. It is a very diverse portfolio. It covers a range of areas, so many areas across the 
state are impacted by it. It is a fairly fundamental portfolio. If a government does not get its transport portfolio 
right, it will have dramatic economic impacts across the state. 

The issue that I want to start with has certainly excited the Minister for Transport. He seems to jump up regularly 
in the other place to take dorothy dixers and he seeks to ram home some points, but he behaves more like a class 
clown than a minister of the Crown. 

Hon Kate Doust: Or a clown without class. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That could be true also, Hon Kate Doust. 

Let us look at what has happened with taxis, because that seems to be one of the big areas in which those dorothy 
dixers arise. I should put a board up in my office and note with some pride every time another dorothy dixer is 
asked about this area and an attack is attempted to be made on me by the minister. I think it is fair to say that this 
is an area in which numerous complaints have been made over numerous years. The Liberal Party went to the 
last election with a specific policy about taxis, and clearly sought to make a point of difference of how it would 
deal with taxis. In fact, since that election we have seen a decline in a range of issues regarding taxis.  

I think the key area of the taxi industry that needs to be dealt with first and foremost is the issue of safety, for not 
only passengers, but also taxidrivers. Completely unacceptable levels of violence are directed towards drivers, 
and certainly there are far too many examples of driver behaviour being unacceptable to the point that the 
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Minister for Transport has said for a number of months that if he were a young woman, he would not travel by 
taxi. We would think at that point that a minister of the Crown would deal with that matter urgently. If I were the 
minister of the Crown and the issue had reached the point that I did not think it was safe—I do share the 
minister’s concerns and I think there are question marks about whether it is safe for a range of people, 
particularly young women—to travel by taxi in Western Australia, I would take immediate action. As I say, this 
has been going on now for some time and we are coming up to almost the third anniversary of the Barnett 
government, so let us have a look at what it has done. 

Hon Liz Behjat: We’ll be here all night. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the problem. We could be here all night reading out press releases about what the 
government will do but what it has actually done is a far shorter list. It is easy to put out a press release saying, 
“We’re going to” but it is a lot harder to get on and put out the press release that says, “We’ve done it, and in the 
time frame that we said we would.” 

Hon Nick Goiran: Therefore, you sent no press releases in your eight years. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I did not get to issue too many press releases as a parliamentary secretary; that is correct.  

There are safety issues for passengers and drivers. To set the scene before we return to some of the more detailed 
points, there is an expectation that if we have a regulated taxi industry, the service will be reliable. People expect 
to be able to call for a taxi and have a standard of service whereby the taxi arrives within a reasonable period, 
although that would fluctuate depending on the time of day. Obviously, for the majority of the week, most 
people expect to be able to call a taxi and have it arrive within about 15 minutes, and I think that standard is 
generally accepted. I think we all note that at peak times on Friday and Saturday nights, or when major events 
are on—the peak of the peak is New Year’s Eve—it is probably unrealistic to expect the taxi industry to meet 
that demand. However, we constantly have to try to manage the demand, otherwise the question asked would 
obviously be: what is the point in having a regulated industry if it is not able to deliver that reliable service? The 
taxidrivers must also live up to a certain standard; we expect drivers to be clean, understand where they need to 
go, drive safely and to have clean and safe cabs. All those standards need to be of a high level.  

The final issue that needs to be dealt with is the viability of the taxi industry. A range of different factors affect 
the viability of the industry, but if we do not get the viability right, we will find that we do not attract good 
drivers to the taxi industry and we will end up with a range of problem drivers who cause the sorts of issues that 
I raised earlier. Therefore, we must get that balance. Obviously, we do not want to set the price of the taxi 
service so high that the public cannot afford it, because that will not help anybody, but at the same time we need 
to set a price that allows the industry to be viable, attract good-quality drivers and to retain those drivers in the 
industry. Therefore, in that sense it is a fairly complex matrix for all those factors to come together and to get it 
right.  

Obviously, the viability of the industry comes down, in large part, to its structure. A number of groups of people 
within the taxi industry provide the overall service. There are taxi dispatch services. The big one in Perth is Swan 
Taxis, which also operates under a number of other brand names. The other major company is Black and White 
Taxis, and a few smaller taxi dispatch services operate across the Perth metropolitan area. Those taxi dispatch 
services have call centres and the technology to take bookings for taxis that are then referred to the taxis so that 
we can be in communication and get taxis when we want. They definitely need to be adequately rewarded for the 
service that they provide. The second group of people who provide the service are obviously the people who own 
the physical infrastructure—the cabs—and ensure that they are put on the road. Again, costs are involved in 
owning and maintaining the taxi and there is depreciation. Those people provide a service to the industry. The 
number one group of people who actually provide a service, though, is the taxidrivers. They are the people who 
fundamentally provide the service. Taxidrivers provide their time and labour to actually drive the cab, often at 
unsociable hours, and they, in my view, are the primary providers of the taxi service. Sometimes they are also 
the owner of the cab; other times they lease the cab. Taxidrivers need to be adequately rewarded for their time. 
As I say, it is unfortunately becoming increasingly risky to drive a taxi, so I do not know whether we can ever 
adequately reward them for that risk, which is why I think that the government needs to try to remove that risk as 
well as adequately reward the drivers for their time and their hours in the industry.  

Interestingly, in Western Australia a fourth group of people derive an income from the taxi industry—that is, 
owners of taxi plates. I understand how that came about historically, because obviously the owner of the plate 
was often the taxidriver and that therefore was the link. That was often the way in which the value of the 
industry was measured, and that money basically still went, in effect, back to the driver. Taxidrivers used to 
lease their plate to other drivers when they were not driving their cab. Over time, investors came into the 
industry and it reached the point at which the owner of the plate received something in the order of 18 to 20 per 
cent of the total amount of the fare paid by the passenger. I have always struggled to work out what the taxi plate 
owners’ contribution to the industry is, other than that they make an investment in the plates which really, in my 
view, have no intrinsic value.  
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Both the value of the taxi plates and the recurrent income from those plates went up phenomenally over a long 
period and the owners of the plates got a very good return at the expense of the other contributors to the taxi 
industry. Therefore, the previous Labor government introduced a structure whereby the government would start 
to lease the plates, as government-leased plates, so the government would maintain ownership. So as not to 
destroy the market for private plates, the government would set the price at a rate slightly below, but not 
substantially below, the private plate lease rate. It was hoped that would bring some order into the industry. I 
think it is fair to say that it has but, in my view, that is only the starting point; there still needs to be an end 
destination for that issue. As a result of the leasing of those plates, significant moneys now flow into the state 
coffers every year. I think the latest figures suggest that we are now getting to the point at which we need to 
remove the cap on the number of lease plates that was put in the legislation, which was required by the then 
Liberal opposition because it did not want an influx of these plates across the industry. Therefore, they put a cap 
on it. I understand that we are now reaching that cap and we are not far off the point at which almost half of the 
plates in the industry in Western Australia will be government-owned lease plates rather than privately owned 
lease plates. There are now almost 2 000 plates; therefore, the government generates a significant income stream. 
We will see the government big-note itself about how it spends money on this and that in the taxi industry, but 
we need to remember that the money comes from those lease plates. There is no consolidated account money 
going in; it is only the money that is there. When the government says it is putting money into new cameras for 
taxis, it will be effectively coming from that lease rate; therefore, cab drivers and the people who use the cabs 
actually fund those new cameras. The Liberal Party said that it was a terrible situation and that it would change it 
when it got into government. The government said that the structure of the industry was wrong and that it would 
fix it. We are now three years down the track and not only has the government done nothing to change the 
structure of the industry, it has now announced that it intends to bring in legislation to remove the cap so that it 
can continue to put out the lease plates. We do not know exactly; as with many things this government does, it 
never released the complete plan so that the industry could have an idea what the plan was, put forward ideas and 
be consulted on the plan. The government just dribbles the plan out by press release.  

Let us go back to the safety issue. Any set of statistics about bad behaviour of taxidrivers towards customers will 
show that bad behaviour has increased on the watch of the current government. On 23 November last year, when 
complaints in the public media about this issue started to reach a crescendo, the then Minister for Transport, the 
now Minister for Finance, put out a press release that stated — 

Transport Minister Simon O’Brien has announced four levels of action in the State’s taxi industry to 
address a spike in passenger complaints to the Department of Transport … 

Hon Sue Ellery: Did he say it like that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure he would have puffed his chest out a bit more. I cannot quite do a good 
impersonation. I know people who can do a good impersonation of the failed former Minister for Transport, but I 
am not one of them. Even then, he highlighted that the complaints up to that point last year totalled — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Who can do a good impersonation of me? I would be intrigued to know! 

Hon Sue Ellery: Most of them are on your side of the chamber! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Most of Hon Simon O’Brien’s colleagues can! 

The press release continues — 

Complaints so far this year total 484, compared to 419 for all of 2009. 

The press release even went on to quote him saying — 

What is concerning is the severe nature of these complaints, ranging from alleged fare gouging and 
meter tampering to displays of verbal abuse towards some passengers and inappropriate behaviour by 
male drivers to female passengers, … 

I agree with him; those complaints are of a severe nature and of significant concern. I read further to find out 
what the government would actually do. Further in the press release Hon Simon O’Brien states — 

I have asked the department to investigate the introduction of a probationary system for new drivers.  

He states that drivers have to go through a probationary period — 

in the same manner as a person qualifying for their motor driver’s licence — then there will be a greater 
incentive for that taxi driver to ensure their conduct is beyond reproach. 

He also said— 

I have asked the Taxi Industry Board to immediately review taxi driver training to ensure appropriate 
standards are being prescribed and encouraged. 

… 
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Finally, I have asked the department to maintain its program of increased random on-the-spot checks of 
drivers, which is a very proactive means of addressing driver behaviour and making sure drivers are 
complying with regulations. 

That is what the government was going to do. We waited and waited, and on 14 April this year, the new Minister 
for Transport put out a press release that stated — 

Recalcitrant taxi drivers would have their taxi licences suspended under a proposed new demerit point 
system to raise industry standards. 

It then went on about how the government would bring in a new demerit point system — 

The Minister said the Government would engage with the industry on the details of the new demerit 
system and its implementation. The proposed changes may require legislative change. 

That was in April. As members can see, we start to see a story coming along. In 2008, the world was going to 
end because the Labor Party had not done anything about taxis, even though we had made some significant 
changes; but they were all wrong. The government is now adopting the changes that Labor put in place, but the 
real problem in the industry, the safety of passengers and drivers, has got worse. The situation has gone downhill 
in a dramatic fashion on the Barnett government’s watch. There have been a lot of press releases over a period of 
time; I could have dragged out many more. I could have dragged out the one from October 2009 in which the 
then Minister for Transport said that the government would build a new secure taxi rank in Northbridge. Another 
press release about the secure taxi rank in Northbridge came out at the start of this year, stating that construction 
had started or was about to start the following week. One would think that if that had been the case, we could 
expect to see a completed taxi rank at that site today. All that people will see at that site is a whole lot of a ripped 
up footpath with a barricade around it; nothing has happened since. Six months ago, construction was starting. It 
is now almost halfway through the year and all that has been done on the taxi rank is that the footpath has been 
ripped up; nothing else has progressed. That is the level of speed and enthusiasm that the Barnett government 
has. It was quick to identify the problems and to say that it would fix them, but nothing has occurred to fix any of 
them. Other than a general meeting at which the minister outlined his demerit point system, there has been no 
formal consultation system or formal discussion with drivers.  

On 14 April, the minister again talked about the probation period of drivers. We have still not seen any 
manifestation of it; we have not seen any legislation come into this place to implement any of these measures. 
We are now waiting and watching. All we get from the Minister for Transport is a performance in the lower 
house every couple of weeks, during which he tries to be the stand-up comedian of the Legislative Assembly. I 
suspect that he puts a lot of work into preparing his little performance pieces. Maybe he should spend more time 
trying to fix the problems of the taxi industry and less time trying to think about what his next theatrical 
performance in the Legislative Assembly will be. That is what the people of Western Australia pay him to do. 
We have no action on the government’s demerit points and no action on the probationary system.  

The vast majority of drivers are good; they are committed drivers, but there are a lot of long-term drivers who 
are thinking about getting out of the industry. When I get into a cab there is always a bit of a work discussion. 
My favourite story of recent times is when I went to the airport and the driver worked out that I was the shadow 
Minister for Transport. We proceeded down Tonkin Highway at about 40 kilometres an hour because he was not 
letting me out of that cab until he had told me about all the problems with the taxi industry! It is the only time in 
my life that I have actually wanted to tell a taxidriver to go a little bit faster instead of telling him to slow down. 
Forty kilometres an hour on a 100-kilometre-an-hour road is probably a little bit slow, but I understood that the 
driver had his opportunity and would take it. It was useful; because what I pick up from those drivers is that the 
vast majority of them are as keen as anybody to see the industry fixed. They know that there is a bad bunch of 
drivers and they want them out of the industry as quickly as possible, the same as everyone else in our 
community does, for two reasons: it brings their industry, of which they are proud, down; and it means that 
people treat taxi drivers badly, because they expect every driver to be like the bad drivers. All taxidrivers end up 
copping the wrath of the bad drivers.  

What are some of the other things the government talked about? It said it would bring in new cameras. As I 
pointed out earlier, the money spent on new cameras has been taken out of money collected through taxi lease 
rates. I have not been able to completely confirm this, but I am fairly sure that a taxi cameras review started 
under the former Labor government. It was certainly a long time ago. The old cameras had been in for a while; it 
was time to look at replacing them, so that review started. The Department of Transport, under the leadership of 
this minister, took forever to review the camera standards. Eventually, at the start of this year, we saw a new set 
of standards that had never been set anywhere else in the world. I do not complain about that—I think it is great 
if we can set new standards in Western Australia—but the new standards were the highest found anywhere in the 
world. That meant there was no on-the-shelf product that could fit. The cameras would record not only vision but 
also the audio of what was going on, which, in certain investigations, would be useful, particularly cases 
involving an allegation of a driver making improper verbal advances towards a passenger. Although I am 
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supportive of that, there is a need for a strong legislative framework to protect that information. We have not 
seen anything so far. Minor regulations make reference to it, but nothing of the substance I would expect—when 
that sort of information is being collected in our cabs—about when, for whom and how that information could be 
used. It has basically taken the Liberal–National government since coming into government until the start of this 
year to develop these new standards.  

In January, the government very quickly announced it was to tender for companies to supply these new cameras. 
Those companies were required to design, prepare and submit a tender for the new cameras. They were given six 
weeks to do it. The department then took three and a half months to assess those tenders. Despite the department 
initially stating on its website that tenders would be let in late April, then mid-May, the final two suppliers were 
eventually nominated in about mid-to-late June, even though the minister said the cameras would be available 
from 1 July. In fact, the government put in place regulations that require that, as of 1 July, anyone putting in a 
new camera must use these new camera standards. We have regulations that make it compulsory, but the 
suppliers were eventually agreed to only a week or so ago. The successful suppliers now have to manufacture 
those cameras and arrange authorised installers. The website states that a list of authorised installers will be 
available in late June. We are now at the second last day of June, yet we still do not have a list of authorised 
installers. Come Friday, we will have a situation where we cannot get a camera installed that meets the 
requirements. It is because the Barnett government has been asleep at the wheel. It just does not care and it does 
not see this as a priority. That is the simple fact of the matter.  

This is not a problem with the Department of Transport; this is about a lack of leadership from the very top 
down. It is about the way in which both the Premier and his ministers act, and their cavalier approach to decision 
making. They do not take things seriously; that is why things never get delivered. Interestingly, just as an aside, 
when the government was caught out and put under pressure, what was the first thing it did? It claimed it never 
made the claim that the new cameras would be out on 1 July. It is a shame I am not allowed to play a tape 
recording in this house, because I could play the tape recording of the minister denying he had ever given that 
date in July. He states he said only that it would be available in July; not from 1 July. There is another tape 
recording I could have played in which he said they would be available from 1 July. It is there; he cannot deny it. 
But of course when caught out the Barnett government, led by the Premier, just denies it, even though the 
evidence is there. The government hopes that if a minister keeps saying “No, no, no, I never said it”, the media 
will never put them under the level of scrutiny needed.  

In my view, the one fundamental issue the government has not really addressed for taxis is a proper complaint 
system. I have tried to use the current taxi complaint system. I had a situation in a taxi where the driver did not 
have ID on display, and I asked to see it. I was not convinced it was their ID, but it was dark, late, and I had had 
a few beers. The driver certainly did not have it on display. I sent an email to the Department of Transport 
advising that this cab driver at this time was not showing his ID. That actually occurred on two occasions. After 
the second occasion, I sent through the details of both occasions through the email system. I have never had any 
feedback or response to that complaint. I know when media outlets have gone to the department, it has initially 
claimed it has had no complaints, and later it has admitted there have been complaints. I have spoken to people 
who have rung up the complaints line on weekends only to hear a voicemail answering service that says, “Leave 
your name and number and we’ll call you back on Monday.” I would have thought that, again, a fundamental 
issue would be for those calls to go through to a live call centre to take down the details and make an assessment 
about the urgency of it. If a complainant knows a taxi’s number, with the taxi system in Western Australia it can 
be quickly worked out where that taxi currently is and compliance officers can be sent to see whether the driver 
is actually the driver. It can be promoted and publicised. To try to find the complaints line is actually quite hard; 
it requires searching. That is probably the number one issue that still has not been addressed. All these other 
measures are great, but to help the department identify where the problem drivers are and get them off the road, 
we should use the customers as the eyes and ears that are out there every day, seeing what is going on and 
reporting it. In summary, the government has certainly tried with taxis but it has not succeeded. It must work 
harder over the next six months.  

Now I turn to ports. Ports are a fundamental part of our economy’s growth. If we do not get ports right, our state 
will go backwards. We will start to have some of the problems seen on the east coast, where port blockages have 
started to damage economic growth. It is fair to say pretty much every port in Western Australia currently has 
expansion plans. Of course the government needs to work with the ports in an orderly fashion to ensure they are 
not making investments too early, and that the investment is occurring as and when required. It is fascinating to 
note that one of the busiest ports in the world, with one of the largest tonnages in the world going through it, Port 
Hedland, has been losing money. The port is currently operating at a loss.  

I turn to the port at Esperance. There is a need to see that port upgraded to allow for expansion, particularly of 
the iron ore industry in the Yilgarn belt and the northern Goldfields area. There is a range of prospective mine 
sites up there. Many companies are in the process of trying to develop plans for mines and looking for ports 
through which they can export. Interestingly, if Mr Barnett had not made the foolish decision when first elected 
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to give exclusive rights to Oakajee Port and Rail—something it had never included in the tender—we might 
have seen a lot of those mine operations looking towards Oakajee Port and Rail as a way of exporting through 
the end of the new line that has been built out to Karara, and using that line to come into the Oakajee port. Mr 
Barnett’s granting of an exclusive right has forced people, instead of using the existing rail network, to head 
north, join the new rail line, run for a couple of hundred kilometres along the new rail line and incur a higher 
access charge.  

Mr Barnett often talks about the problem of Oakajee as a fight between the Japanese and Chinese. I think the 
thing that is delaying the development of Oakajee port is the Premier’s mistake of giving to Oakajee Port and 
Rail, the developers of the port, exclusive rail access and rights to the rail corridor. It is my view that the 
southern rail network, and mines that could connect into that southern rail network, would have been able to 
underpin the development of Oakajee port. 

There is a need to expand the port of Esperance, which has traditionally been an iron ore port. There is an 
opportunity for two stages of development—about 10 million tonnes per stage. The government has been 
negotiating with private sector players to do that upgrade. The upgrade is shrouded in secrecy and is without any 
public due process. I am not alleging corruption; I would say, though, that the method that has been used is a 
recipe for corruption in the future. There are some concerning things with respect to the way Esperance port has 
developed. As I say, press releases initially disclosed that the government was working with one company on the 
future upgrades of Esperance port. The company would build the port upgrades and get its investment back from 
other users of those upgraded port facilities. It would get an allocation for half of the first 10 million tonnes and 
half for the second million tonnes—so with five million tonnes in each upgrade it would end up with 10 million 
tonnes in total. I am not aware of any due process in the selection of the company. Interestingly, in more recent 
press releases, the government refers to it as “an undisclosed third party” that it is dealing with, but the view 
around the traps is that it is still the same company that we know was the original proponent. When an issue 
arose recently about exporting iron ore through Fremantle harbour, Cazaly Resources proposed to export through 
Esperance. It was saying it could do it within a year. The only problem with that is, to talk to anyone, the very 
earliest we are going to see an upgrade of the Esperance port will not be until at least 2013.  

The greatest concern that I have with respect to Esperance port is the issue about the allocation of this additional 
20 million tonne capacity. I recently asked a question in this house to the minister representing the Minister for 
Transport about who had been given an allocation for export as a result of this upgrade. The answer was that 
nobody had been given an allocation, which I found quite surprising, because when I did a bit of a search on the 
web I found that at least three companies had made reports to various stock exchanges around the world to say 
that they have entered into agreements with the state government for an allocation and were working on the 
finalisation of that arrangement. 

If people have followed the Australian Securities and Investments Commission case against “Twiggy” Forrest 
recently, they would realise that the issues that have been raised in that are very similar: whether a binding 
agreement is a binding agreement. Either those companies are not telling the truth to the stock exchange, or the 
government is not telling the truth to this Parliament with respect to the nature of the agreement. The problem is 
that we do not know, because it is a confidential agreement. We do not know what the nature of the agreement is 
between those three companies and the port authority. 

The final issue in all this, which I think should be of grave concern to this chamber, relates to the company that 
was initially listed as the company that would have the rights to the 10 million tonnes, to do the development and 
to be reimbursed by the other users—a system very similar to that proposed by Labor for the Oakajee port 
development. The grave concern I have is that the former commercial manager for the Esperance Port Authority 
is now working for the company. This raises three concerns. The first is that someone can sit on one side of the 
table and negotiate on behalf of the government and then eventually appear on the other side of the table and 
represent a company that they have just been negotiating with. I know it happens, but I think it is very 
dangerous. It is something that we need to have some rules about in negotiations. We should all be looking at 
how we protect that. I am not suggesting that necessarily means that the person has done anything wrong, but it 
raises eyebrows when people see that. When a person sits there, they are negotiating not only with the company 
they end up working for but also with other companies that are also interested in going through the port. All 
these companies are often in competition with each other for resources, allocations of port space and finance. If 
one person gets to have a very detailed understanding of the time lines and the detailed financial modelling of 
those other companies, which is what they are required to do to get their allocations, and then they go and work 
for one of their competitors, it causes great concern to the other companies. 

The final thing that is of concern to me about the Esperance port is documentation that I have received that 
suggests that there was a period in which the officer was working for both the Esperance Port Authority and the 
private company at the same time.  

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what the documentation shows. Hon Helen Morton’s response is exactly the 
same as mine. I can assure members that I have done what I think is the right thing to do with the documentation 
that was sent to me anonymously. I have referred it to, in my view, the appropriate authorities. Equally, the 
minister has been made aware of this. I would love to know what the minister has done with respect to this 
matter and what policy arrangements the minister is going to put in place to ensure that this never happens again. 

Lots of people are looking at this situation and are very concerned that some form of untoward or corrupt 
behaviour is occurring. I am not making that allegation tonight, but I am expressing a concern that it is a grave 
matter, and it is a matter that should have been investigated the moment the minister became aware of it. I look 
forward to seeing a report to this Parliament. It is a matter that should be investigated and dealt with very 
quickly, because it is causing grave concern. It is fundamentally affecting what is going on in our ports. 

We have a problem. The reason that things like that happen is that we have a government that does not follow 
due process. My father always used to say, “If the boss steals from the till, the staff will steal from the till.” If the 
boss has set up a certain way of behaving, the staff will follow that. The Premier, the Minister for Transport and 
other ministers are showing a cavalier approach at the moment on so many issues with respect to process being 
followed. It is setting the standard that others within the government are therefore following. We need look no 
further than at what has been occurring down at the port of Fremantle. The minister has been making arbitrary 
decrees about what will and will not go through the port. He has done this without any due process, without any 
proper consideration, and without even allowing the company to put forward its views about whether or not it 
should occur.  

The minister stood up at a breakfast meeting and said it was his intention to have live sheep exports going out of 
Kwinana, and specifically named the jetty that he wants them to go from, without due process or anything else. 
When he was questioned on it, he said, “Now we have to go through the process,” but at the breakfast meeting 
he said to the participants, “You’ll note that a number of the people from the FPA are quickly scribbling down 
what I am saying, because this is the first they’ve heard of it, but this is what I expect to have happen.” However, 
if members look at the port authority acts, they will learn and understand that that is not the due process. The 
minister does not have those sorts of powers. The board has an obligation to act commercially and independently 
and to take direction from the government only through written policies and formal written directions. That is 
not the way this government operates. There is a facade, a farce, in the way this government operates its 
planning for the Fremantle outer harbour—one of the fundamental economic issues facing the state and certainly 
Perth over the next few years. The process set up by the failed former Minister for Transport referred to a 
Fremantle optimum ports planning process, which has never been released or delivered; we still do not know 
what happened to it.  

A couple of weeks ago the Minister for Transport said that the government has a new plan that completely 
rejects the former shadow Minister for Transport’s “A Vision for the Port of Fremantle” that he released in 2007. 
The Liberal Party took that document to the election as its policy, because it never recounted it before the 
election. The Liberal Party outlined that document during the previous term of government. That document 
outlined a plan to close down Fremantle port and turn it into housing, and to develop a new port in the outer 
harbour. If members read through that document, it refers to the Labor government being terrible in the way that 
it treated the James Point port operators. We now see the government following the Labor plan for Fremantle 
port, with one exception. Even though considerable work has been done on the plan, including by the failed 
former Minister for Transport, the government will now rehash it all and do another study.  

When I asked how the government’s approach is different and whether the minister will table a copy of the new 
strategy, we got only the flippant answer, which is incredibly disrespectful to this house, that — 

(1)–(4) The government has committed to retaining the Fremantle inner harbour as a working port, 
with expected growth to peak at between one million and 1.4 million twenty-foot equivalent 
units per annum. The government has also committed to a detailed planning assessment to 
assist in the development of an outer harbour container facility. 

Even though a study was conducted and everyone has been waiting for the results of that study, we will now 
have another study to work out what to do. The clock is ticking down because if we start to get the same growth 
in containers going through Fremantle harbour that we saw not long ago, we will hit the point at which we need 
that new harbour, but it will not arrive in time. It is no different from the rail carriages that the government failed 
to order in 2008: it was not until 2011 that we saw the problems. We will see the same sort of thing happen in the 
Fremantle harbour because the government is messing around with the plans for the Fremantle outer harbour. 
Without releasing any of its previous work, the government will go back and do it all again. The beauty of this is 
that it answers questions; therefore, I can give the real answers to the questions I ask. The first question I asked 
was — 

(1) Can the minister confirm that the Liberal Party has completely abandoned its “A Vision for the 
Port of Fremantle”, launched on 18 December 2007? 
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Instead of saying, yes, the minister gave a roundabout answer. However, the answer is: yes, the Liberal Party has 
ditched it. The Liberal Party has completely rejected Hon Simon O’Brien’s plans for Fremantle port. I then 
asked — 

(2) If yes, why has the government changed its views on the port of Fremantle? 

It is because it was a silly policy in the first place—that is what this answer says. The minister does not want to 
say it, but we all know that that is the answer. It was a silly policy that was contrived. Everyone rejected it. That 
is why the Liberal Party is not implementing the plan and has abandoned it.  

My third question was: how is the current government’s approach different? The answer is that there is no 
difference.  

My final question was — 

(4) Will the minister please table a copy of the new strategy for providing port facilities at 
Fremantle? 

No, he will not. Why will he not table the strategy? It is because the government does not have one. That is how 
the government deals with ports, and it is an absolute disgrace. They are the key areas.  

We could go through so many of the other regional ports. Major documents written by government agencies 
highlight the need to expand the port of Bunbury and to improve access ways for both road and rail into Bunbury 
port, but nothing is happening under this government. In five or 10 years, possibly fewer, we will see the results 
of that failure to invest. Why? It is because the Barnett government is racking up state debt at a rate of knots to 
reduce and limit the capacity of future governments to put in this essential basic infrastructure, and, at the same 
time, it is building monuments to itself left, right and centre. The most recent flight of fancy was to have an 
elevated roadway from Perth Airport to Perth as an expressway, which would cost billions of dollars. It is just 
nonsense.  

Hon Col Holt: What about a sports stadium?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What about a sports stadium? Why would the government take the most expensive 
option when it does not deliver anything extra? We can have the debate another day, but I asked the same 
question and the government brings out dodgy figures. Where are the figures that justify yesterday’s 
announcement? Does Hon Col Holt support yesterday’s announcement? 

Hon Col Holt: I do not have the figures.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am talking to my good friend here, not Hon Donna Faragher. Does Hon Col Holt 
support the stadium announcement that was made yesterday?  

Hon Max Trenorden: We have the whole — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not talking to Hon Max Trenorden. Let him finish. Stop interrupting him! Does 
Hon Col Holt support the stadium?  

Hon Col Holt: Of course I do.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does the member support it?  

Hon Col Holt: Of course. Don’t you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the member happy that the figures are valid? Does Hon Col Holt stand by the figures 
for the cost of the development?  

Hon Col Holt: Do you support it?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: How can the member support it when there is no detail and it will end up costing the 
state significantly? Do I support a new stadium? Yes. Do I support the option of Burswood? Until the 
government makes the case that we will get value for money out of that venue, no. The government is going to 
spend an awful lot of money on the stadium at that venue and it could have built a perfectly good stadium 
somewhere else that would have met all the criteria. The government could have used that additional $5 million 
that it will spend on the Burswood site for a range of developments across Perth and the rest of the state of 
Western Australia. I would have thought that National Party members would have been horrified. I remember 
when Hon Col Holt’s party used to rail against the Perth–Mandurah railway line—they still do, I believe, but he 
is happy to support —  

Hon Max Trenorden: It’s the same process! You came out and said it was going to cost $1 billion and what did 
it cost? It cost $2 billion. Alannah MacTiernan taught us how to do it.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Those figures are not all correct, Hon Max Trenorden. Does Hon Max Trenorden 
support the stadium?  
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Hon Max Trenorden: Yes, I do.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does the member support it at the price and location? 

Hon Max Trenorden: No, I support it at Subiaco.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Good. Hon Max Trenorden agrees. He is a man with financial integrity and he knows 
that the figures that have been put forward are dodgy. Hon Max Trenorden knows that to put the stadium in 
Burswood will cost the state 50 per cent more than if it was put in Subiaco.  

Hon Max Trenorden: I don’t know that at all! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right; if the government is going to spend 50 per cent more, it has to be able to 
make the case for how it gets 50 per cent more benefit for the state of Western Australia.  

Hon Ed Dermer: Max suggested Wagin; isn’t that right, Max?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think Dowerin was after the stadium at one point, was it not, Hon Max Trenorden?  

Hon Col Holt: Joondalup.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Arena Joondalup would not be a bad site for the stadium, but I am happy to have it in 
the inner areas because that is where the experts tell us it should be. 

I refer to the port of Geraldton. The other day we heard evidence at the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations that because the Barnett government has stopped the proposal for the 330-kilovolt 
powerline from Eneabba up to Geraldton—it took a bit of teasing, did it not, Hon Kate Doust, but we eventually 
got out of Western Power the fact that the upgrade for the port of Geraldton will need to rely on?—we will 
basically have to bring in our own power packs; I am trying to remember the terminology used. Western Power 
will have to rely on contingency planning to meet the power demands at Geraldton port. That will make it a lot 
more expensive and harder to expand the Geraldton port. Why is the government doing that instead of building 
the 330-kilovolt powerline at Geraldton? The government is going to spend the extra money on building the 
stadium at Burswood so that the stadium can become a monument to Premier Barnett, the emperor of all the 
world, like his palace across the road with its $100 million ministerial compound, and the Perth foreshore for 
which he will rip up Riverside Drive without any planning. The government cannot build that many monuments. 
That is what happened to Russia. Russia tried to build too many monuments and it collapsed, and it still suffers 
for it. That is what will happen to WA under the Barnett government. When we listen to the Premier talking 
about it on the radio, we know that he still has not read the stadium task force report because he makes it up as 
he goes along. That is a debate for tomorrow.  

I want to turn quickly to the Perth Airport. I think Hon Mia Davies was having a go at me the other day. When 
the federal government offered to spend $480 million extra in the state of Western Australia, the government 
members attacked the federal government. I would have thought that the government would welcome that offer 
and attack the federal government for saying that it had something to do with supporting the fly in, fly out 
industry. I urge members to go and look at the state government’s submission to the federal government and then 
they will see who first talked about the Gateway project being about supporting the fly in, fly out industry.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We can wait until after dinner to hear the punchline; that will build up the suspense! 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Before the dinner break, I had covered taxis, talked about ports and was up to the 
air services side of the transport portfolio. I had started by discussing the Perth Airport, for which the greatest 
single issue probably is access into, out of and around that facility. I mentioned Hon Mia Davies’ criticism of me 
for having complimented the federal government for investing in Western Australia. She was also critical of the 
federal government’s reference to Perth Airport as a service for the fly in, fly out industry. It was, she said, 
outrageous that I should seek to defend the federal government for supporting this project in Western Australia. 
As I was saying before the dinner break, the first reference I could find of people talking about the Gateway 
project being all about the resources industry and supporting fly in, fly out were members of Hon Mia Davies’ 
own state government! On page 17 of the Barnett and Grylls Liberal–National government submission to 
Infrastructure Australia titled, “Western Australian Major Infrastructure Projects: Submissions to Infrastructure 
Australia December 2010”, it states, under the title “Gateway WA”, about one of this government’s major 
projects, that — 

The project provides a gateway to Western Australia for international visitors, a critical freight transport 
hub and is being designed to cater for the ever increasing fly in fly out workforce supporting the 
resource industry. 
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Those are the words of the Liberal–National government submission to Infrastructure Australia asking for 
money. The federal government gave us the money. Where is the problem? We have a federal government 
prepared to spend more money on infrastructure in Western Australia than any previous federal government has 
been prepared to spend, yet it is criticised. Members opposite must have been a miserable bunch as kids when 
they got their Christmas presents: “Nah; it’s not good enough. I want more.” 

Hon Max Trenorden: Who said I got Christmas presents? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Max Trenorden would have got grumpy for Christmas! How miserable! I bet Hon 
Max Trenorden never got Christmas presents because as a young kid he was so ungrateful that everyone decided 
not to give him anymore. They knew that he was never going to change—that he was going to be grumpy 
anyway. 

Hon Max Trenorden: The only thing they would ever give me was homing pigeons and boomerangs. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Did they never offer Hon Max Trenorden a ticket on the Prospector? We are always 
happy to buy him a ticket on the Indian Pacific! It is called a gold pass! 

Anyway, that is where it has come from. It seems to have boiled down to this semantic argument about what 
“regional” means. Regional Development Australia is a body that has been around for a long time, under both 
Liberal and Labor governments, and it has put money into Perth. We can get bogged down in these semantic 
arguments, but the fact is that if the federal government is prepared to put money into Western Australia for 
infrastructure, I am not going to criticise it; I am going to congratulate it. If members opposite want to keep 
getting more funding, the answer is to not be critical of the federal government when it is giving us money. 
There are plenty of opportunities for Western Australian state members of Parliament to be critical about federal 
governments, both Liberal and Labor, but the one time we should not be critical of them is when they are giving 
us more money. 

I will quickly talk about the Gateway WA project. It was supposed to be a $600 million project, but everyone 
knew it was going to cost more. We kept asking the government and it kept refusing to tell us, but it lodged its 
submission with the federal government, asking for $600 million. As soon as it got $480 million from the federal 
government—80 per cent of the $600 million—suddenly it decided the cost was $950 million. This is not the 
way to do business, and it does nothing for our credibility as a state, particularly when we look at some of the 
projects that are included in Gateway WA. They include a freeway interchange at the intersection of Leach 
Highway and Tonkin Highway; an upgrade of Tonkin Highway to a six-lane freeway at the intersection of 
Tonkin Highway and Horrie Miller Drive, Kewdale; and a grade-separated interchange at the intersection of 
Horrie Miller Drive, Kewdale Road, and Tonkin Highway. 

Interestingly enough, we were given money by the federal government to build that intersection back in 2008, 
and we still have not built it. We are still waiting for the Barnett–Grylls government to get on and build it. We 
now have federal money coming in for all these other projects out there, but the money that the government 
previously received has not been spent. Now the Minister for Transport is out there with a pie-in-the-sky idea of 
building an expressway from the airport to the city. Does the National Party support that? 

Hon Max Trenorden: An expressway from where to where? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The airport to the city. 

Hon Max Trenorden: We approve of transport, but the question — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you support an above-ground expressway from the airport to the city? 

Hon Max Trenorden: I have never heard of it before. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is the member for Avon’s government’s latest policy. Is the government not keeping 
him informed? 

Hon Max Trenorden: As you know, I am always right up to the mark! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government is obviously not talking to the National Party about its latest plans. The 
Minister for Transport sent Main Roads off to look at a completely grade-separated expressway from the airport 
to the city. If it goes with an above-ground superhighway, like they have in South Australia, based on those 
costings we will be looking at well over $1 billion. That sort of expense is just crazy when there are so many 
other projects across Western Australia that need to be funded. There is money available, but the government is 
just not getting on with it. The danger is that that money will run out eventually—in about 2013. If the 
government has not spent it by then, we will lose it. Then the government will probably complain that the federal 
government does not give us anything; well, why would it, if we are not going to spend what it gives us? Why 
would it waste its money? 

Hon Max Trenorden interjected. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am a great believer in getting on with things. The government has money to do the 
grade separation at Horrie Miller Drive, the second or third most congested intersection in the city; it was on the 
RAC’s red spot lists for 2007 and 2009. Get on and build the grade separation there.  

Hon Michael Mischin: You got on it with it when you were in government, didn’t you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. Thank you, Hon Michael Mischin, we did get on with it; we got the federal 
government to agree to it. We could not get it out of the Howard government but we did get it out of the Rudd 
government.  

Hon Michael Mischin: And immediately used it?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We lost office. Members opposite have not done anything. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You didn’t lose office until 2008. Why are you talking about 2007?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what I am saying; it was on the list. 

Hon Michael Mischin: On the list—the gunna stuff; the stuff you were gunna do.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The biggest problem was getting the money. The member is right. The logjam was 
stopping us getting any money out of the then federal government. Members might remember that there was a 
change of federal government in 2007 when we then got a progressive, dynamic government that understood 
infrastructure and started to put money into it. Whereas before, under Howard and Costello, the government did 
not care about the infrastructure across this country. The state government has had that money sitting in the bank 
since 2008 when it came into office because it had been negotiated by the previous Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure, and it has done nothing about spending it. I am saying the government should get on and build the 
roads it has been given the money to build before it starts worrying about pie-in-the-sky ideas. If the government 
wants an expressway out to the airport, the simple answer is to build the railway, which has also been planned 
for, but seems to have dropped off the agenda. We all know what the Liberals think of railways—they do not 
like them.  

The other air service issue is, of course, regional airlines. The former failed Minister for Transport revised his 
own clever strategies for regional air services in Western Australia. He managed to confuse the whole industry 
and leave people completely bewildered. He released one set of tender documents and then produced a 
completely new arrangement at the end of the process that managed to upset just about everyone in the industry. 
He did not meet his own test of ending up with planes the same size or better, with services operating at the same 
frequency or with charges that were the same. In towns such as Kalbarri, Monkey Mia and Carnarvon, the 
services have been returned. In Albany they have the same services they always had even though they were 
given to expect that they would get better services. The real test will be in another year or two when we see 
whether the system that was opened up to allow competition results in ongoing competition with cheaper fares 
and bigger planes. There was no doubt that in the short term there was always going to be a bit of competition. 
But the question for those airports is whether they will sustain the competition in the long term. We have to leave 
that for now and come back in 12 months to see how it is going.  

I touched a bit on roads with respect to the airport, which again is another important part of the transport 
portfolio. A number of major road projects are underway across Western Australia, in Bunbury, Karratha and 
Port Hedland, all thanks to the federal government’s investment. All the big road projects across regional 
Western Australia are being funded by the federal government. There is now the nonsense of this government 
promising to widen one side of the freeway in the northern suburbs, and to widen it in the southern suburbs 
before the major congestion point, heading south.  

Hon Liz Behjat: We don’t need the southern lane.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let it be noted for the record that the Liberal member for North Metropolitan Region 
does not believe we need a third lane on the southern part of the Mitchell Freeway.  

Hon Liz Behjat: You want to encourage people to use other forms of transport. You don’t want to encourage 
them to use their cars to come into the city on the freeway. You want those who do to get home as quickly as 
possible in the evening, so give them the extra lane going home in the evening.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is great logic. All right; let it be recorded that that is the position of the Liberal 
Party.  

Hon Liz Behjat: No; that is my position.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Liberal Party supports an extra lane on the southern suburbs part of the freeway. I 
say to the Liberal members in this house that they cannot encourage people to get onto public transport in the 
northern corridor if they do not buy the rail carriages. If, as occurred in 2008, the government does not order 
additional rail carriages when it is told to buy them, they will be at full capacity and unable to take any more 
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people, as occurred at the start of this year on some lines. It is great to say, “We won’t widen the freeway 
because we are going to force commuters onto public transport,” but if it has not bought the public transport, it 
will not help.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is not what was said and you know it. Don’t let the facts get in the way!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is exactly what was said. The widening of the Kwinana Freeway was stopped 
where Roe Highway feeds in, where the congestion is most intense, so there will be three lanes of parking lots in 
the afternoons instead of two. The widening stops at the wrong spot; that is the simple matter. The work on the 
other side of the road around the Fiona Stanley Hospital has not been done to the level it needs to be done. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Why is there so much work to be done? In the eight years of Labor government none of it got 
done.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is where the member is completely wrong. If she studies the facts, she will find that 
the amount that we spent on infrastructure across this state would leave the present government for dead. We 
spent money on road and rail projects right across the state that leave the government’s infrastructure 
commitments for dead. I am talking about meaningful, basic infrastructure. We did not spend money on luxuries, 
as the government is doing, such as the Premier’s new palace, which will cost $100 million, or the Perth 
foreshore, where Riverside Drive will be ripped up so that no-one can get through. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What did you say—$100 million? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what it will cost for the new offices in the palace. The government is not looking 
into what it will cost to upgrade Dumas House. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Would you rather that it just rots and nothing happens to that building? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We will have a ministerial compound so the Premier can keep his ministers close 
enough but not too close, and the Premier’s new palace. The minister should add the cost of the two together and 
see what he comes up with. That does not include the new state reception centre that the government is going to 
build but which it is still refusing to admit to. The minister knows about it because he is the Minister for Finance. 
What about that project at the old observatory? Is the minister going to give us the inside running on that? When 
will he admit to that? The minister was part of the problem. When he announced the upgrade of Hale House, he 
misled people because he said it would cost $17 million. Very quickly it became $25 million. Will he stake his 
job on the belief that it will not go over $25 million? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Don’t be absurd!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly. It is a bit like today on the news. Yesterday the stadium was going to cost 
$700 million. Today the Premier admitted—within a day—that maybe it will not cost $700 million. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It will blow out. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, it will blow out, just like the Premier’s palace has blown out from $17 million that 
the minister announced to $25 million. Then we have to add the $1.4 million to move Department of Education 
staff, via the Swan District Education Office, to Padbury Senior High School. We should not forget that cost.  

Hon Liz Behjat: How much did you say Perth Arena was going to cost originally? How much is it going to cost 
at the end? There’s a blow-out there. Let’s talk about blow-outs. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That occurred during three years of Liberal government. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That’s right. Don’t promise something’s going to come in less when you know the stadium at 
Burswood is going to blow out.  

Hon Liz Behjat: What was the Perth Arena due to come in at? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I guarantee that the cost of the stadium will blow out far more than any blow-out that the 
member might allude to in relation to Perth Arena.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Are you going to stake your job on it? What a stupid undertaking! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not the minister so I cannot control these things. The minister should be able to 
give us an iron-clad guarantee. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You don’t take responsibility for any outlandish things you say.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! I am sure the honourable member is trying to 
get to the end of his speech.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right. We have a fascinating situation. According to the forward estimates in this 
budget, in the 2012–13 financial year for the first time that I can find or recall we will see a situation in which 
the federal government will be spending more on Western Australian roads than the state government. That is 
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quite extraordinary and that highlights the fact that this government has failed to invest in basic infrastructure. It 
is more interested in looking after itself and building its little monuments all over the state.  

I want to quickly turn to the Department of Transport and vehicle licensing. We have seen the complete disaster 
of the department basically forgetting to renew its lease at the O’Connor inspection centre and having to 
privatise. It was left in the situation in which it could not build a new inspection centre in time, so it went 
through this process of privatisation. That is one story. The other story is that it made an election commitment of 
wanting to privatise the lot. We still cannot get an answer out of the department. Part of that is because the 
bureaucracy pointed out to the government when it got elected that it would cost the state more money to 
privatise the centre. It would have to increase the fees to privatise the new system. Yet when we got 
departmental officers in for estimates, they said they could guarantee that it will not cost any more money. We 
asked how all the costings work. They said, “We don’t know them.” It is a bit like the stadium: the stadium will 
cost $700 million, but the government cannot tell us how it arrived at the $700 million mark. This is the way the 
government runs; it is just sloppy and dishonest. In the meantime, it will be very interesting to see whether it can 
even get enough authorised inspection services in the south west metropolitan corridor to pick up the slack. 

Hon Ed Dermer: Is it sloppy or secretive? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I used to have a boss who said—I have checked the history of this wording, so I know it 
is parliamentary—that if people ever have a choice between a cock-up and a conspiracy, it is normally a cock-
up. I think we always have to take the default with this government. Although it was a cocked-up conspiracy 
with Peter Reith and the waterfront dispute, I think it is fair to say that, in most cases, it would be a cock-up 
rather than a conspiracy. But, Hon Ed Dermer, because it is the government’s election promise, it is always 
possible that it is conspiracy hidden behind, or masquerading as, a cock-up. 

Hon Ed Dermer: So, it is more likely sloppy than secretive? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 

That is the situation. The government has completely mishandled it. It will be interesting to see the queues return 
to the authorised inspection centre. 

I turn to rail. The former failed Minister for Transport used to regularly tell me that the issue with the tier 3 lines 
was that the government was not going to invest in them because the industry was not going to use them. The 
line that was continually pounded out to me was that I did not know what I was talking about. Even though I 
always argued that the government had not made an effort to try to work out how to make the lines viable for the 
industry, I was told that the industry did not want to use the tier 3 lines and that that is why the government was 
not going to invest in them. The industry is now saying that it wants to use the tier 3 lines, yet the government is 
still saying that it will not invest in them. That underlines the key message that the Liberals will not invest in rail; 
they hate it, they have never liked it and they have never wanted it. How do we know that? We know that 
because of the government’s failure to honour its election commitment to build the Ellenbrook railway line. The 
double whammy is that the government has not even had the decency to admit that it has broken its election 
commitment. Instead, the Premier has said that he never made the commitment, even though the television 
footage, the leaflets that the local member put out and the Liberal Party’s election finance costing documents all 
show that it was going to start construction during this term of government, just as the Labor Party was going to 
do. But the Liberals have not done that; in fact, the only thing the Liberals have done for rail during this term of 
government is defer the construction of the railway line extension to Butler by three years. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: And extend it and do it right. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, minister; the government is building one station. To do it right would have meant 
that the station at Butler would have been built in 2012 and the station at Brighton would have been built in 
2015. This government is building one station at Butler, and this minister is the one who called it Butler. The 
government is building one station for that area. The minister should not say that the government is doing it 
right. It is building one station and it has deferred that station by three years. 

I turn now to the South Perth railway station, which is another promise that the government has breached. We 
have talked a little about rail carriages. The government was told to order the rail carriages in 2008. It was told 
again in 2009 and 2010. Eventually, this year, it finally ordered the rail carriages after there was a massive 
outcry from members of the public who were experiencing the impacts of their not being ordered. What do we 
know? We know that four of those rail carriages are due to be delivered in 2013, but the government will need to 
keep those carriages for the Butler extension. Six rail carriages will arrive in the 2014–15 financial year, so we 
can assume that, at best, there will be three in 2014. But it will be interesting to see the final contract delivery 
times. Five rail carriages will arrive in 2016. Four rail carriages will go to the Butler extension and more than 
half of them will not arrive until after 2015, at which point I can only imagine what it will be like on our public 
transport system. In fact, the Public Transport Authority’s modelling shows that, by that stage, we will need to 
buy the next lot of rail carriages. That is the situation with rail carriages under this government.  
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I want to talk very briefly about the other issue that causes me great concern with the way in which this minister 
and this government are handling certain matters with the Public Transport Authority, and that is safety—
something that is fundamental. In recent times many drivers have gone out on sick leave because of stress. 
Although the drivers have vehemently denied to me that they were involved in an orchestrated campaign, I have 
made it very clear to them that even if they had known that they were all going to be sick on the same day, they 
should have warned the public about that occurring and all the rest of it. The interesting thing is that the 
government then got orders through the Industrial Relations Commission that required the drivers to front up to a 
doctor chosen by the PTA. Those workers did that and were still granted sick leave certificates. Many of them 
also provided statutory declarations. Instead of the government saying, “Well, hang on; maybe we have a very 
serious problem in the way this organisation is being led by the minister down and there might be some 
underlying issues that we have to address”, it started to harass the staff; it started to dock their pay; and it started 
taking disciplinary action. That might sound great, but it will not resolve the dispute, and it compounds the 
problems. 

We moved on after that, and it was discovered that the government had had a fatigue study done, which is good. 
That is a positive step. The fatigue study showed that a significant number of drivers either had fallen asleep or 
were drowsy while they were driving. One would think that, again, that would ring alarm bells, but there was a 
complete dismissal of it by the government. It just ridiculed it and talked about the fact that there are automatic 
train detectors on the trains. In the six months since that occurred, two cars have ended up on the railway line in 
the northern suburbs after coming off the freeway and jumping the barriers. The automatic train detection system 
would not have stopped that; a driver who was wide awake would have averted those accidents. 

Another thing that is amazing is that with all this going on, the government finally got around to starting stage 2 
of that study, which is how to fix the problems. We are now faced with a situation in which the government has 
moved to bring in new rosters that extend the time during which the drivers are driving; they extend some of the 
runs that are considered to be the most monotonous runs. The government has not done anything to address the 
fact that the drivers cannot meet their timetables. If any members have ever done a job such as that, they will 
understand that meeting the timetables is a great cause of stress for both bus drivers and train drivers. The train 
drivers cannot meet their time frames because the trains are so overcrowded at the railway stations. The bus 
drivers are given 15 seconds at a stop to load and unload people, and they physically cannot do it. However, the 
government’s response was to extend the amount of time these drivers are out on the road driving. It is just 
lunacy. 

There was then the situation with the brake failure. We got into a semantic argument about whether it was a 
brake failure, whether the brakes were released or whether the brakes were faulty. When I am driving my car, if 
the brakes do not work the way I am used to them working, I take the car straight to the mechanic. But, no, that 
was not allowed. That did not happen in this situation. Even though the first driver had had a problem, the train 
was given to and taken out by another driver. He had similar problems. It stayed on that route until the driver 
desperately tried to get it off. Why did all that happen? Because there are no spare rail carriages as this 
government has not ordered them and kept its rolling stock ahead of the fleet. It is a disgrace. 

I hope the representative minister takes this comment back to the minister. Messages are coming to me, which I 
am yet to confirm, that there appears to be bullying and victimisation of those people at the PTA who are trying 
to raise legitimate safety concerns; they are being harassed by their senior management. If that is the case, that is 
a matter of grave concern. I say to the representative minister: please take that back to the minister and ensure 
that he gets the message to the PTA that that is not acceptable. Again, this is about the culture. If the Premier 
runs around bullying people, people in the public service will think that that is appropriate behaviour. Safety 
issues should be dealt with with the highest level of respect. Safety should be the number one priority. When 
people raise legitimate safety concerns, they should never be subject to bullying or victimisation. I have yet to 
confirm it, but if that is going on, we should be extremely concerned. I could go on about some of the concerns I 
have about bus safety and the fact that contracts have now been driven down so low, because the Public 
Transport Authority is signing up to contracts that are so low, that legitimate bus companies have come to me 
and said that they cannot tender at that rate and maintain the vehicles in a safe condition or provide the 
appropriate wages and conditions for the workforce under the awards, which is a requirement of the contract. 
That is starting to be a regular concern expressed to me.  

I have asked the PTA questions about an incident that occurred in the past couple of days on a bus for one of our 
regional town bus services. The brakes on buses automatically lock and the bus cannot be driven if the back door 
is open. I have video footage of a bus driving off and closing its doors after it has taken off. That should not be 
allowed to happen. How it happened is a big question mark and the fact that even after it was raised, the PTA has 
not gone back for any random checks for inspections at the bus depot to see whether that is an ongoing 
occurrence from that depot is a disgrace in my view. It is putting people’s lives at risk, I believe. The claim put 
to me by companies is that some bus companies are going in so low to get the work that they cannot operate at 
the level that is required. 
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I have finished with transport, but there is one final point that I want to make to the government. The 
government’s Goodbye Graffiti strategy website states — 

Rapid graffiti removal is seen as best-practice in graffiti reduction as it diminishes the level of 
recognition and reward achieved by graffiti vandals. Prompt graffiti removal also prevents assets from 
appearing uncared for.  

The government needs to get its own house in order. My electorate office had graffiti etched into the glass on the 
weekend of 18 to 19 June. It was reported to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet on the morning of 
19 June. Nothing had happened by Wednesday, 22 June, so I wrote a letter to the Premier. We eventually got a 
response from the department, which sent someone today to do the quote. We have been told that it will still be 
another week before that graffiti is removed. I say to the government that that is not good enough. It needs to 
look at its own strategy and start to implement it. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance). 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 

Statement by Minister for Finance 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [8.02 pm]: Just as Mr Deputy 
President would be about to call on the next order of the day, the Local Government Amendment (Regional 
Subsidiaries) Bill 2010, it might help if I indicate my thoughts about how we might progress this evening, if the 
house is willing. If we spend adequate but not excessive time on the second reading debate on this bill, which, if 
it is successfully concluded and the second reading stage passed by, say, nine o’clock, I would then seek to 
move, as foreshadowed in discussions behind the Chair, that the bill be dealt with in another way. I will move a 
motion for it to be referred to a standing committee, if we get to that stage. The other benefit about dealing with 
that matter in that time frame or earlier is that we can proceed to other business. It would be my intention to call 
on the first order of the day, which is a disallowance motion, the question of which has to be resolved during 
today’s sitting. We would like to spend at least 45 minutes or so debating that if we possibly can. Therefore, 
members might like to consider the length of their contributions to this bill. I do not suggest that people should 
constrain what they say, but perhaps we can keep an eye on the clock.  

Hon Robin Chapple: I seek a clarification. If, as we propose, the bill is referred to a committee, do we need to 
deal with the second reading debate now rather than just refer the bill to the committee and deal with the second 
reading when it comes back from the committee? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: It is my intention to move a motion to refer the bill to a committee after the second 
reading debate has concluded.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Again by way of clarification, I would personally like, if the bill is to be referred to a 
committee, for the bill to go to the committee and, once it comes back from the committee, to be able to discuss 
the committee report in the terms of the second reading debate.  

Hon Sue Ellery: That is what we agreed to.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: No, the intention was to have a second reading debate; that is what has been decided 
and accorded to.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT (REGIONAL SUBSIDIARIES) BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 November 2010. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [8.06 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to make some 
comments on the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010. This bill is quite an 
interesting bill. It is a very simple bill and it follows some work done by Hon Max Trenorden and Hon Nigel 
Hallett in 2010 when they looked at the issue of structural reform. I think that they went to South Australia — 

Hon Max Trenorden: And Queensland. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: — and Queensland to look at what was proposed there. For any Minister for 
Local Government and, indeed, the current one, local government reform looks easy to begin with, but once 
consultations are undertaken and meetings with stakeholders are held, it becomes apparent how complex and 
difficult a process it is to get unanimity amongst the 139 councils that we had back in September 2008 and that 
we still have. There has been an enormous amount of work and expenditure, and the positions and views of local 
government authorities about whether they support forced amalgamation, about which local governments should 
amalgamate and who should be responsible for picking up costs and so on have changed.  
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The government’s achievement in this area has been very chequered. In the 2008 election campaign a 
commitment was made by the then opposition against forced amalgamations. It was reported in the Toodyay 
Herald in September 2008 that the current Minister for Local Government, when in opposition, advised that the 
opposition did not support forced amalgamation for local governments in WA; that was a direct comment by Mr 
John Castrilli. On 5 February 2008 at a Western Australian Local Government Association representative 
meeting at Exmouth, the Minister for Local Government, Mr Castrilli, said that if councils did not amalgamate, 
there would be legislation, and, if they did not want to do it, he would do it for them; it was as simple as that. 
Remember that? A long time has passed since then and, of course, he has not done it. This Minister for Local 
Government has not proven to be a particularly effective minister. The Premier constantly saves his bacon and 
interferes in the process, which does not help.  

Local governments are very divided in their views. We basically have a situation in which we have pretty much 
reached an impasse, although last Friday there was talk around town that the Premier and the Minister for Local 
Government would make a big announcement at the Constitutional Centre of WA. This was supposed to be a big 
deal because most local government authorities in the metropolitan area were invited to assemble for the big 
announcement. They were fully expecting that the Premier would present an ultimatum, perhaps even a plan 
with lines on a map, to say which council would have to amalgamate with which other council. Of course, it 
ended up being pretty much a fizzle. The big announcement was in fact no more than the Premier stating that 
there would be another lot of consultations about local government reform. This is three years down the track of 
this government. Millions and millions of dollars have been spent on a reform process that simply has not 
delivered anything. The only thing it has probably delivered is heightening the rate of frustration amongst local 
government authorities that are now caught in this pattern whereby they cannot move forward, they cannot go 
backwards, they do not know what they are doing, and they are probably sick and tired of all their resources 
being tied up in a reform process that is simply not achieving anything for them or, indeed, their ratepayers.  

I want to put on the public record that when I was local government minister, it was quite apparent to me that the 
ratepayers really do not care about local government reform. In fact, I cannot remember one ratepayer coming to 
me to say, “We want you to reform local government.” They just did not.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: They were too scared of you?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They might have been too scared of me, but they simply did not.  

This is really a construct of CEOs who want to increase their empires as much as anything else. The easiest way 
to increase an empire is to look around, find a small, fledgling neighbouring council and say, “That would be 
nice in the kit. I will take that one and perhaps we should start looking at a formal amalgamation with this one 
over here to our north and maybe this one down here to our south.” The idea that this would be a simple process 
is probably a quantum leap of faith.  

I quickly want to touch on what Hon Max Trenorden’s bill will do to put it in some sort of context. The Local 
Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill will insert two new definitions into the parent act—the 
definitions of “regional local government” and “regional subsidiary”. It is the second one of those that really 
gives effect to the legislation, because, under proposed section 3.69, a “regional subsidiary” is — 

(1) Two or more local governments making arrangements under which they are to perform a 
function jointly may, with the Minister’s approval, form a subsidiary body (a regional 
subsidiary) to perform that function. 

(2) Regulations may — 

(a) regulate the procedure for applying to the Minister for approval for the formation of a 
regional subsidiary; and 

(b) require the local governments proposing to form a regional subsidiary to prepare a 
charter addressing the matters required by the regulations to be dealt with in a charter, 
and to forward the charter to the Minister when applying for approval; and  

(c) provide for the establishment, corporate status and powers and duties of a regional 
subsidiary; and 

(d) regulate the governance and management of a regional subsidiary …  

What is being proposed here is a very good alternative model. It certainly needs to be explored. The best way to 
do that is to consider its positive or potentially negative impacts, because there may be something that is 
unforeseen in this particular bill. 

However, having said that, I refer to a report tabled in the house, dated September 2010, by Hon Max Trenorden 
and his partner on this occasion, Hon Nigel Hallett, who took themselves across to those two states. If we read 
through this report, titled “An alternative path to structural reform of Local Government in Western Australia — 
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A means for Local Government in Western Australia to ensure their future is both assured and robust”, which is 
easy reading because it consists of about six pages, it is quite clear that this has worked in other jurisdictions. It 
gives one hope that perhaps this will be the answer for finally attending to the problem of local councils in the 
state not having direction. I was interested to read the conclusion of the report by the members, because I think it 
is spot on. There are three dot points. It states — 

A number of conclusions contained in the 2009 Trenorden–Hallett Report, however remain unchanged, 
including: 

Recognition of the diversity of local governments across WA is paramount in providing for 
effective structural reform; 

There is no doubt about that. Local governments are not all uniform. They vary in size, demographics, location 
and so on. Their revenues and expenditures vary. Each one of them is different. The second point states — 

Some local governments should be amalgamated, whilst others should remain unaltered, whilst still 
others should be encouraged to investigate other means of structural reform;  

When Minister Castrilli in the early stages said, “All local governments have to reform”, he clearly did not take 
into consideration that some would be better off not reforming and, indeed, should not reform, because there 
would be no benefit to them. In fact, some local governments may be negatively affected by amalgamating with 
others. There is no doubt that when a stronger council amalgamates with a weaker council—I am talking of their 
financial position—there is an advantage for a period for that larger council, which has to pick up some of the 
financial deficiencies of the one it has amalgamated with.  

The third point states — 

Where amalgamation is to occur, any coming together of local governments must be based on 
geographical, cultural, economic, environmental and financial compatibility. 

I think that these are very important considerations, and I believe that this is a good way forward. I believe this is 
a very important area of public policy. This is an area that has been allowed to just languish because the minister 
cannot find a way forward, and the minister now cannot turn back. This impasse needs to be overcome as a 
matter of priority. The best way for this to occur is for this bill to go to the Standing Committee on Legislation. I 
thank Hon Max Trenorden for providing a major way through for what has been a very, very challenging policy 
issue for the Barnett government.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.19 pm]: I thank Hon Max Trenorden and Hon Nigel 
Hallett for doing the preparatory work to bring the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 
2010 to the chamber. It is an area that the Greens (WA) support. As a former shire councillor in the Pilbara, it 
will certainly enable the Pilbara Regional Council and those sorts of organisations to legally establish the 
necessary working groups to facilitate development of all the shires in a holistic region. We note that in South 
Australia and the Northern Territory, local government acts allow for the type of proposal that has come from 
Hon Max Trenorden. We believe that this bill will provide a major step forward for rural and regional councils to 
develop those areas of regional collaborative models to assist their councils.  

As many members would be aware, we received numerous letters from many, many local governments and 
constituents in support of Hon Max Trenorden’s bill. We have taken on board what those letters say. We have 
also spoken at length to the Western Australian Local Government Association and the former head of WALGA, 
Mayor Pickard, and it is quite clear that WALGA supports Hon Max Trenorden’s bill. WALGA makes some 
comments generally that there are some areas that it would like to see tweaked or tidied up. I think it is really 
good that this legislation will go to the Standing Committee on Legislation and enable those matters to be 
fleshed out. I think that it will be really important to hear what the legislation committee comes back with. We 
will wait to make further comments, most probably during debate on the short title of the bill, on the committee’s 
findings. I commend Hon Max Trenorden for the introduction of this bill and we indicate our support for it. We 
await the outcome of the legislation committee’s findings.  

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [8.23 pm]: I have a slightly different perspective on the Local 
Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010. My personal view is that local government is the 
most important level of government. I say that not precisely because of the way local government has operated 
for the past 50 years or so when its main function has been with physical assets; my view is that local 
government is most important because it is best placed to deal with our community. The bigger our local 
government entities become, the harder it is to deal with our communities. Local governments do not currently 
deal with community issues; I will speak more about that in another debate, but it is one of the reasons that I 
have consistently viewed amalgamation as a counter-policy and a counter-activity. We need a structure that 
allows the two heartbeat factors of local government to work—that is, access to funding and retaining 
community identity. If we have community identity with the right leadership and with the right structure, we can 
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deal with and manage community dysfunction. As Hon Linda Savage and Hon Robyn McSweeney say, along 
with others in this chamber, community identity really begins at zero minus six months, or as soon as a woman is 
pregnant, and goes right the way through the early years. The child is then part of an integrated strategy as the 
community grows and develops over the following 18 to 20 years. With the right integrated measures, we will 
have a much better quality community. However, in my view, that can occur only in smaller communities. 
Although it is necessary to consider the economic factor and the need for a certain size of community, I cannot 
see how amalgamation simply to increase size will achieve anything. 

Hon Max Trenorden and Hon Nigel Hallett have done a remarkable job to put this measure together. The model 
has been tried in other places and is already practised in other places, albeit without the corporate structure. This 
bill will provide the corporate structure that will ensure that the model works. With such flexibility and under an 
umbrella of corporate law, groups of local governments will now have one voice when, for example, they apply 
for funding, rather than five voices seeking the same amount of funds from either Canberra or Perth. Big 
government, be it the Australian government or the state government, basically likes dealing with big entities; 
most do not like dealing with small entities. However, such a structure will allow the bigger entity to interface 
more easily at the funding pool level and will make for easier communications, decision making and assessment 
of funding outcomes. 

However, as we saw when amalgamation was proposed in the communities of Mingenew, Morawa, Perenjori 
and Three Springs, identity is equally important. Although the councils were keen to amalgamate, probably to try 
to make it easier to access funding from Perth and Canberra, the communities, when it went to the vote, did not 
want to give up their identities. People are proud of their identity. A lot of us in this chamber were brought up to 
think that there is no place like home, and that is how a lot of people in these communities still think. However, 
this bill recognises both those forces and works with them. To use a buzz phrase from another industry, this bill 
is a bit of “financial engineering” in that we are creating a structure that will allow for easier access to funding, 
while preserving the identity that communities take pride in being associated with. 

I am very positive in my support for this bill. I am very negative about the forces to amalgamate shires—that is, 
local government authorities—because we have not yet used that great resource to change the quality of our 
communities, but it will come. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West — Minister for Child Protection) [8.28 pm]: The Local 
Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010 provides for two or more local governments to form 
a regional subsidiary to provide specific local government services. The creation of regional subsidiaries will be 
complementary to existing reform measures in local government, such as regional collaborative groups, and to 
the existing provisions for regional councils. The Minister for Local Government has been working with the 
sector on a range of reforms that will allow local governments to undertake business activities, and the 
Department of Local Government has been investigating a range of issues associated with these, including 
ensuring the necessary safeguards for the community.  

The regional subsidiaries model is but one means by which local governments can work together to undertake 
services. It will not, for example, address the desire by some local governments to form trading enterprises. The 
Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010 amends the Local Government Act 1995 by 
including a proposed new section 3.69, which contains the power for regulations to be made to set out the 
requirements for the Minister for Local Government to approve such bodies and arrangements necessary for the 
establishment, corporate status, powers, duties, governance, accountability and other statutory requirements of 
regional subsidiaries.  

The bill provides for the minister to give ultimate approval for the establishment of regional subsidiaries and the 
specific charter setting out the detailed arrangements in each case. In particular, in approving regional 
subsidiaries, the minister would need to have regard to the capacity of local governments to run such entities 
with reference to their financial and governance capability. Local governments’ own capability self-assessments 
last year revealed that 36 per cent of local governments undertook limited or no strategic planning; 81 per cent 
undertook limited or no planning for asset maintenance and renewal; and 77 per cent undertook limited or no 
financial planning. The Minister for Local Government has initiated a number of capacity-building activities for 
local governments to address these findings. These are being progressively implemented. How the community is 
engaged and protected is another important aspect that must be given due consideration in the establishment of 
regional subsidiaries. A complete and accurate picture must be put to the community, including a risk 
assessment, so that informed decisions can be taken on local governments’ plans.  

In this context, I note that the regional subsidiary model would benefit from the rigorous business planning 
processes undertaken by regional collaborative groups to assess the benefits of establishing a service sharing 
arrangement. Local governments should not establish regional subsidiaries without an analysis of their current 
business operations or those of their prospective partners. This can be addressed as part of the approval process.  
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The development of the proposed regulations will be a key task, and the government will consult the local 
government sector in developing appropriate laws. The Minister for Local Government will seek advice from the 
Department of Local Government on the technical content of the bill, and should any issues be identified, the 
minister reserves the right to introduce amendments to the bill in the other place, as necessary.  

This bill provides an additional mechanism for local governments to join together to provide more effective 
service delivery. However, it will not be the answer to local government structural issues across the state. As 
Hon Max Trenorden said, this bill is not an alternative to structural reform, including amalgamation. Various 
local governments are already seeing the additional benefits that full mergers will provide, and others are using 
existing powers to form statutory regional councils to provide key services, such as waste disposal. Together 
with the Minister for Local Government, I look forward to a local government sector that has the capacity to take 
advantage of new models of operating to bring improved benefits to their communities. 

HON MAX TRENORDEN (Agricultural) [8.33 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their support of the 
Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010. I found it a little difficult to hear exactly what 
Hon Robyn McSweeney was saying because of the unfortunate acoustics of the room, but — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Consider yourself lucky! 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I am not having a go at all, but I will read what she said in Hansard a little later. I 
will go through those people who spoke. I thank the Labor Party and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich for her comments. 
She spoke at some length about reform not necessarily benefiting everyone. We all know that some councils in 
the state are basically no more than what were once roads boards. They cannot go broke because all they have is 
enough money to carry out a certain function. In fact, it is very hard to see anyone more efficient than someone 
who receives a sum of money for a precise activity and carries it out. Some of the very small councils are 
efficient in their current structure. Of course, then there are the major arguments about amalgamation of councils 
in the metropolitan area.  

Hon Robin Chapple spoke about referring the bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation. Members might 
recall at the time I introduced the bill that I had trouble getting this bill drafted but it was finally drafted by 
parliamentary counsel. I saw Hon Michael Mischin flipping through the Local Government Act to check, as a 
good lawyer should, the functions of my bill. I am pleased to see that he is not here to argue with me, so he could 
not have found any immediate problems with the bill. It is a private member’s bill and, private members’ bills 
carry a risk. This is my effort—my bill; it is a private member’s bill. I understand the argument to refer the bill to 
the legislation committee, although it is not my personal preference. This is an extremely simple, very 
uncomplicated bill, but I understand and agree with the members who spoke that the issue is not simple; it is just 
that my bill happens to be simple. Obviously, if the house wants the bill to be referred to a committee, I have 
absolutely no argument with that whatsoever. I would love to participate in that process, but it might be a little 
difficult because I am not a member of that committee. Nevertheless, I will be confident about the findings of the 
committee. If it gives members of this place confidence, that is the right thing to do.  

I thank Hon Philip Gardiner for his comments and I acknowledge his passion for local government. I also thank 
the Greens for their interest and the way they dealt with me. They were keen to have a briefing from me; in fact, 
they were the first group to seek a briefing. I thank also the members of the Labor Party who took the time to 
have a briefing. I find quite daunting the pressures of trying to get to every briefing that arises from matters in 
this place, so I appreciate their time. I thank also Hon Robyn McSweeney for her comments. I point out, 
however, that everything in the bill requires the minister’s support. If the bill is passed, proposed new section 
3.69 will ensure that the minister may not unreasonably withhold approval of an application. That is included 
because the minister has enormous power under the bill to refuse any of the proposals. In South Australia—I did 
not go to the Northern Territory so I cannot talk about the Northern Territory—the corporate entity that is put in 
place must have the tick of the Minister for Local Government. The whole intent and description of the corporate 
entity must have the tick, first, of the Department of Local Government, which would peruse it, and then, 
ultimately, the tick of the minister. That is why the bill has one clause that provides that the minister cannot 
unreasonably withhold approval, so that people who submit the plans can have some balance with the minister, 
who will have overwhelming power to decide what happens with these corporate entities. I am keen to make sure 
I keep my part of the deal.  

On the question of analysis, Hon Robyn McSweeney, the argument is the same. The minister has the capacity to 
consider all the issues relating to what is put forward to the minister in a corporate plan—an analysis included. 

The last thing that I would like to say is that I am very appreciative of the support that I have received from local 
government. Well over half the local government associations in Western Australia have written to me 
supporting the bill. I did not bother to bring that correspondence to the house. A range of people in local 
government contacted my office weekly asking about the progress of this bill. They are very, very keen on this 
option. I do not disagree with Hon Robyn McSweeney’s argument that there is only one option. As indicated in 
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the passage that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich read from the report that Hon Nigel Hallett and I wrote, this adds another 
bow to the whole question of amalgamation. We can have amalgamation itself, we can have subordinate 
legislation, which is what I am driving, or we can leave things as they are. At the moment, we have one option.  

Mr Deputy President (Hon Brian Ellis), you would know more than most members in this chamber that this issue 
has been well canvassed in the state. There is not one area of the state that has not looked at it. I have even 
briefed four councils in the western suburbs. They wanted me to come and see them and describe the bill to them 
because they wanted a simple function relating to parking meters. Those four councils want to put a very simple 
process together in which there is one administrator, whatever number of parking inspectors, one administration 
of funds and no overlay of corporate costs. They are as keen as mustard to do that as it would enable them to 
deliver a significantly cheaper service, even though many of us in this chamber complain about the service from 
time to time. That is the model that I have proposed. The other argument is that councils can take the full range 
of all those complicated shared services that every council has to manage. They can have a corporate activity. 
That corporate activity might involve the Shire of Mukinbudin and the City of Stirling, so that the Shire of 
Mukinbudin can receive the benefits from a council the size of Stirling.  

I thank the house for its support of the bill. Quite a few members of the Liberal Party spoke to me about this bill. 
I thank them for their goodwill. My only intention is to give passage to some good administration. I hope that 
this bill can progress through the committee system easily. I truly hope that the Minister for Local Government 
will look at this bill. During conversations that I have had with him recently, he said that he believes that my 
type of bill is very useful for the mix of local government. He believes that there are other options as well, as 
does WALGA. I repeat that my intention was that because this is a private member’s bill, not a National Party 
bill, I would prefer that it be dealt with quickly and succinctly in this chamber. I have a belief in the mechanics 
of the two houses that that is the best way to deal with private members’ legislation. We should grab it and deal 
with it over the road. I obviously will not argue with the will of the house. I look forward to the passage of my 
bill.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

On motion without notice by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance), resolved — 

That order of the day 29, the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010, be 
discharged and referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report not later 
than 1 September 2011. 

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1186/41 —  
WANDI TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT PRECINCT — DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [8.45 pm]: I wish to disallow the amendment for the Wandi 
transit-oriented development precinct. One could be forgiven for thinking that the Greens (WA) might support 
an amendment for a transit-oriented development. However, this amendment is not what it appears to be. The 
development is neither high density, nor transit oriented. The purpose of this amendment is to rezone 
6.8 hectares of lot 683 Lyon Road, Wandi, from rural water protection zone to urban zone in the metropolitan 
region scheme. I have with me for the information of members a nice little picture of the area. It is located in this 
tiny section on the Jandakot water mound. That is one of the issues that I have with the development. It is also 
right on the freeway, which one would think could be a good opportunity for a transit-oriented design. I looked 
into this issue in quite some detail and was assisted by departmental officers. I also had a briefing from the 
Satterley Property Group, which has proposed the development. I have also met with other people who are 
concerned about bushland in our region. I can tell members that this amendment has been thoroughly researched 
by me and I would like the support of the house to disallow it. 

One of the main reasons for disallowing this amendment is the development’s location on the Jandakot water 
mound. Also, this habitat, which has not been cleared at the moment, is Carnaby’s cockatoo habitat. I have six 
main reasons and I will quickly summarise those reasons, because, hopefully, members will be familiar with the 
principles of planning. My first reason for wanting to disallow the amendment is the lack of a clear commitment 
from the government about where it will put the railway station at Rowley Road, and I will go into that in detail 
later. The second reason is that the proposed density of this development is not high enough to qualify as a high-
density transit-oriented development. The third reason is that the close proximity of the proposed development to 
Rowley Road is a concern because this is a major freight link to Latitude 32 and the southern ports. The fourth 
reason is the location of the proposed development on the Jandakot water mound, and I will go into the concerns 
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I have about that in detail. The fifth reason is that there is insufficient detail in this proposal about the measures 
that will be in place to ensure that our groundwater source is protected from the contamination that is likely to 
occur from urban development. The final reason is the paucity of data relating to the conservation value of this 
site. So, very succinctly, I will cover those in detail. 

Firstly, the government has not made a commitment to develop a rail station. We have been asking for the 
metropolitan master plan for public transport for some time. One of the reasons is to enable orderly urban 
development so that we know where we can build around rail stations. A number of recent reports, including the 
draft “outer metropolitan perth and peel sub-regional strategy”, have put the location of that station near this 
development. However, early indications suggest that the government’s 20-year public transport plan does not 
put the station near Rowley Road. Even in this metropolitan region scheme zonings and reservations map which 
was provided to me by the department and which I am holding in my hand, the proposed rail station was located 
north of Rowley Road, and now in the drawing it is conveniently located in close proximity to the land that we 
are considering. However, as it turns out, neither of these places appears on the master plan.  

Point of Order 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: Can we ask that that be tabled? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Does Hon Lynn MacLaren propose to table the plan? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Absolutely. Would Hon Phil Edman like to see it? I can pass it to him now. I have 
pretty much memorised it.  I seek leave to table the metropolitan region scheme zonings and reservations near 
amendment 1186/41, Wandi transit-oriented development precinct map. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It has been pointed out to me that, upon the request of a member, the document is 
required to be identified, which the member has now done, and at the conclusion of the member’s speech it will 
be automatically tabled. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. That, in a nutshell, is my concern about calling this 
a transit-oriented development, because if the station is not there, it does not really qualify. 

I recently had the pleasure of visiting Harvest Lakes, which is one of those areas that was originally planned to 
be nicely developed to be a transit-oriented development. However, the station never eventuated. I believe that 
this is an issue that our planning authorities need to sort out so that we can finally start locking in these transit-
oriented developments where the stations are. 

I have mentioned that the proposed density of the development is not sufficiently high to merit its transit-
oriented development tag because the two go hand in hand. Anyone who has seen the development of Leighton 
would know that we need high density at those rail station nodes. Therefore, this density is proposed to be for 
R40 to R60. That maybe cuts it on the minimum side, but it does not really achieve what we need to achieve 
with transit-oriented developments. 

The developers argued that there would be no market for higher densities. However, there is, as we know, a 
major shortage of affordable housing in Perth, as documented by recent reports by Bankwest and Shelter WA. 
This is a case in which we could develop some affordable housing in a high-density development, and I would 
like to see that occur. However, at this stage of the process we have not facilitated that or even stipulated that 
that should occur. The Department of Planning argued that it was not really possible to dictate a higher density at 
this stage of the process. However, I still make the point that at some stage we need to take that major step. 
Because R40 and R60 are being talked about, R80 could at least be talked about. When do we actually start that 
process? I am saying that we should be starting it now. 

The third reason was the concern about the close proximity of the proposed development to Rowley Road, 
which, as members for the South Metropolitan Region would well know, is a major freight link to ports and 
Latitude 32. My concerns relate to that issue of Roe Highway stage 8 and the Beeliar wetlands because, if 
members are familiar with that plan, they will know that quite a bit of land is required for the on-ramps and off-
ramps, so it is more than just a ribbon of road. Sometimes these major intersections need quite a large triangle of 
land in which to get cars on and off the freeway. From my assessment of the maps, it appeared that that was not 
accounted for. We do not want to create a problem by allowing development too close to a major freight road. 
The planning authorities have since spoken to me and advised that Main Roads Western Australia does not have 
an issue with this. When I met with the Mayor of Kwinana and the planning authorities in Kwinana, they were 
concerned that perhaps there had not been sufficient leeway. Therefore, part of the reason for this disallowance is 
to be absolutely certain that enough land is reserved for the purpose of that major freight route. If we are going to 
put a lot of residents in that area, noise amelioration will be needed at some point, so we need to ensure that we 
have an adequate buffer for that. I do not want to create problems that we are already trying to deal with in built-
up areas. The port authority was the only authority that objected in the 22 submissions on the metropolitan 
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region scheme amendment. The port authority also was concerned about the integrity of the link and the transit 
lanes. Therefore, I think it is worthy for us to pay attention to its concerns.  

Development is proposed on the Jandakot water mound, as I have said. This area is classified P2. P2 areas have 
been identified to ensure that there is no increased risk of pollution to the water source. Typically there is low-
intensity development with lots that are quite spread out in these areas. The proposed development is high 
density. I know that developments occur in these areas that are fragile or vulnerable to groundwater pollution, 
but the way to do that is to be very clear about the drainage requirements and to have systems in place under 
which the drainage is very strictly controlled. This MRS amendment does not have those stipulations and I 
would like for us to be a bit more prescriptive in that. The policy for the protection of our groundwater supply is 
that further intensification of land use may result in the contamination of our public drinking water source; 
therefore, typically, urban development is not considered appropriate. That is the reason the original Jandakot 
structure plan, which I also have with me, did not include the little pocket of land next to the freeway. Satterley 
has already developed all the land to the south, but it did not include that pocket of land, which I am indicating 
on the map I am holding, because it is part of the Jandakot water mound. It could not be passed on the MRS 
amendment that went through first, so it has been held off and is subject to this special amendment just for this 
tiny pocket of land. That is an opportunity for us to ensure that the planning rules are strictly adhered to for the 
Jandakot water mound. I am not convinced that this amendment does that. 

I am concerned about the potential contamination of bores. There are at least 10 production bores on Lyon Road. 
Production bore J210 near the corner of Rowley and Lyon Roads is under threat of contamination. At the point 
that this MRS amendment was tabled in this house, there was no consideration of how those bores would be 
protected. We need to ensure that that happens. That is why we have the special rules for the Jandakot water 
mound. The lobes of the water mound are protected drawdown cones with a 500-metre buffer around each 
wellhead, but this MRS amendment does not allow for those buffers. The Department of Water considered this 
amendment and its submission to the metropolitan region scheme amendment process is worthy of note. I would 
like to quote from it, if I may. The Department of Water’s submission states — 

The Department of Water … has no objection to the amendment if it is determined that the unique 
location of the site adjacent to the Rowley Road (south) train station and its associated high density 
TOD would provide a greater community outcome. In this regard, the DoW have advised that should 
the site be zoned urban, then they would reclassify … the area from priority 2 to priority 3 to facilitate 
urban development … 

The DoW has advised that while the proposed amendment is considered to be contrary to the water 
resource protection objectives of the DoW and SPP 2.3, the strategic location of this land and the 
commitment by government to the provision of sustainable TOD — 

A sustainable transit-oriented development — 

is recognised. The latter is considered by the DoW to provide sufficient justification to depart from the 
objectives of the SPP 2.3 in this locality. 

However, as members will have figured out by now, I have a very real concern that this proposed development 
will be neither high density nor transit oriented. Therefore, the rationale that the Department of Water gave in its 
submission under good faith that this would be a transit-oriented development is now undermined. I suggest that 
the department may not give permission or see it as strategically important to permit urban development on this 
fragile piece of land if it knew that the pay-off was just further low-intensity development and not the transit-
oriented development.  

The fifth reason that I have listed today for this disallowance is that there was insufficient detail in this proposal 
about what measures would be in place to ensure that the contamination of water does not take place. The 
government argued that provisions would be included in the structure planning and subdivision process to 
restrict any contaminating activities. That is a worthy goal; we need to be absolutely sure, and I would like this 
chamber to express that absolute commitment that groundwater drainage requirements will be adhered to, 
because, frankly, the amendment we have before us does not guarantee that the groundwater will not be 
contaminated. I repeatedly asked for the drainage protection plan, and I was assured that the intention of the 
developers and the government was that this was to be a well-engineered development. However, there is 
nothing in writing, and I think that most of us would recognise that things like that are really needed in writing 
to ensure that something as important as our drinking water is kept free from contaminants.  

The Department of Planning advised me that the provisions are likely to include the requirement for reticulated 
sewerage, a restriction on potentially contaminating activities, reduced irrigation and the use of fertilisers on 
public land and open space, and the application of water-sensitive design and subdivision design. I would like to 
see that on the record.  
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I am not necessarily opposed to all development on the Jandakot water mound, but it needs to be carefully 
controlled. A groundwater investigation to establish whether the run-off will infiltrate the groundwater and 
aquatards, as they are called, in the soil is needed. That has not been done at this stage. There should not be any 
commercial activities that would heighten the risk of groundwater contamination, and members can imagine 
what they are—petrol stations, dry cleaners and grey and black water recycling.  

My final reason for this disallowance is the paucity of data relating to the conservation value of this site. This 
site is known to be the habitat of Carnaby’s black cockatoos. Neither the government nor the developers were 
able to supply me with wildlife surveys taken at the site to assess its conservation value. In fact, a site visit 
determined that that area had already been traversed by cleared roads, which, as far as I know, are not allowed 
before this amendment goes through except for the purposes of survey work. In my consultation I learned that 
the Urban Bushland Council was opposed to the clearing of any more bush in the Perth metropolitan area. Its 
concern was that this area might be grand spider orchid country. We already know it is the habitat of the 
Carnaby’s cockatoo. The Department of Environment and Conservation was unable to tell us whether the area 
had been surveyed and its wildlife value assessed. These are planning rules this state has put in place to ensure 
the protection of our environment. They are not in this metropolitan region scheme amendment, and we should 
disallow it. Offsets have been planned for this state; however, we have been unable to establish exactly where 
they will be.  

In wrapping up, I want to make a few points about process issues. It appears that the proposed development is 
pretty much a done deal. We can see the constraints are many and we can see the developer is already quite 
advanced in his plans. I will show members these plans, which I will also seek leave to table. It is the “Wandi 
North Local Structure Plan”.  

Leave granted. [See papers 3463 and 3464.]  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It shows the plan is already quite advanced for urbanisation along this side of the 
freeway. It would be quite nice and tidy to go all the way up to Rowley Road and complete that block of land. 
Members may recall that not long ago we considered an amendment for the other side of this freeway. That was 
the Mandogalup MRS amendment. This, too, has already been zoned urban and a structure plan is in place. 
Members can see why the pressure would be on this little area to go ahead and make it urban; however, that area, 
as members know, is that tiny section of the Jandakot water mound. That is why I believe it should not be 
developed.  

As I said, I want to sum up. It looked like it was a done deal. The developers obviously did not think there would 
be any problem getting this development approved. I note, through my research, that they are significant donors 
to political parties in this house. I would hate to think that proper processes in this house will in any way be 
bypassed because of that. I would not expect that. However, it is notable, in my research, and that is what I had 
to share with members.  

The Department of Planning stated that the Department of Water is also currently reviewing the Jandakot 
groundwater protection policy due to pressure from developers. According to the amendment report, a number of 
circumstances have changed so that the Western Australian Planning Commission supports a general review of 
the statement of planning policy. These circumstances include the construction of the Kwinana desalination plant 
and the increasing pressure from landowners within the Jandakot water protection area who are requesting 
greater urbanisation and a review of that policy. The development of the Jandakot water mound would risk 
contaminating our drinking water and would make us more reliant on expensive and energy-intensive 
desalinated water. I ask members to consider whether it is acceptable to commit our long-term future to that.  

As I have already mentioned, the Greens (WA) are not necessarily opposed to any development on the Jandakot 
water mound. If the proposed development was a genuine transit-oriented, high-density development with a 
confirmed train station, we would probably support it, provided appropriate water management measures were 
implemented to minimise the risk of groundwater contamination and that the appropriate offsets were made to 
replace the Carnaby’s cockatoo habitat. However, that is not what seems to be proposed for this area at all. What 
we have instead is a medium-density development on the Jandakot water mound, with no public transport 
provision. That will result in further clearing of the Carnaby’s cockatoo habitat. I therefore move to disallow this 
amendment.  

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [9.09 pm]: I have a great deal of sympathy with many of the points 
raised by Hon Lynn MacLaren in moving this motion. Like the honourable member, I have studied this proposal 
quite closely, and there has been a considerable amount of discussion on this side of the house about how we 
might proceed on this matter. Last week, in the context of the debate on urban bushland, I made the point quite 
clearly that we on this side of the house see enormous value in the preservation of urban bushland, not just for 
the sake of preserving it, but because properly preserved urban bushland adds to the quality of life in a 
metropolitan or urban area.  
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I note that Hon Lynn MacLaren framed her argument in six points. Let me take the final three points first, which 
are essentially about the conservation values and the protection of groundwater. The thing that disturbs me about 
the argument put forward by the Greens (WA) is that, were it a different sort of development—were it indeed a 
development that involved higher levels of density or had gone through a slightly different process—they might 
support it. Try as I might, I am unable to see a flaw in the planning process as it has evolved to this stage. I note 
particularly that both the Water Corporation and the Department of Water have done a full assessment of this site 
and both are happy for the development to proceed and are confident that the right measures can be put in place 
to ensure that there is no contamination of the groundwater. 

I further note that the site has been subject to a formal environment protection and biodiversity conservation 
assessment. As honourable members in this place would know very well, the EPBC assessment is often a safety 
net. When we think the processes of the state might not be comprehensive or might be subject to considerations 
that we do not think should be brought to bear on a project, we often look to the EPBC act, which has a range of 
different considerations that can be brought into play. I notice that the EPBC act has been invoked here. The 
project has been assessed under the act, and those processes have also given this project the tick. 

Those last three points have been well addressed. I noticed that Hon Lynn MacLaren was weaving through the 
issues a bit. It is probably not unfair to her to say that part of her argument is that the assessments might well 
have been done and they might well be adequate, but in the light of other concerns, the Greens have decided to 
move this disallowance. The reality is that one cannot actually walk both sides of the road at once. There has to 
come a point at which one makes a decision about whether one is fundamentally in favour of transport-oriented 
development. Transport-oriented development, people-oriented development, green-oriented development—they 
are not exactly interchangeable terms, but we on this side of the house pride ourselves on having done a lot of 
the pioneering work in making these terms part of the community’s currency, part of the community’s language, 
when it is talking about how to contain urban sprawl. 

I share Hon Lynn MacLaren’s concern about the densities at this site, but if that is our concern, it is our 
responsibility to hold the government accountable for delivering what it has promised to deliver. However, I am 
not sure whether the Greens (WA) make their point about ensuring that the densities are approved at the right 
levels in the strongest possible way by coming in here and moving a disallowance motion. I think other avenues 
are available for that.  

One of the reasons that a lot of arguments the Greens are using resonate with me is that I look at developments 
such as Brighton, which is by the same developer, and things about Brighton make me very unhappy. Some of 
those things happened under the watch of my party, but the reality is that when we go to Brighton, we hear all 
the talk about medium and high density, affordability and sustainability. I and many honourable members in this 
place know how hard the developers had to work with agencies such as the Water Corporation to get some of 
those water-saving measures in that development. I can only hope that those processes become more streamlined 
in years to come. The reality is that the transport part of the development became out of sync with the building 
side of the development and almost every building in the Brighton subdivision has a double garage. There is no 
way that we can retrofit Brighton to make it a truly transport-oriented development and that saddens me 
enormously. We do not have to reinvent the wheel. To see how this works we simply have to go to other places 
in the world where transport-oriented developments have been built for decades. I can tell members that in all the 
best practice examples, they will not see double garages next to a train station.  

I agree with the Greens that we absolutely must get this right. However, I do not agree that the best way to 
service those ends is to come in here and move a disallowance motion. As I said, the Greens cannot have it both 
ways. I concede that Hon Lynn MacLaren made the point that this is not a straightforward disallowance. I know 
that the Greens have a fundamental problem with excising any part of a Bush Forever site to allow for 
developments. I remember that within the last couple of years we have had the debate in here about the Jindalee 
subdivision in the northern suburbs. I argued on behalf of the Labor Party in favour of that amendment to the 
metropolitan region scheme because I genuinely believed that we would get better outcomes from what was 
being proposed than what we would have got from the kind of standard scorched earth sub-developments on the 
north coast. Fundamentally, we must look at what is at stake. The signs are that Wandi can be a best practice 
transit-oriented development and it is incumbent on us in this place to hold the government accountable to make 
sure that that is indeed the case.  

I am a bit mystified about the arguments about the proximity to the freight link. Going through the briefings that 
we on this side of the house have had, Main Roads has looked at what is being proposed, and it seems to think 
there is a significant buffer zone. The reality is, as Bernard Salt has pointed out, if someone lives in an urban 
area, they should accept living with a certain amount of traffic noise. One of the most troubling situations in 
Perth is when we develop something such as the old brewery and people move into a development such as that 
and then complain that they get too much noise from the restaurants. When I am in the metropolitan area, I live 
in East Perth, and from my back veranda I can hear a lot of noise from the entertainment precinct around the 
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Royal on the waterfront at Claisebrook Cove. I do not hear that sort of noise in my house in Denmark. I am very 
fortunate that I have the best of both worlds, but I do not move to a place such as East Perth and expect to have 
the same kind of environment that I have when I wake up in Denmark. People choose to live in a transport-
oriented development for a number of different reasons. A lot of those that we on this side of the house want to 
see developed are to do with the affordability of living in a TOD in which families do not need to own two cars; 
they might not even need to own a car at all, given the way that the rail network is opening up different areas of 
the metropolitan area to ready and easily affordable access. I say again that I do not think the proximity to 
Rowley Road is reason enough to move this disallowance. 

Although I think that we have to make sure that future densities are in line with best practice transport-oriented 
developments, I also believe that we have to be consistent in our argument and acknowledge that TODs are 
indeed what we want if we are determined to make Perth a thoroughly functional twenty-first century city. 

As I went through the paperwork associated with this development, I noted the offset built in to the proposal—
129 hectares in total, of which I understand 84 hectares has already been purchased. Offsets are one instrument 
we use, particularly for black cockatoos, to ensure the wildlife does not suffer a net disadvantage from a 
development such as this. However—I know that the Greens (WA) members will agree with me—they are not 
the ideal solution, particularly when we have a government that has failed to put in place a clear and transparent 
offsets register that enables us to see exactly what has happened, exactly what is planned, what has been 
achieved, what the effects of that achievement are and, most importantly, where the money is going. I notice that 
in the briefing documents this transaction was completed at some time in 2010, yet we do not seem to have been 
able to confirm that transaction; that is, we do not have any details about the location of the 84 hectares and how 
that is being managed for offsets for black cockatoos. 

I referred in a previous debate today to some of the very troubling information that we elicited from the 
government during the estimates debate a couple of weeks ago. I asked how the offsets revenue is shown in the 
budget papers, and the answer was that it is not shown in the budget papers. That will make it very, very 
problematic for the government when the minister stands to defend the government stance on this disallowance 
by saying, “We have an offset policy in place”—I am quite sure that is what appears in the briefing notes of 
whichever minister is about to handle this disallowance—because the minister will then find he or she is unable 
to give the house any details. Again, my view is that that is not enough to support the moving of this 
disallowance and therefore the Labor Party will not use that to vote in favour of this disallowance. Although the 
Labor Party will not be supporting the motion, I think it is time the government was put on notice. I know, and 
Hon Helen Morton knows, because she reads out the answers provided by the Minister for Environment every 
time I raise this matter, that there is a policy of development. However, this will become more and more of a 
pressing issue as we look at things like transport-oriented development. Once again, I make the point that have I 
made several times during previous debates in this place; namely, that offsets only work for certain species. They 
do not work for the small birds and the small animals and I would have liked to see something in this material to 
suggest that this concept of environmental permeability is being incorporated, if only in a transport-oriented 
development in which the densities are much higher than they might be in other developments. 

Although we in the Labor Party have a lot of sympathy for the points made by the Greens (WA) in moving this 
disallowance, I think the better end is served by not disallowing this measure; the better measure is served by 
using the forums of the Parliament, and the forums that the community puts together for itself, to make the 
government accountable for delivering the best transport-oriented development in the state that it possibly can 
deliver at this time. That is why I indicate that the Labor Party will not support this motion.  

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [9.25 pm]: Obviously, I have 
information that has been provided to me by the Minister for Planning on this motion, so some of the 
information that I will provide to the house is really from his papers. I noted from her comments, as did Hon 
Sally Talbot, that Hon Lynn MacLaren’s concerns would not be so great if the development were to be of a 
higher density than what she perceives will be the case, and if there were to be some protections put in place 
around contamination issues. That came through fairly loud and clear in my mind. I also acknowledge the work 
that Hon Sally Talbot has put into providing an overview of the opposition’s position. 

I need to provide the minister’s response to this motion, so I will run through it in a fairly routine kind of way. 
Before addressing the reasons behind the motion the member moved, I want to provide a brief background to the 
amendment. 

In summary, metropolitan region scheme amendment 1186/41, the Wandi transit-oriented development precinct, 
is supported because it will facilitate development of 6.61 hectares of land for proposed medium and high-
density residential development, providing a range of housing choice, in close proximity to the future train 
station. Initial concept plans indicate that approximately 200 residential lots will be created of a density between 
R40 and R60; however, the preferred density is not yet determined and will be subject to further detailed 
structure planning.  
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The amendment will contribute to a residential catchment to support the proposed Rowley Road railway station 
and an adjacent local centre. The station and local centre will provide a focus for community activity within the 
Wandi area. Over the last two years, the nearby Wandi and Mandogalup localities have been rezoned to urban or 
urban deferred in the MRS. This urbanisation in the south west corridor of the metropolitan region contributes to 
the efficient consolidation of land in close proximity to existing and proposed infrastructure, and ultimately the 
supply of urban land in the metropolitan region.  

As the amendment area is located within the Jandakot underground water pollution control area, careful 
consideration has been given to its urbanisation by various state government agencies. The Western Australian 
Planning Commission concluded that the land was suitable for urban purposes, given the relatively small area of 
land—approximate 6.61 hectares; its location on the periphery of the Jandakot underground water pollution 
control area, with its limited resultant potential impact; local and state government agency support, including the 
Department of Water; the fact that the site is wholly contained within 600 metres of the proposed Rowley Road 
railway station; and that it completes, rather than extends, the urban zone in the Wandi locality, and contributes 
to the residential catchment of the proposed Rowley Road station.  

However, the reasons for disallowing the amendment are not supported by the evidence and information 
available. Firstly, I would like to clarify the general purpose and intent of an MRS amendment, as it will assist in 
providing a context for the responses I give to the honourable member’s reasons for this motion of disallowance. 
The intent of an MRS amendment is to consider broad regional aspects relating to long-term zoning of a site, and 
whether there are any fatal flaws that would prevent the future urban development of a site. An urban zoning in 
the MRS allows the next stage of the planning process to occur when detailed structured planning is undertaken 
and all issues are investigated and assessed or addressed. Most of the issues raised in the motion of disallowance 
relate to planning matters that are routinely addressed in the subsequent detailed structure planning stage, which 
will involve further consultation and referral to relevant agencies and public advertising.  

Getting down to the specific reasons that were raised, the first reason I will talk about is the uncertainty about the 
width of Rowley Road to accommodate the major freight corridor. The importance of Rowley Road as a major 
freight corridor has been carefully considered in the assessment of the amendment. The future use of Rowley 
Road will not be prejudiced by the amendments as follows. Main Roads WA, in conjunction with the 
Department of Planning, has been working to develop the ultimate planning design concept for Rowley Road 
east of Kwinana Freeway to protect the major freight corridor that will serve the Kwinana Quays project, James 
Point port, Kwinana industrial area and Latitude 32. As a result of this work it was identified that additional land 
is needed to accommodate the freight corridor. In accordance with Main Roads WA’s submission on the matter, 
the amendment has been modified to exclude a northern portion of the amendment area from the urban zone. 
This will accommodate the future land requirement needs for Rowley Road to be upgraded as a primary regional 
road reserve to service heavy freight traffic into the future. In relation to issues regarding noise and loss of 
amenity of future residents from road infrastructure, these aspects are routinely addressed in the subsequent 
detailed structure planning stage, followed by stringent conditions of subdivision and development approval that 
typically require a combination of noise amelioration techniques, including noise walls, road pavement 
construction, quiet house design and notifications on titles.  

The second point was about the lack of evidence for the location of a rail station. Planning for a station in 
Mandogalup–Wandi has occurred over the past decade and has been reflected in a series of strategic planning 
documents. The South West Metropolitan Rail Master Plan, 2000; the Perth Urban Railway Development 
Supplementary Master Plan, DPI 2002; and the Jandakot District Structure Plan 2007. In these documents, 
stations are shown in two locations: north of Rowley Road and to the south of the intersection of Anketell Road 
and the Kwinana Freeway.  

A 2007 review of these sites by the Public Transport Authority, in conjunction with the then Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure, concluded that there would be adequate demand for stations near Russell and 
Rowley Roads. In January 2008, the WAPC endorsed the review’s recommendation for a proposed station at 
Rowley Road south. This location has been subsequently identified as the Mandogalup proposed passenger 
railway station in the draft outer metropolitan Perth and Peel subregional strategy 2010 for the south west 
subregion 2010. The draft strategy forms an integral part of the endorsed vision in Directions 2031 and 
Beyond—Directions 2031—for increased densities in the metropolitan area. Directions 2031 also identifies an 
emerging district centre in the Wandi locality. A business case is needed prior to construction of the station. 
However, expected future passenger numbers in the catchment, which will include the immediate 800-metre 
walkable catchment and the wider Park ‘n’ Ride or Kiss ‘n’ Ride catchments, are anticipated to provide 
patronage for the station.  

The agreed site for the station also provides flexibility to construct a station and associated facilities and achieve 
good integration between the station and the surrounding developments. The proposed station site will be kept 
under review and made a priority in subregional planning for the area. Development of the Wandi TOD land will 
assist in the case for further detailed planning and the ultimate construction of a station at Rowley Road south.  
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The third reason it was raised was concern about achieving the high residential density targets for the Wandi 
TOD land. Concern about achieving those high residential density targets for the Wandi TOD land is 
acknowledged, given that the reason for the amendment is to actually achieve transit-oriented development 
associated with the proposed Rowley Road south rail station. However, the allocation of residential density 
occurs at the local structure planning stage prior to subdivision. The structure planning process involves referral 
to relevant agencies, public consultation and the opportunity for submissions on planning issues, including the 
appropriate provision of residential densities. Although initial indications by the proponent suggest an R40 or 
R60 coding for the land, as part of the subsequent structure planning stage, the WAPC will carefully consider the 
appropriate residential density in evaluating land use and mix that will support a transit-oriented development 
outcome for the wider catchment area around the rail station. This catchment will take in not only a walkable 
catchment of around 800 metres in Mandogalup, Hammond Park and Wandi, but also a much wider catchment 
that will utilise Kiss ‘n’ Ride and Park ‘n’ Ride facilities. Minimum residential density targets rather than 
conventional maximum densities that will support government transport investment will be explored during 
structure planning to provide for appropriate densities that will support future construction of a rail station. The 
government is committed to achieving increased residential density in Perth, particularly when integrated with 
public transport in line with the WAPC’s Directions 2031 vision for a more compact and sustainable city. The 
government will continue to work with the WAPC and the Town of Kwinana to ensure that appropriate density 
is achieved for the Wandi TOD.  

The fourth reason related to the proximity to the Jandakot underground water pollution control area and whether 
water-sensitive design criteria are required, whether activities and irrigation are restricted and whether there is 
the potential for contamination of bores et cetera. The decision to support the amendment was not taken lightly, 
particularly given the location of the Wandi TOD land within the Jandakot underground water pollution control 
area. However, it was concluded that the land was suitable for urban purposes given the following: once again, a 
relatively small area of land—6.61 hectares; its location on the edge of the UWPCA, with limited potential for 
impact on the control area; local and state government agency support, including the Department of Water; the 
site is wholly contained within 600 metres of the proposed Rowley Road rail station; and it completes rather than 
extends the urban zone in the Wandi locality and contributes to the residential catchment of the proposed Rowley 
Road station.  

In answer to concerns about the lack of information relating to contamination of the UWPCA and land use and 
irrigation restrictions, I am advised that appropriate water management measures will be incorporated into the 
subsequent structure planning and subdivision process in consultation with the Department of Water. Provisions 
will likely include the requirement for reticulated sewerage, a restriction on potentially contaminating activities, 
reduced irrigation and use of fertilisers on public land and open space, and the application of water-sensitive 
drainage and subdivision design.  

With regard to the Water Corporation’s bore J210, which is located on the north east corner of the intersection of 
Rowley Road and Lyon Road, the Water Corporation has advised that incompatible land uses should be 
excluded from the wellhead protection zone. As described above, provision will be included in the structure 
planning and subdivision process to restrict any contamination activities. Also, as part of the structure planning 
and subdivision, district and local water management strategies and plans will be required in compliance with the 
WAPC’s “Better Urban Water Management” for water-sensitive design, the principles of which are to maintain 
or improve predevelopment water discharge and also maintain surface and groundwater quality at 
predevelopment levels. Water-sensitive urban design will be required and implemented in subdivision and 
development. In light of the above, the Minister for Planning has indicated that he is confident that the structure 
plan process provides the appropriate mechanism to address the matters that have been raised.  

Reason five relates to the lack of data relating to native vegetation and conservation values. I am advised that the 
proponent has conducted various environmental surveys on the subject land as part of an overall environmental 
study of the Wandi north local structure plan area. The study area includes the MRS amendment land. 
Environmental studies undertaken included flora, vegetation and fauna surveys at appropriate times of the year, 
wetland mapping, vegetation condition mapping and environmental assessment reports. No declared rare flora or 
flora species listed under the commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
were identified. Further consideration of any environmental issues raised in the environmental assessment 
reports will occur at the detailed structure planning stage, in consultation with the Department of Environment 
and Conservation and the Town of Kwinana’s environmental section. 

The amendment land was also included in a referral of the overall Wandi north residential development proposal 
by the landowner to the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities under 
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The DSEWPC approved the proposal 
subject to conditions for on-site retention of vegetation and off-site offset measures to ensure the protection of 
black cockatoo habitat. The DSEWPC’s conditions are being complied with by the proponent as development of 
land to the south proceeds, as with the development of the Wandi transit-oriented development land. 
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In closing, it should be noted that disallowing the amendment could potentially impede the timely provision of 
urban land and result in a lost opportunity to secure a prime urban site to facilitate transit-oriented development, 
which in turn may prejudice the ultimate provision of a train station at Rowley Road south. It may also increase 
uncertainty and impede the coordination and timely provision of services and infrastructure in the Wandi area. 

I trust that this reply will allay some of the concerns raised by Hon Lynn MacLaren. I formally request that the 
motion to disallow metropolitan region scheme amendment 1186/41 for the Wandi transit-oriented development 
precinct not be supported. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [9.41 pm] — in reply: I want to very quickly express my 
appreciation to the minister representing the Minister for Planning for going into such detail about the 
environmental conditions that will be imposed on this development. That goes some way to addressing the 
concerns that I have raised, and I appreciate that. I would like to remind members that the conditions of the 
Department of Water have not been met. The department stipulated that it was on the condition that it would be a 
transit-oriented facility. We still are not convinced that the station will exist south of Rowley Road. I hope that 
within two weeks we see the master plan for public transport for the state and that we know whether there will be 
a station in that area. We will know soon enough whether that is true. 

I appreciate the fact that the noise amelioration and groundwater protection controls will be measured and 
audited. I must note that the public open space and greenways in the concept plans that I saw for the 
development are impressive. I think that, should the developer deliver on the vision that he has set out to deliver, 
it will be a very stunning and nice development to live in. I hope that that comes to fruition. It is a major freight 
route; it is not a restaurant zone. Noise amelioration will be a key factor for the amenity in that area. I appreciate 
that the minister has made some comments about that. 

Finally, I note that, at the recent ministerial lunch put on by the planning sector that I attended, the Minister for 
Planning was glowing in his assessment of the transit-oriented development that he visited in the United States. I 
know that he knows. I know that he gets it. I know that he understands the importance and the joy that a transit-
oriented development can deliver for citizens. I think he would agree with me that we want to see more of that in 
Perth. I just want him to be sure that that kind of development can be delivered. I am still not convinced that the 
Wandi transit-oriented development will deliver that. Therefore, I ask for support for the disallowance motion. 

Question put and negatived.  

The PRESIDENT: Members, noting the time, we will move to members’ statements. I will give the call initially 
to Hon Giz Watson, because she tried to get the call right at the end of last week’s session, and then I will work 
out the rest of the order and let members know. 

ABORIGINAL YOUTH — HEARING LOSS 

Statement 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.44 pm]: Indeed, this is what I was trying to talk about last 
week, but I do not think I will take very long. I want to make a few comments this evening on the 
overrepresentation of Aboriginal youth in the criminal justice system and alert members to some information that 
they might not be aware of. Yet another federal parliamentary committee of inquiry has described the 
overrepresentation of Aboriginal youth in the Australian criminal justice system as a national crisis, but it is 
hardly groundbreaking news. It is not new that Aboriginal youth is now 28 times more likely to be detained than 
is non-Indigenous youth. This disparity has been the case ever since I can remember, always with committees 
coming up with long lists of recommendations to address the problem, and all discussing ways to improve life 
expectancy, health, education and employment. It seems that a convincing solution is yet to be found, or perhaps 
there is just a lack of political will. Twenty years after the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody, 
the rate of Indigenous imprisonment, in the words of Western Australia’s Chief Justice, Wayne Martin, is 
heading in exactly the wrong direction. 

The committee report that I mentioned discusses the prevalence of hearing loss among Aboriginal people, and 
this is what I want to talk about tonight—the importance of hearing loss on Indigenous literacy development and 
the irrefutable correlation between literacy levels and incarceration. I believe that costly commonwealth and state 
language and literacy strategies have made little headway in the last two decades because they fail to adequately 
factor in the hidden barrier of auditory processing disorder. Ear infection is prevalent among Aboriginal children, 
and is many times greater than it is in the wider Australian community. Long-term ear infections from a young 
age in any population mean that those children grow up with auditory processing disorder or, put simply, an 
acquired learning difficulty. Auditory processing disorder is the result of hearing loss during the critical language 
development period stretching from birth to about four years of age. This is because it is the brain that ultimately 
hears and not the ears alone. The brain needs to be programmed in how to hear during these critical years. 
Hearing loss over this time affects not only the child’s ability to hear, so they know when people are talking and 
what they are saying to them, but also the development of memory and the ability to concentrate, to pay attention 
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and also to sequence information. This is particularly significant for all of us who understand that auditory 
processing is the critical skill for all learning. It is the foundation skill required on the road to effective literacy 
acquisition. Yet according to research done here in WA by audiologist Roberta Marino—this is an unpublished 
document—70 per cent of Indigenous children grow up with auditory processing disorder compared with the 
wider community, in which the problem is about five or 10 per cent. Most Aboriginal children have had ear 
infections long term over the critical language development period and sit in a classroom with poor acoustics 
attempting to hear, concentrate and process what is being said, often in a second language and in a different 
cultural context from that experienced at home and for them it is a nightmare. They have a learning disability 
that is not being recognised. Some may be medicated with intrusive chemicals to keep them compliant, but that 
is not an effective treatment for auditory processing disorder. Due to their auditory processing deficits, the 
children may enter formal education with a condition that will actually prevent them from learning effective 
literacy skills. 

We all know about the strong link between incarceration rates and learning difficulties. Our prisons are full of 
people with, at best, grade 2 reading skills. The link between illiteracy and incarceration cannot be denied. 
Illiteracy among inmates in prisons is an overriding and indisputable fact, and in the United States has been 
recognised in what we might find to be a most astounding way. In the US, the problem of predicting how much 
prison space will have to be provided, say, in a decade or so, is assessed by, would members believe it, year 3 
literacy outcomes in tests that are similar to our National Assessment Program — Literacy and Numeracy tests 
here in Australia. In some US states, planning for prison occupancy rates and the building of more prisons is 
aligned with how well children do in their year 3 NAPLAN–equivalent tests.  

The link between literacy development and the ability to read and learn can be predicted by teachers in the 
earliest days of a child’s life at school. Members can ask any year 1 teacher; they can tell within days of 
association with their students which kids will succeed in education and which will struggle. We need to find a 
solution to early literacy development difficulties by knocking problems on the head before children reach 
year 3. Any proposal for a single test of Aboriginal children to see whether they have an ear infection cannot be 
achieved through an ill-conceived plan such as that carried out at Yuendumu in which kids were identified 
through a single test, yet nothing was done to treat their ear problems. We need blanket testing to identify ear 
problems on an ongoing basis because they may not have an ear infection at the time of a single test, but at the 
next test one or two months later, problems show up. The statistics among Aboriginal children are shocking—
70 per cent are affected at any one time—but they do not all have ear infections every week of the year; 
therefore, a single test will not identify who does and does not have ear problems. There has to be a blanket 
approach with ear infection treatment and proper literacy development programs in place to ensure these kids 
learn to read. If they do not learn to read in their early years, we will lose them entirely as they will continue to 
learn to read while the rest of the population reads to learn. 

There is a literacy development program that is used very successfully in the United States, particularly in areas 
of disadvantage, to lift literacy skills. It is particularly well researched and a proven tool. If members are 
interested to find out about this program, I am happy to provide them with a website to read the success stories 
of whole school districts. The program is installed in schools on the east coast of Australia and in a couple of 
schools in Western Australia, but it is much more commonly implemented on the east coast of Australia. 
Interestingly, it is also used in some prison systems in the US in an attempt to improve the literacy standards of 
inmates in the hope that it will help reduce the chance of them reoffending. Only when we identify the culprit—
that is, ear infections—that leads to auditory processing disability and learning difficulties and commit the time 
and money to treat the illness and teach kids to read, will we have any chance of the statistics for both Aboriginal 
incarceration and Aboriginal illiteracy rates looking any better. 

The PRESIDENT: In the interests of giving members who have not had the opportunity to speak an earlier call, 
I will work in the order of Hon Wendy Duncan, Hon Liz Behjat, Hon Donna Faragher and Hon Alison Xamon, 
followed by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich if there is time. 

INDONESIAN ABATTOIRS — LIVE CATTLE TRADE SUSPENSION 

Statement 

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Mining and Pastoral — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.52 pm]: I rise tonight to talk 
about the live cattle export ban. I know that this issue has been canvassed well in this house by other members, 
but I want to draw members’ attention to the fact that the ban on live cattle exports has implications far wider 
than just northern Australia where our pastoralists have been immediately and quite adversely affected.  

As we heard in this house last week, and since the federal government’s decision to ban without warning live 
cattle exports to Indonesia, this decision impacts particularly seriously on Western Australia. Forty-five per cent 
of Australia’s live cattle exports come from WA. In 2010, 171 000 cattle, valued at more than $100 million, were 
exported from Western Australia to Indonesia. In fact, 80 per cent of our export live cattle went to Indonesia. 
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Just today, I heard there are 28 000 people whose jobs are affected either directly or indirectly by this decision. I 
have been to the Kimberley and the Pilbara three or four times in this last month and I have attended meetings in 
Marble Bar, Port Hedland, Broome and Roebuck Plains. What really strikes me about the implications of this 
decision are the disbelief, despair and bewilderment on the part of cattle producers and employees in this 
industry that this decision could have been made with so little forethought or consideration of its implications 
and that these people were dealt this blow by their fellow countrymen.  

I have followed this debate on Facebook and some of the blogs online, and the level of vitriol and ignorance in 
some comments disturbs me. I particularly remember a comment in one of the blogs which read, “Why don’t all 
the Kimberley pastoralists just grow veggies instead”. It shows a total lack of understanding of the industry and 
of the environment in which it is undertaken.  

Another reason for cattle producers’ bewilderment is the fact that many I have spoken to have been to Indonesia 
to see where their cattle go and none of them witnessed what we saw on Four Corners that night, and none 
would condone that treatment of animals. In fact, I remember pastoralists in Port Hedland saying that they had 
been very strong in implementing new methods of managing their cattle with minimum disturbance, minimum 
noise—no stock whips and no poly pipe. The most noise that they would make would be a “shoosh-shoosh” 
sound or perhaps to hit their 10-gallon or Akubra hat against their leg. They were absolutely devastated to see 
this footage. The issue, which has been well canvassed, is that this decision was made not only without 
informing our state Minister for Agriculture and Food, but also without prior warning to Indonesia, and it has 
turned into a major diplomatic issue.  

I would like to share with members tonight an email I received from a constituent of mine who has a property 
east of Esperance. He writes — 

… I consider the treatment of the cattle during killing as shown on 4 Corners to be appalling and 
unacceptable for Australian cattle.  

However live export is essential for the Australian cattle industry and for our personal cattle enterprise. 
We live shipped cattle periodically for the last 15 years to Israel, middle east arab countries, Indonesia, 
Malaysia and the Philippines. Last year, we live exported 1500 cattle from our Esperance property, 
approximately 1000 of these went to Indonesia. This year, we are planning to live export — 

Were planning is probably what he needed to say — 

up to 4000 cattle from Esperance with Indonesia to take most of these. Gross value of these cattle will 
be over $2m. 

This is a family enterprise—a husband and wife, a son and one worker—and their whole livelihood has been 
thrown into jeopardy. This gentleman goes on to say that not only is the live cattle export market important 
physically for export cattle, it also improves prices for all cattle in the state because it has introduced a level of 
competition into the cattle market. His email continues — 

The first point I want to make is that the Indonesian market is directly important to us here on the south 
coast of WA. So far the politicians have stated that the Indonesian market is important for the northern 
pastoral areas, but it is also critical for us. 

The second point is that the live export market in general sets the price for domestic cattle in southern 
WA. Without competition from the live export market, prices in southern WA would slump 
substantially. 

This is what we really need to take into account. I was in two shops in Esperance last weekend. In the first a 
person was talking about someone in their family who had a livestock transporting company and who owned 
three trucks. They have had major contracts cancelled. At the counter in the other shop, a young man next to 
me—he did not know who I was—was telling the lady behind the counter that he was scared that he would lose 
his job because he was a truck driver.  

The implications of this decision are far reaching. At the time the decision was made, it was very ill considered. I 
commend Steve Pennells for his article in The Weekend West on Saturday and Mr Richard Matthews, whose 
letter to the editor was published in yesterday’s The West Australian. He speaks of the federal minister for 
agriculture and says — 

He has handled the live-cattle trade with Indonesia fiasco with the finesse of Basil Fawlty. He has 
stumbled from one stupid decision to another, making matters worse each time. 

Last week I joined the state Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Terry Redman, and our Premier in meeting 
with Kimberley pastoralists. The minister for agriculture gave a commitment to these pastoralists not only to 
work very hard to get the trade re-established but also to identify other markets overseas in the Middle East, to 
endeavour to move some of these thousands of cattle that are now awaiting export and cannot be retained where 
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they are because there are new calves coming down. We will see the degradation of the rangelands up there if 
they are overstocked for too long, to say nothing of the fact that cattle are being held in confined spaces and need 
to be fed. The Premier also gave the pastoralists a commitment that he would work to try to get their trade up and 
running. He was to meet with Prime Minister Julia Gillard the next day to ask her to intervene in this fiasco and 
to ensure that either she or the foreign minister take control of this situation by visiting Indonesia in an 
endeavour to mend some of the fences that have been so severely damaged. It is an absolute embarrassment that 
our nearest neighbour has been insulted so badly by this decision. I believe there are 14 million people whose 
food supply has been affected. Tony Crook, the federal member for O’Connor, today called on the Prime 
Minister to intervene in this very difficult situation. I want to add my voice to that call. This situation needs to be 
resolved, it needs to be resolved quickly and it needs to be resolved at the highest level.  

SPECIAL OLYMPICS WESTERN AUSTRALIA — SOCCER TOURNAMENT 

Statement 

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [10.02 pm]: Tonight I want to share with members an event that I 
recently attended. Last Friday, 24 June, I actually had the privilege of opening an event held at the Herb Graham 
Recreation Centre in Mirrabooka. That event was a soccer tournament held by Special Olympics Western 
Australia. For those members who are not aware of Special Olympics, it is an international charitable 
organisation. Special Olympics is not a single event for elite athletes. Participants reach their personal bests 
through regular sport and competition. Special Olympics offers 14 sports across an international program. People 
with an intellectual disability are often ridiculed, misunderstood, isolated or simply ignored. With the 
understanding and support of Special Olympics, people are able to reveal their talents and discover new skills to 
allow them to improve health and fitness, to develop self-confidence and to grow socially. In fact, at the 
moment, the Special Olympics World Summer Games are taking place in Athens. The Special Olympics World 
Summer Games is the largest sporting event in the world this year. One hundred and thirty Australian athletes 
are in Athens right now competing, along with another 7 500 athletes from 185 countries from around the world. 
Australia is participating in 11 sports. Our Lord Mayor, Lisa Scaffidi, sent off the Western Australian contingent 
of the Australian team from the Perth Town Hall. The team went off to Athens very proudly.  

I would just like to share with members the athletes’ oath that Special Olympians use. It dates back to Roman 
gladiator times. They start all their games with the oath, as they did on Friday, which I will tell members about 
shortly. The oath is, “Let me win. But if I cannot win, let me be brave in the attempt.” I think they are wonderful 
words. Whenever I go to any of the Special Olympics events, which I have done a few times, and I hear the 
athletes reciting that oath, it really warms my heart to see all these wonderful people having a go and competing. 

On Friday I went to an event at the invitation of my very good friend Di Bruce. Di and I met when both our sons 
were playing in the Auskick competition for the Kingsley Cats some years ago. Di is now the state manager of 
Special Olympics in Western Australia and doing a fabulous job of raising the profile of Special Olympics in 
Western Australia. She asked if I would go along and open the event—Special Olympics wanted to have a soccer 
clinic, which was sponsored by Football West and Bupa. Bupa provided 50 volunteers to help run the game that 
day, but it also sent along some massage therapists to give massages to the parents and carers of those who were 
there that day, because we all know what a massive job parents and carers of those with disabilities do. It was 
very nice to have the kids out there running around learning soccer skills, while the parents and carers were 
being treated to a bit of a massage. Congratulations to Bupa for sponsoring that event. They also provided the 
morning tea and lunch that day. 

Di was telling me that when she proposed putting this event together, she was hoping that maybe 50 children 
might decide that they would like to participate. In fact, 125 children put their hands up to participate. It attracted 
students from schools across WA, including Creaney Education Support Centre, Merriwa Education Support 
Centre, Christ Church Grammar School, Westminster Education Support Centre, Holy Rosary School, Burbridge 
School, Durham Road School and South Ballajura Education Support Centre. Students at those schools certainly 
had an appetite to participate in this event. I will quote from Di Bruce’s media release of 23 June — 

The day was received beyond our expectations. The number of schools keen to participate flags the 
need for more events in the future. For a lot of the children, this will be the first time that they 
experience sport and it is crucial that we provide a pathway for them to continue with physical and 
recreational activity. Working with state sporting organisations such as Football West whom have 
embraced inclusion for people with disabilities opens up so many opportunities for so many, with the 
focus on ability rather than disability. 

I think they are great words from Di. 

Walking around that day, I saw that the children were split into six groups. They then moved in 15-minute 
intervals around the Herb Graham Recreation Centre to learn different skills associated with soccer. It was just 
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wonderful to see the sheer joy on the kids’ faces as they ran around learning new skills and kicking a soccer ball 
to each other and the look of joy on the parents’ faces as they watched their children participate. 

I spoke to a number of the mums and a couple of the dads about this, and they said it is very difficult for 
children, especially those with intellectual disabilities, to have the opportunity to participate in these things. They 
do not get to go on outings very often. In fact, when I spoke with the people from the Creaney Education Support 
Centre, which is in Kingsley electorate—Andrea Mitchell, the member for Kingsley, is on the board of Special 
Olympics and a huge supporter of what it is doing—they said the whole school was there because they did not 
get the opportunity to do anything at all. They were very grateful for the opportunity to go there and participate 
and to make new friends. I was delighted to go along. 

About a year ago I attended an event in Forrest Place when the athletes were going off to one of their games. I 
am really thrilled that I get the opportunity to support Special Olympics in Western Australia. It is doing a 
fabulous job. I think a herogram should go out to all those athletes in Athens at the moment who are competing 
on behalf of their country. I do not think anyone could be prouder of anything in their life than representing their 
country in any sporting activity or any activity at all. To all those people who put in so much effort and hard 
work with the Special Olympics movement around Australia, I say congratulations and I promise that as long as 
I am a member of Parliament I will certainly be a very strong and keen advocate for everything that can be done 
and any support that we can give to these organisations. 

SWAN CITY YOUTH SERVICE 

Statement 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [10.10 pm]: I rise to say a few 
words about the Swan City Youth Service in Midland and a very positive decision recently made by the Minister 
for Transport. Members of the East Metropolitan Region certainly know that this not-for-profit organisation has 
provided a really important service for young people at risk aged between, generally, 10 and 24, over many 
years. It provides these young people with significant support to deal with a range of issues including drug and 
alcohol abuse as well as providing a safe place for them to learn and socialise in, in a positive way.  

Last year, I met with representatives of the service and the City of Swan, including the mayor, Councillor 
Charlie Zannino, and the chief executive officer of the City of Swan, Mike Foley. They were seeking my support 
for their quest to gain a permanent home for the youth service. They also met with a number of other members 
from the East Metropolitan Region. Like those other members, I was very pleased to add my support as a local 
member and, at that time, as the Minister for Youth, by making representations to the relevant ministers. The city 
and the service were considering a couple of different options, and I am very pleased to say that there has been a 
happy ending. I was also really pleased to be a part of the announcement last week. 

An area of vacant land owned by the Department of Transport was identified at the rear of the vehicle 
examination centre on the corner of Victoria Street and Padbury Terrace in Midland. It is centrally located and in 
close proximity to public transport. With the approval of the Minister for Transport, Hon Troy Buswell, the 
government has agreed to excise land worth more than $900 000 effectively free of charge and place it under the 
management of the City of Swan. By doing this, the City of Swan and the youth service can now direct all their 
services and resources to building a new youth facility on the site, which is absolutely fantastic and, I have to 
say, without that support I think the service’s future would certainly not have been secure. 

The great thing about this decision and the decision taken by the city and the service is that it will not be just a 
youth facility. For all intents and purposes, it is envisaged that it will become a one-stop shop for a range of 
services. In fact, it presents a real opportunity for various service providers across a range of areas, including 
mental health and primary health, to work in conjunction with the Swan City Youth Service for the benefit of 
many young people throughout the East Metropolitan Region. The Minister for Mental Health, a fellow member 
from the East Metropolitan Region, Hon Helen Morton, have been very supportive of this approach. 

I will conclude by saying that I believe that this is a fantastic outcome. The Swan City Youth Service is to be 
commended for the really important and valuable work it does for the community and for the young people in 
the East Metropolitan Region. Minister Buswell and his department are also to be commended for making such a 
positive decision for our region, and for making the vision of a one-stop shop youth facility a reality. 

ASYLUM SEEKERS 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [10.14 pm]: Members may be aware that last week was Refugee 
Week. Directly after Parliament rose last Thursday, I attended a seminar at Curtin University hosted by Amnesty 
International, the Association for Services to Torture and Trauma Survivors, otherwise known as ASETTS, and 
Curtin University’s Centre for Human Rights Education. We heard some of the latest research on the impact that 
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mandatory detention is having on the mental health of asylum seekers. We also heard from recently released 
refugees, who shared their stories with us. They were very moving, but they were also very horrifying. The 
impacts of detention are particularly pertinent, given that we are starting to witness unprecedented levels of 
suicide and self-harm in our detention centres. I draw members’ attention to an article that was published in The 
West Australian last week, which revealed that security guards are now being issued with special knives so that 
they can cut down detainees who try to hang themselves. I ask: how have we let things get to this point? We are 
also seeing an increase in rioting and other destructive behaviours, and we need to start looking at why this is 
happening. 

We heard from Professor Derrick Silove from the school of psychiatry at the University of New South Wales, 
where he has been heading up research for quite some time, with a reasonably large team, into the long-term 
impacts of detention on the mental health of refugees. I was particularly interested to hear about the difference in 
the way Vietnamese refugees who arrived here by boat in the 1970s had been treated compared with our 
treatment of current refugees. Importantly, the research has looked at the difference in the long-term implications 
for the mental health of both groups of refugees. 

When the Vietnamese refugees arrived in Australia, the federal government policy position was a deliberate 
strategy to promote calm amongst these groups and to focus on swift resettlement. Bearing in mind that these 
people were, like the current refugees, extremely traumatised by having escaped terrible fear and persecution, the 
research found that their long-term prospects for maintaining positive mental health remained very high as a 
result of the way their resettlement was handled. Interestingly, in some instances their mental health was better 
than that of the broader Australian population. 

Compare this with the way we are treating current generations of asylum seekers. The fundamental difference 
between refugees of the 1970s and refugees arriving on our shores now is the disgusting and shameless way in 
which the whole issue has been allowed to be politicised; it was not politicised in the 1970s. I would like to 
imagine a world in which no political party feels the need to make this a political issue. I want to see a world in 
which phrases completely devoid of humanity and compassion, such as, “Turn back the boats”, are reviled for 
the repugnant statements they are. I want an environment in which solutions that are no solution at all, such as 
the so-called Malaysian solution, are not even contemplated; where unplanned arrivals, whether by boat or, as 
the vast majority of refugees arrive, by plane, are simply processed as part of the ordinary immigration process; 
and where political one-upmanship as to who can be most lacking in compassion is a thing of the past.  

The number of refugees arriving on our shores by boat is minuscule compared with the number of those who 
arrive by plane. Importantly, the number of refugees Australia takes is absolutely minuscule, when one looks at 
the number of refugees globally. Most refugees are living in dire circumstances around the world, and rich 
countries like Australia play only a small part in global resettlement programs. 

The research looked at what is happening to these refugees when they are placed in detention. As I have 
mentioned, these people are already suffering from the effects of trauma in their countries of origin and also 
from the accumulated experiences in the countries through which they have since travelled. They arrive on these 
shores and many actually have no idea where they have arrived; they have not even necessarily intended to come 
to Australia, but they have been promised the hope of safety and freedom. There is growing scientific evidence 
of the harm that detention is having on refugees and the severe psychological impairment it creates. Members 
should remember that the vast majority of detainees we are locking up indefinitely are found to be genuine 
refugees and are being resettled in Australia. In effect, we are engaging in a policy that is serving to 
psychologically cripple our future Australians. But what I found the most disturbing was the research into the 
effects on the children in detention. The studies showed that many of the children who arrive in our detention 
centres are suffering already from a number of mental health issues. We were then shown the statistics for the 
rates of mental illness among the same children post-detention, and they were horrifying. It had got worse; there 
was depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, separation anxiety, oppositional defiant disorder, suicidal ideation 
and self-harm as just some of the issues named. They will all dramatically increase as a direct result of prolonged 
detention.  

How on earth are we justifying doing this to children or to their parents—or any human being for that matter? 
We should be focussing on helping these people get over their horrific experiences, not adding to their trauma. 
We need to remember that the detained asylum seekers in Australia are prisoners in a foreign country. They feel 
helpless and confused. They come with high hopes of redemption and these hopes are being dashed. This is 
contributing significantly to their view of the world and the way they are responding to the detention. The 
detention centres are more prison-like than refugee camps in other countries, so people are left feeling isolated 
and marginalised.  

As I mentioned at the beginning, we did hear directly from recently released detainees who spoke of their sense 
of worthlessness as a direct result of their experiences in detention. These people, again found to be genuine 
refugees, had been made to feel great shame for their situation. They talked about losing their sense of identity 
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and sense of self. They were experiencing flashbacks from not only the horrors arising from their original 
countries but, much to our shame, flashbacks from their experiences in Australian detention centres.  

I think history will judge current governments harshly for the way we have allowed these people to be treated. I 
think it is an incredibly huge mistake. I think future Australians will look back on the policies of these times and 
wonder how governments could have allowed such things to happen. 

House adjourned at 10.22 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 

BURRUP AND MAITLAND INDUSTRIAL ESTATES AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTATION DEED 

3845. Hon Robin Chapple to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Attorney General 

I refer to part (3) of question without notice No. 277, answered by the Minister for Environment on 12 April 
2011, and funding for the preparation of a Draft Management Plan, as identified in section 4.5 of the Burrup and 
Maitland Industrial Estates Agreement Implementation Deed, and ask — 

Will the Minister provide an itemised expenditure list for this Draft Management Plan? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

Expenditure incurred by the Office of Native Title and the Department of Environment and Conservation for the 
preparation of the draft management plan as identified in section 4.5 of the Burrup and Maitland Industrial 
Estates Agreement Implementation Deed is as follows: 

Plan preparation (consultant)  $ 194 000 
Consultant fees — obtaining cultural information  
for the draft management plan   $ 24 000 
Grant funding for Aboriginal Contracting Parties  $ 71 000 
Operational costs  $ 83 000 
Plan preparation  $ 240 150 
Total Expenditure as at 30 June 2010  $ 612 150 

BROWSE LNG PROJECT, KIMBERLEY —  
STATE GOVERNMENT – WOODSIDE – GOOLARABOOLOO JABIRR JABIRR AGREEMENT 

3846. Hon Robin Chapple to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

In reference to the agreement between the State Government, Woodside Energy Ltd and the Goolarabooloo 
Jabirr Jabirr (GJJ) native title claim group, and the Premier’s statement of Friday 6 May 2011, I ask — 

(1) Can the Minister identify how the benefits valued at more than $1.5 billion over the life of the 
Woodside project will be distributed, by dollar value to — 

(a) the establishment of businesses and investment; 

(b) joint ventures; 

(c) the building of homes for GJJ and other Indigenous people; 

(d) education initiatives; 

(e) release of land for housing and businesses; 

(f) initiatives to address the social impacts of the precinct; 

(g) direct employment through the construction and operation of the precinct; 

(h) indirect employment through businesses maintaining and servicing the precinct; 

(i) State Government (Port Authority and LandCorp) and proponent training programs; 

(j) State Government (Port Authority and LandCorp) and proponent employment obligations and 
targets; 

(k) contract and tendering opportunities for GJJ businesses; 

(l) enable traditional owners of the Kimberley to support, promote and protect Aboriginal culture 
and heritage; 

(m) reform of Indigenous land tenure on the Dampier Peninsula to allow for home ownership and 
create economic development opportunities; and 

(n) creation and joint management of conservation areas with the State Government? 

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

(3) If yes to (1) — 

(a) when will these funds be available; and 

(b) in which financial years? 
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(4) When will the first funds be available to the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr (GJJ) native title claim group, 
and for which projects? 

(5) What component/s and dollar value of the more than $1.5 billion are coming from either the State 
Government or Woodside JV partners? 

(6) Will the Premier and Minister for State Development table any agreement made in respect of the above 
matters between the state and either Woodside, the Kimberley Land Council or the Goolarabooloo 
Jabirr Jabirr (GJJ) native title claim group? 

(7) The Premier and Minister for State Development have stated that Woodside Energy Ltd is a foundation 
proponent at the precinct, does this agreement between the State Government, Woodside Energy Ltd 
and the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr (GJJ) native title claim group cover subsequent or other users of the 
precinct? 

(8) If yes to (7), will subsequent or other users be required to contribute to this announced package? 

(9) If yes to (8), how is the amount to be determined? 

(10) If no to (7), will separate negotiations be available to the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr (GJJ) native title 
claim group for subsequent or other users? 

(11) The Premier and Minister for State Development have stated that the site is for onshore processing of 
LNG and the separation of liquids in the Kimberley, does onshore processing of LNG and separation of 
liquids in the Kimberley include other developments such as Gas to Liquid processing, Production of 
Urea and other Fertilisers, the Manufacture of Explosive, or Ammonia plants? 

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

(13) If yes to (11), will separate negotiations be available to the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr (GJJ) native title 
claim group for subsequent or other processing plants? 

(14) If no to (13), why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of State Development advises: 

(1)–(14) The Traditional Owners of the land at James Price Point have agreed to relinquish their native title 
interests in the land and water required for the Browse LNG Precinct in return for substantial benefits 
for indigenous people and continuing engagement in environmental and cultural heritage management 
at the precinct. 

Representatives for the State, the Goolarabooloo Jabirr Jabirr native title claimants and Woodside 
Energy Limited are finalising the agreement documents, and details of the State's benefits package will 
be available when the Agreements are signed and executed. 

BROWSE LNG PROJECT, KIMBERLEY —  
STATE GOVERNMENT – WOODSIDE – GOOLARABOOLOO JABIRR JABIRR AGREEMENT 

3847. Hon Robin Chapple to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

In reference to a media statement issued by the Premier on Friday 6 May 2011 titled, ‘Consent agreement 
reached for Kimberley LNG precinct’, wherein the Premier stated, ‘The Kimberley will not become an industrial 
site for heavy industry’, I ask — 

(1) Will the Premier now categorically rule out the following heavy industries in the Kimberley — 

(a) large scale coal mining and coal seam gas extraction in the Fitzroy River catchment and the 
construction of a two million tonnes per annum (minimum) coal exporting facility in King 
Sound; 

(b) dams on the Fitzroy River and its tributaries and the development of large scale irrigated 
agriculture in the Fitzroy catchment; 

(c) copper mining at the McLarty Ranges near the Horizontal Falls and Iron Ore mining on Irvine 
Island; and 

(d) bauxite mining on or around the Mitchell Plateau and the development of one or more alumina 
refineries and bauxite/alumina export ports on the Kimberley coast? 

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

(3) If the Premier will not rule out these heavy industry projects going ahead in the Kimberley, can he 
please explain how this position accords with the public commitment implicit in the media statement 
referred to above? 
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(4) If no to (3), why not? 

(5) Given that the Department of State Development (DSD) is either a proponent or strong promoter of 
these and other industrial projects in the Kimberley will the Premier direct DSD to cease promoting the 
industrialization of the Kimberley? 

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

(7) Will the Premier direct DSD to cease the publication of reports and maps that identify and promote 
dozens of industrial projects across the Kimberley which, individually and collectively, constitutes 
industrialization of the region? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of State Development advises: 

(1) No. 

(2) Industry proposals are considered by Government based on a balance of environmental, heritage, 
economic, social and other relevant factors, while remaining cognisant of the location's unique 
environment. 

(3) The media statement, dated 6 May 2011, is recognition of the substantial progress made in Western 
Australia between the Traditional Owners of the land at James Price Point, Woodside Energy Ltd and 
the State Government. 

The sentiment expressed in the statement is reflective of the Government's view that the Kimberley will 
not become an industrial site for heavy industry. This is consistent with the thorough strategic 
assessment process undertaken by the Department of State Development. 

The agreement which has been reached with Traditional Owners includes a commitment from the State 
that will limit any LNG development outside the Browse LNG Precinct anywhere along the Kimberley 
coast. 

Furthermore, the agreement also limits activities within the Precinct to the processing and export of 
LNG, LPG and condensate. Accordingly, the production of chemicals or the export of minerals or any 
other bulk commodity is explicitly prohibited. 

(4) Not applicable. 

(5) The Department of State Development ensures that each industrial proposal is subject to a thorough 
statutory approvals process, including environmental, heritage and other relevant approvals. The 
Department is responsible for facilitating and assisting proponents with obtaining the necessary 
approvals. The Department does not promote the industrialisation of the Kimberley. 

(6) Not applicable. 

(7) No. 

(8) Publications including maps and reports produced by the Department of State Development are used for 
information purposes only and are indicative of the location of proposals under assessment, or currently 
subject to a thorough statutory approvals process. The material does not constitute a promotion of 
industrialising the Kimberley region. 

YIRIMAN PROJECT — HEALTH FUNDING 

3899. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Health 

I refer to the successful Yiriman Project, and ask — 

(1) Will any funding be provided under the health portfolio for this important program?  

(2) If yes to (1), how much funding will be provided for the 2010-2011 financial year? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

CRIMINAL LAW (MENTALLY IMPAIRED ACCUSED) ACT 1996 — AMENDMENTS 

3909. Hon Alison Xamon to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Attorney General 

I refer to the Criminal Law (Mentally Impaired Accused) Act 1996, and ask — 

(1) Are amendments to the Act being drafted? 
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(2) If yes to (1), will they be circulated for public comment? 

(3) If yes to (2), when? 

(4) How long will stakeholders be given to comment on the draft amendments? 

(5) Will funding be made available to allow stakeholders to engage specialist services, so that they can 
adequately review and comment on the draft amendments? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

(1) The Criminal Law (Mentally Impaired Accused) Act 1996 (WA) (CLMIA Act) is currently under 
review. The review commenced under the previous government, which approved the drafting of a Bill 
to repeal the CLMIA Act on 30 April 2007. In August 2009 I approved further consultation being 
undertaken on the draft Bill.  

(2) No. There will however continue to be targeted consultation with key stakeholders at various stages.  

(3) See response to (2) above. 

(4) The Department will work closely with stakeholders to ensure that their feedback can be incorporated 
within a reasonable timeframe.  

(5) No. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3912. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation one which was to strengthen the communication of Government’s priorities to ensure clear 
accountability for the achievement of outcomes by Agencies, through streamlining existing processes to provide 
more explicit directions to Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation one have been achieved — 

(a) Cabinet submission recommending administrative changes, including but not limited to better 
alignment between CEO performance agreements and Agency resource agreements (end 
of 2009); and 

(b) drafting any necessary legislative amendments (November 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation one have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(1)–(2) When releasing the Economic Audit Committee Report of October 2009 “Putting the Public First: 
Partnering with the Community and Business to Deliver Outcomes”, the Premier stated that the 
recommendations would be considered in the context of the Government's agenda of reforming the 
public sector to focus on providing more efficient and effective services. The Government did not 
expressly endorse the recommendations or the milestones. 

In addressing the recommendations, the approach adopted has been consistent with the broad directions 
of the Report, including the need to work collaboratively and in partnership with key stakeholders. The 
tasks, timeframes, sequencing and strategies adopted for each of the recommendations were determined 
in consultation with relevant stakeholders, including the community sector. Recommendations have 
been progressed collaboratively and consultatively using a number of mechanisms including working 
groups, project teams, workshops, information sessions and forums. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3913. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation two which was — 

‘The Executive Coordinating Committee of Chief Executive Officers be tasked with — 

(a) leading the implementation of change in matters of whole of Government significance; 

(b) providing advice to Government on emerging issues and directions for Agencies in relation to the 
implementation of Government policy and planning priorities; and 

(c) enhancing and promoting collaborative approaches to problem solving’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation two have been achieved — 
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(a) Cabinet submission recommending key areas requiring across-Government effort (annually, 
commencing March 2010); 

(b) implementation plans for Cabinet endorsed across-Government priorities (annually, 
commencing June 2010); and 

(c) progress annual progress reports to Cabinet (commencing 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation two have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3914. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation three which was — 

‘To support the strategic management of the public sector, adopt an ‘Outcome Area’ approach by — 

(a) grouping related areas of service delivery (for example, health, child protection) that are focused on 
ongoing citizen expectations of Government for core services; 

(b) identifying matters that cross traditional Agency boundaries; 

(c) designating lead roles and accountabilities in policy development across each Outcome Area; 

(d) reporting (at least annually) to Cabinet within each Outcome Area to facilitate planning, decision 
making and accountability; and 

(e) establishing groups of senior executives from across agencies to provide leadership across each 
Outcome Area’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation three have been achieved — 

(a) define a set of Outcome Areas consistent with national and international descriptors, and 
strategic linkages across Government, where appropriate (March 2010); 

(b) prepare an implementation plan with the ECC for developing reports to Cabinet in each 
Outcome Area (June 2010); 

(c) activate lead roles and sub-groups in Outcome Areas (July 2010); and 

(d) commence regular reporting to Cabinet (from 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation three have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3915. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation four which was to — 

‘Improve policy formulation in the public sector by — 

(a) flexibly deploying policy capacity across the sector to areas of greatest need; 

(b) reviewing the policy capacity of central agencies and major departments; 

(c) widening the experience of staff in central agencies and service delivery agencies through greater 
mobility; 

(d) using taskforces, including expertise from the community and private sectors; 

(e) encouraging policy advisors from other public sector jurisdictions, the private sector, academia and 
community organisations to work in the Western Australian public sector; and 

(f) increasing the depth of policy advice available to Ministers by rotation of more experienced policy staff 
through their offices’, 

and I ask — 
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(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation four have been achieved — 

(a) criteria for the review of policy capacity agreed by Executive Coordinating Committee (ECC) 
(January 2010); 

(b) draft strategy to engage with external policy thinkers in community organisations, business and 
academia (to ECC by July 2010); and 

(c) commence program to increase the policy capacity in Ministerial offices (July 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation four have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3916. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation five which was to — 

‘Strengthen the Budget process to promote efficient, effective and innovative achievement of outcomes by — 

(a) phasing in new funding models to derive agency Budget year and Forward Estimates, based on robust 
cost and demand modelling; 

(b) enhancing accountability through — 

(i) replacement of the existing centrally managed Treasurer's Advance with the allocation of 
specific Ministerial portfolio contingency provisions; 

(ii) a requirement that agencies seeking funding over and above that which is available from their 
portfolio's contingency undertake a value for money (VfM) audit and/or price review, subject 
to materiality; 

(iii) end-of-year reports by Ministerial portfolio, detailing material variances between Budget 
estimates and actuals and the extent of utilisation of portfolio contingencies, for consideration 
at ‘closing-out’ hearings of the Estimates Committee; and 

(c) contributing to a public service culture that promotes value for money and innovation in service 
delivery by empowering agencies through multiple year Budget allocations, based on more robust 
estimates, over a longer time horizon’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation five have been achieved — 

(a) prepare drafting instructions to revise the Financial Management Act 2006 to replace the 
existing global Treasurer’s Advance with portfolio specific contingency provisions 
(June 2010); 

(b) require agencies seeking funding over and above their agency or portfolio contingency to 
undertake a VfM audit subject to materiality considerations (from 2010-11); and 

(c) incorporate key service delivery targets in agency Chief Executive Officer performance and 
resource agreements (see recommendation one)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation five have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3917. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation six which was to — 

‘Strengthen the capacity of the public sector to work collaboratively by — 

(a) adopting a common set of principles for agencies and Chief Executive Officers to break down silos; and 

(b) including in the terms of reference of relevant projects, particularly those which relate to Outcome 
Areas, a requirement that they operate in accordance with the principles of collaborative government’, 

and I ask — 
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(1) Has the following milestone ‘incorporate the requirements to adopt principles in all projects (ongoing)’ 
contained in recommendation six been achieved? 

(2) If the above milestone contained in recommendation six has not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3918. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation seven which was to — 

‘Modify the existing performance reporting regime by — 

(a) ensuring Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for service delivery to citizens and the community are 
aligned with Outcome Areas; 

(b) ensuring all reporting requirements of agencies are commensurate with their scale and risk; 

(c) developing consistent KPIs for facilitative roles that are common across similar functions (for example, 
compliance with legislation, grant administration costs); and 

(d) avoiding KPIs for policy, planning and research functions, recognising that the value of these functions 
cannot be effectively assessed in this manner’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation seven have been achieved — 

(a) provide an implementation plan (including roles and priority areas) to Executive Coordinating 
Committee for establishing common KPIs across Agencies where appropriate (March 2010); 

(b) identify any changes to reporting requirements arising from the Financial Management 
Act 2006 (FMA) that could be modified to take account of scale and risk (October 2010); 

(c) develop an alternative framework for reporting performance by Agencies with largely strategic 
policy, planning and research functions (by October 2010); and 

(d) revise Treasurer’s Instruction TI904 and possibly FMA (December 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation seven have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3919. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation eight which was to — 

‘Strengthen the evidence base for decision-making through — 

(a) the creation of an evaluation network across government, supported by a centrally coordinated unit 
and/or steering committee, similar to Gateway evaluation processes; 

(b) ensuring access to common data sets; 

(c) requiring that major agencies undertake a value for money (VfM) audit at least once every five years; 

(d) requiring an appropriate scale of evaluation of all new programs created by Government within three 
years of approval; and 

(e) creating incentives for agencies to routinely undertake evaluations’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation eight have been achieved — 

(a) first round of VfM audits completed (February 2010); 

(b) advice to Executive Coordinating Committee on approaches to incentives for evaluation 
(June 2010); 

(c) creation of evaluation unit and/or steering committee within a central agency (December 
2010); and 
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(d) all major Agencies to have undertaken a VfM audit within five years? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation eight have not been achieved, why not? 

(3) Which major Agencies have undertaken a VfM audit? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3920. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation nine which was to — 

‘Streamline payments and concessions to individuals to — 

(a) better target individuals most in need; and 

(b) reduce administrative costs through — 

(i) consolidating processing and administration to a single point in government; and 
(ii) exploring the aggregation of subsidies and concessions to individuals into a single transfer 

payment from government; and 

(c) improve eligible users’ access, including through citizen-centred information and communication 
technology solutions’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation nine have been achieved — 

(a) adopt criteria for Government payments and concessions to individuals and review current 
transfer arrangements against them (March 2010); 

(b) establish a central e-concessions unit to administer Government payments and concessions to 
individuals (July 2010); and 

(c) provide a citizen-centric online (and related telephone) capability to allow citizens to more 
easily find information on Government support services and to access concessions and rebates 
(December 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation nine have not been achieved, why not? 

(3) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation nine will be achieved — 

(a) implement an ‘e-concessions’ system to combine application processes and enable real-time 
validation of eligibility, in collaboration with Commonwealth Agencies (July 2011); and 

(b) implement on a voluntary basis a pilot project of direct payments based on a ‘smartcard’ 
system (December 2011)? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3921. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 11 which was to — 

‘Progressively implement pilots of self-directed service design and delivery for — 

(a) individuals, families and carers, for example: adapting individualised funding approaches used in the 
disability service sector to areas such as mental health, aged care, long term health conditions, palliative 
care, job training and homelessness; and 

(b) communities, for example: enabling greater community control over public schools, childcare centres, 
regional and remote communities, and social housing’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 11 have been achieved — 

(a) project Definition (Business Case) (February 2010); 

(b) first round pilot implementation (including mental health, job training, public schools and 
remote communities) (2010–11 and 2011–12); 
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(c) ongoing action research into effectiveness, leading to a formal evaluation of each area (from 
January 2011); and 

(d) further roll out of self directed services across Western Australia (2011–12 and 2012–13)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 11 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3922. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 12 which was to — 

‘Negotiate with the community sector a set of principles to facilitate the government/community sector 
partnership in delivering human services in order to — 

(a) build trust; 

(b) foster collaboration; 

(c) drive social innovation; and 

(d) ensure sustainable service delivery’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 12 have been achieved — 

(a) replace existing committees and forums, including the Human Services Industry Roundtable, 
with a Partnership Forum with an independent chair, and equal numbers of community leaders 
and Directors General, supported by a small central secretariat (an Office of Community 
Partnership), reporting to the Premier (January 2010); 

(b) agree principles to govern the partnership between government and the community sector 
(June 2010); and 

(c) develop a ‘Collaboration for Community’ Policy to govern the contractual relationships 
between government and the community sector (see Recommendation 13) (September 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 12 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3923. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 13 which was to — 

Replace the existing Funding and Purchasing Community Services Policy, with a new ‘Collaboration for 
Community’ policy that — 

(a) clearly articulates the distinction between grants and service agreements; 

(b) outlines a range of different contractual and funding relationships including individualised funding 
delivery and low interest community loans; and 

(c) provides guidance to agencies and community sector organisations on the application and management 
of these different contractual and funding relationships’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 13 have been achieved — 

(a) establish a taskforce reporting to the Partnership Forum under recommendation 12 to develop 
the ‘Collaboration for Community’ Policy (January 2010); and 

(b) establish implementation support for agencies (July 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 13 have not been achieved, why not? 

(3) Will the following milestone, review and evaluate the implementation of the policy (December 2011), 
contained in recommendation 13 be achieved? 



5150 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 29 June 2011] 

 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3924. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 14 which was to — 

‘Reduce the administrative burden on government agencies and community sector organisations associated with 
service agreements by- 

(a) permitting subcontract or consortia arrangements; 

(b) implementing a single three-year pre-qualification process for community sector organisations, to be 
utilised by all government agencies; 

(c) developing standard core contractual conditions, documentation and reporting to be utilised by 
government agencies; and 

(d) moving to longer term contractual arrangements where appropriate’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 14 have been achieved — 

(a) agree with the Auditor General the appropriate level of accountability required of community 
sector organisations, with the intention of reducing unnecessary paperwork (March 2010); 

(b) implement a Standard Chart of Accounts for community sector financial reporting 
(June 2010); 

(c) develop guidelines for a pre-qualification process for community sector organisations 
consistent with the ‘Collaboration for Community’ Policy (June 2010); 

(d) establish a central registration system within OGP to operationalise the pre-qualification 
process (January 2011); and 

(e) develop revised standard contracts across Agencies including — 

(i) head agreements between Government Agencies and community sector organisations 
where the latter have multiple service agreements with Government; and 

(ii) reporting that focuses on outcomes or outputs rather than prescribing process 
(January 2011)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 14 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3925. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 15 which was to — 

‘Streamline the administration of grants (not necessarily reducing the number of agencies administering them) 
by — 

(a) replacing the existing range of grants and grant programs with a smaller number of ‘broad-banded’ 
grant programs; and 

(b) developing centralised systems and support for grants administration to facilitate online applications, 
monitoring and reporting’, 

and ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 15 have been achieved — 

(a) adopt guiding principles for grants reform (March 2010); and 

(b) identify initial target agencies for reform and a timeframe for the roll out of reform across all 
Agencies (March 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 15 have not been achieved, why not? 
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(3) Will the following milestones contained in recommendation 15 be achieved — 

(a) ensure at least 80 percent of all grants are managed through the revised arrangements 
(January 2012); 

(b) ensure Agencies which administer small grant programs utilise the existing infrastructure of 
larger grant giving Agencies for administrative support (January 2012); and 

(c) develop and implement a common grants administration system across Government 
(December 2012)? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3926. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 16 which was to establish a Community Development Investment Fund, to support, through 
low-interest loans, community sector organisations that wish to develop as community employers or social 
enterprises, run along business lines with the intention of becoming financially sustainable. In establishing this 
Fund, partnerships with private sector financial institutions should be explored, and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 16 have been achieved — 

(a) following discussions with private sector financial institutions create a governance structure to 
administer the fund (March 2010); and 

(b) define timeframes for funding rounds and expressions of interest (March 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 16 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3927. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 17 which was to establish a grants program to promote social innovation in the delivery of 
human services by community organisations, and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 17 have been achieved — 

(a) develop broad priority areas and criteria (March 2010); and 

(b) define timeframes for funding rounds and expressions of interest (March 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 17 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3928. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 18 which was to — 

‘Reinvigorate the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee and task it with, and hold it accountable for, facilitation 
of coordinated strategic infrastructure planning within the Western Australian Government. This body should — 

(a) be reconstituted to include major infrastructure agencies including the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), the Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF), major Government Trading Enterprises 
(GTEs) and departments with significant infrastructure programs, chaired by DTF; 

(b) oversee the development of a long-term (up to 20 years) whole of State land use and infrastructure 
investment plan; 

(c) play a key role in ensuring coordinated infrastructure planning between agencies over this timeframe; 
and 

(d) advise the Government on infrastructure prioritisation over a long term timeframe’, 
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and I ask — 

(1) Will the following milestone, whole of State land-use and Infrastructure Investment Plan prepared 
(July 2011), contained in recommendation 18 be achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3929. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 19 which was to require all investment decisions by State Government agencies, including 
GTEs, to be reviewed by the DTF to assess compliance with Strategic Asset Management Framework principles 
prior to submission to Cabinet. DTF is to ensure that appropriate support and training is provided to agencies to 
enable them to implement sound asset planning and management, and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, processes in place to assess agency compliance with SAMF 
(February 2010), contained in recommendation 19 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3930. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 20 which was — 

‘Where a project is fast-tracked by the Government — 

(a) sufficient resources to undertake the necessary planning/scoping study in the shorter timeframe should 
be provided; and 

(b) the specified timeframe, project’s risks and potential mitigation measures, should be fully disclosed to 
Government together with the most appropriate approach to the project’s delivery’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Has the milestone contained in recommendation 20 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3931. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 21 which was to independently review the effectiveness of the Government’s Works Reform 
Business Solution Plan at appropriate milestones (for example 18 and 36 months), and I ask- 

(1) Has the milestone, to complete the first review by December 2010, contained in recommendation 21 
been achieved? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the Premier make the review public? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3932. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 22, which was to ensure Cabinet receives regular updates and advice from the Minister for 
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Works, enabling it to oversee progress on all major capital works projects, in the process subjecting any cost 
overruns and delays to rigorous scrutiny, and robust, fully informed and transparent decision making, and I 
ask — 

(1) Has the milestone contained in recommendation 22 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3933. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 23 which was — 

‘Agencies be required to routinely review their activities with a view to evaluating their suitability for exposure 
to competition from the private and community sectors. This will be achieved by — 

(a) establishing the evaluation framework for agencies, and providing training and support, including value 
for money audits; and 

(b) requiring agencies to report on evaluations conducted to the Economic and Expenditure Reform 
Committee prior to the commencement of the annual budget process’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, draft Premier’s Circular submitted to the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet (December 2009), contained in recommendation 23 been achieved? 

(2) If the above milestone contained in recommendation 23 has not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3934. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 24 which was to — 

‘Attract, develop and retain people with the skills and expertise involved in procurement and contract 
management for public service delivery by private sector partners, to enable them to — 

(a) clearly articulate, for contracting purposes, the nature of their requirements; 

(b) negotiate contractual outcomes successfully; 

(c) manage contractual outcomes effectively; and 

(d) deal with risk during the procurement process’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, report back to Cabinet (July 2010), contained in recommendation 24 been 
achieved? 

(2) If the above milestone contained in recommendation 24 has not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3935. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 25 which was — 

‘In addition to its policy (land-use planning) and regulatory (development approval) functions, the Government’s 
role in land development be driven by the following principles — 

(a) it should be limited to circumstances of demonstrable market failure through market testing that proves 
that the private sector cannot deliver at an appropriate price; 



5154 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 29 June 2011] 

 

(b) in addressing market failure, contestability should be pursued, along with transparency of resourcing by 
Government; and 

(c) where appropriate, Government should maximise the benefit from the development and disposal of 
surplus public land assets’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, policies relating to contestability in the release of vacant Crown land and 
the planning and development of major urban renewal projects to be developed and take effect 
(June 2010), contained in recommendation 25 been achieved? 

(2) If the above milestone contained in recommendation 25 has not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3936. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 26 which was to — 

‘Optimise Government’s impact on land development through — 

(a) the Department of Planning/Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) modelling future land 
demand throughout the State, taking account of economic and population forecasts; 

(b) the Department of Planning/WAPC closely monitoring, analysing and responding to the number of lots 
that are available for immediate release throughout the State; 

(c) the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee facilitating delivery of land through the identification of 
associated necessary infrastructure by relevant agencies; 

(d) the Government considering the necessary amount of government land for release and the investment in 
infrastructure to enable its release, along with the component required for social housing/lower priced 
land; and 

(e) the Department of Regional Development and Lands overseeing the release of government land, based 
on the above planning and Government decisions, through competitive tendering processes’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 26 have been achieved — 

(a) modelling of future land demand and monitoring of lot availability (already underway); 

(b) ICC to establish a process for identifying necessary infrastructure associated with future land 
demand (September 2010); and 

(c) submission to Cabinet by Minister for Lands on government land required and for release, and 
associated infrastructure (March 2011)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 26 have not been achieved, why not? 

(3) In relation to the following milestone, commence release of Government land for development under 
new arrangements (June 2011), will this be achieved by June 2011? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3937. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 27 which was to — 

‘Clarify the responsibilities of government agencies involved in land development by — 

(a) transferring stocks of land held by LandCorp and the Department of Housing/Housing Authority to the 
Department of Regional Development and Lands (DRDL); 

(b) retaining LandCorp’s existing responsibilities for developing industrial land, regional residential land 
and special developments allocated by Government (including the disposal of government property). 
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LandCorp is to undertake land development activities only in those circumstances where DRDL’s open 
market tender processes clearly demonstrate that either — 

(i) the private sector cannot or will not undertake such activities at an appropriate price; or 

(ii) LandCorp is the lowest bidder (on competitively neutral grounds with private developers); 

(c) retaining the Department of Housing’s responsibilities for social housing throughout the State, with 
identified low-priced land release to be approved by the Government as part of its land release planning. 
The low-priced land release is to be funded by a subsidy from the Housing Authority to DRDL’s 
approved land release program; and 

(d) rationalising the requirement for and number of redevelopment authorities’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 27 have been achieved — 

(a) review of operations of four redevelopment authorities (ongoing); 

(b) transfer of land holdings (that are not subject to development) to DRDL (June 2010); and 

(c) DRDL establish open market tender process (December 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 27 have not been achieved, why not? 

(3) In relation to the following milestone, commence release of Government land for development under 
new arrangements (June 2011), will this be achieved by June 2011? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3938. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 28 which was to — 

‘Introduce umbrella legislation to — 

(a) standardise, strengthen and clarify governance arrangements for all GTEs; and 

(b) establish a remuneration policy for GTE board members and their executives, administered by the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, drafting instructions to Cabinet for the umbrella legislation and any 
required changes to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Act 1975 (December 2010), contained in 
recommendation 28 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3939. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 29 which was to establish a GTE advisory and monitoring unit, and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 29 have been achieved — 

(a) role, responsibility and accountability of unit identified by the DTF and agreed by Cabinet 
(June 2010); 

(b) resourcing requirements identified and considered by Cabinet (June 2010); and 

(c) roll-in of shareholder Minister servicing (January 2011 to June 2011)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 29 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 
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ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3940. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 30 which was to — 

‘Review GTEs to ensure that the governance and ownership of each business is appropriate for delivering 
Government’s policy objectives. The review should address the following issues — 

(a) does government need to be an active participant in the markets (due to market failure) or is it simply 
replicating something the private sector can do (with appropriate regulation); 

(b) can the GTE operate independently of Government? What policy outcomes is Government seeking 
from the GTE (for example, fully commercial provider of specific outputs, a source of revenue, industry 
and/or social policy); 

(c) what is Government’s broader policy for the market in which the GTE operates and does the policy 
have implications for the appropriate ownership and governance of a GTE participating in the market; 
and 

(d) the relative merits of outsourcing, rationalising or decorporatising the GTE and the impact of these 
options on its governance’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 30 will be achieved — 

(a) draft umbrella governance legislation (May 2011); 

(b) commencement of Government Trading Enterprises Advisory and Monitoring Unit 
(July 2011); 

(c) template for review Terms of Reference agreed by Cabinet (November 2011); and 

(d) first review commences (December 2012)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 30 will not be achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3941. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 31 which was to 'expand the role of the Economic Regulation Authority (ERA) to include a 
proactive role in gathering appropriate evidence, including through public consultation, in order to advise 
Government on potential economic reforms and ensure that the ERA is appropriately resourced to perform these 
additional functions', and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 31 have been achieved — 

(a) Joint Standing Committee of Parliament review of functions (October 2010); 

(b) drafting instructions to Cabinet (December 2010); and 

(c) additional appropriation (if required) provided in 2011–12 Budget? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 31 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3942. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
Recommendation 32 which was to 'establish a Utilities Policy Office with responsibility for providing advice 
and overseeing the implementation of Government policy, particularly with respect to the State’s water and 
energy markets', and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 32 have been achieved — 

(a) roles and resourcing of Utilities Policy Office agreed by Cabinet (June 2010); 

(b) drafting instructions for funding levy to Cabinet (October 2010); 
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(c) appropriation provided in 2011-12 Budget (March 2011); and 

(d) start-up of Office and transitional arrangements (May 2011)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 32 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3943. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 33 which was to — 

‘Better equip the public sector to meet workforce challenges by actively supporting the implementation of 
Strategic Directions for the Public Sector Workforce (SDPSW) 2009-2014 at both a sector and agency level.  
Implementation priority should be given to — 

(a) improving the quality and effectiveness of agency workforce planning in addressing projected skill and 
labour requirements, including the application of labour supply and demand side management 
strategies, service redesign and productivity improvement initiatives; and 

(b) implementing new and innovative approaches to attracting, developing and retaining a skilled regional 
workforce’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 33 have been achieved — 

(a) prepare Outcome Area level implementation plans for the SDPSW in conjunction with 
Agencies (December 2010); 

(b) consult and work with key service delivery Agencies (with a regional presence) to identify 
three collaborative initiatives that can improve regional capacity and provide coordination 
support to the implementation of those initiatives (April 2011); andconduct mid and end of 
strategy reviews of the effectiveness of implementation of SDPSW across the sector (2011 
and 2014)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 33 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3944. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 34 which was to — 

‘Enhance public sector skills and capacity by — 

(a) supporting agencies to develop capability gap analyses that enable the targeting of training and 
development investment; 

(b) developing programs designed to give senior officers skills and experience in different strategic and 
operational environments; and 

(c) implementing sector wide programs designed to address identified gaps’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 34 have been achieved — 

(a) develop and implement a shorter term (interim) program for supporting capacity building in 
high priority areas for Government (July 2010); and 

(b) develop an ongoing sector level program for building capability in the public sector workforce 
that applies good practice models, methods and curricula (April 2011)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 34 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 
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ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3945. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 35 which was to 'mitigate the negative impacts of competition for utility policy capacity 
between the general Government sector and GTEs by benchmarking and linking the remuneration of Utilities 
Policy Office employees to those in the GTEs', and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, drafting instructions for funding levy to Cabinet (October 2010), 
contained in recommendation 35 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3946. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 36 which was to 'lift the freeze on Attraction and Retention Benefits (ARBs) while maintaining 
and enhancing the current controls and the high level of scrutiny being applied to decisions concerning ARBs', 
and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, revise Approved Procedure seven to give effect to this recommendation 
and identified opportunities for improvement (July 2010), contained in recommendation 36 been 
achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3947. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 37 which was to — 

‘Pursue the following reform proposals separately in the context of the outcomes of the Amendola review of the 
industrial relations system — 

(a) accelerate the standardisation, simplification and rationalisation of industrial awards currently being 
pursued by the Department of Treasury and Finance and the Department of Commerce, without 
disadvantage to existing employees; and 

(b) a decentralised service model for industrial relations services, with ongoing advice on the identification 
and realisation of efficiency and productivity opportunities provided by out-posting Department of 
Commerce officers within agencies with large occupational groups’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, prepare a Cabinet Submission proposing options for reform (June 2010), 
contained in recommendation 37 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3948. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 38 which was to — 

‘Strengthen and simplify the public sector management framework by streamlining public sector oversight 
structures and removing unnecessary prescription, including through — 

(a) merging the role of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner and the Public Sector Commissioner; 

(b) streamlining discipline provisions and arrangements for the regulation of conduct; and 
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(c) removing unnecessary prescription from those instruments that regulate the recruitment, management, 
performance management and discipline of public sector employees’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 38 have been achieved — 

(a) draft and introduce changes to the Public Sector Management Act 1994 in accordance with 
Government’s legislative priorities and reform agenda; 

(b) following passage of amended legislation, implement required structural changes to achieve 
integration of Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner/PSC functions and 
processes (within three months of proclamation); and 

(c) develop and commence a program to revise subsidiary compliance instruments (March 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 38 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3949. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
Recommendation 39 which was to 'provide for involuntary separation in the public sector as an option of last 
resort by further amendments to the Public Sector Management Act 1994 and relevant subsidiary instruments', 
and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, draft legislative amendments and revised subsidiary instruments to enable 
involuntary separation (December 2010), contained in recommendation 39 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3950. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 40 which was to 'expand the range of powers devolved to accountable authorities by giving 
agencies greater control over administrative processes that are currently managed centrally, based on a 
mechanism that recognises administrative capability and performance', and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 40 have been achieved — 

(a) where appropriate, Agencies granted increased delegations. (December 2010); and 

(b) provide Agency support and capacity building initiatives in relevant compliance areas 
(ongoing)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 40 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3951. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 41 which was to — 

‘Increase the mobility of Senior Executive Service (SES) officers to foster a whole of government rather than an 
individual agency perspective by — 

(a) adopting employment arrangements that encourage mobility of SES officers between agencies; 

(b) introducing alternative arrangements for senior executive remuneration setting by amending relevant 
legislation to allow the responsible employer to set individual remuneration for senior executive 
employees within established bands; and 

(c) reviewing the recruitment criteria of SES positions to ensure broad exposure to a range of strategic and 
operational environments’, 
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and I ask — 

(1) Has the following milestone, develop a framework for SES development, succession planning and 
remuneration (March 2010), contained in recommendation 41 been achieved? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3952. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
recommendation 42 which was to — 

‘Establish a Chief Information Officer role to — 

(a) identify opportunities for harnessing information and communication technology (ICT), including 
social media, to promote collaboration and more citizen focused service design and delivery; and 

(b) sponsor innovative and collaborative ICT initiatives through the provision of seed capital’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 42 have been achieved — 

(a) resource a Chief Information Officer capability within Treasury (February 2010); and 

(b) build on existing strategies and protocols to develop a framework for identifying, assessing, 
supporting and reporting on across government ICT coordination and investment (June 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 42 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

ECONOMIC AUDIT COMMITTEE — “PUTTING THE PUBLIC FIRST” REPORT 

3953. Hon Linda Savage to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

I refer to the ‘Putting the Public First’ Economic Audit Committee report of October 2009, and in particular to 
Recommendation 43 which was to — 

‘Establish a Chief Technology Officer role to — 

(a) promote strategic and coordinated investment in ICT across the public sector; and 

(b) implement procurement processes that enforce common standards, interoperability and system 
consolidation’, 

and I ask — 

(1) Which of the following milestones contained in recommendation 43 have been achieved — 

(a) resource a Chief Technology Officer capability within the Office of Government Procurement 
(February 2010); and 

(b) build on existing policies and standards to develop a framework to guide more strategic and 
coordinated investment in ICT across the public sector. (June 2010)? 

(2) If any of the above milestones contained in recommendation 43 have not been achieved, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3912. 

CHILDREN IN CARE — DEATH STATISTICS 

3960. Hon Sue Ellery to the Minister for Child Protection 

I refer to the 32 investigable child deaths currently (as advised to me by the Ombudsman in correspondence of 
19 April 2011) being reviewed by the Ombudsman’s office, and I ask —  

(1) What was the date of the death for each of those children? 

(2) How many of these child deaths were referred under each of the following criteria — 

(a) in the two years before the date of the child’s death, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) [of the 
Department] had received information that raised concerns about the wellbeing of the child or 
a child relative of the child;  
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(b) in the two years before the date of the child’s death, the CEO, under section 32(1) of the 
Children and Community Services Act 2004, had determined that action should be taken to 
safeguard or promote the wellbeing of the child or a child relative of the child;  

(c) in the two years before the date of the child’s death, any of the actions listed in section 32(1) of 
the Children and Community Services Act 2004 was done in respect of the child or a child 
relative of the child;  

(d) protection proceedings are pending in respect of the child or a child relative of the child; or 

(e) the child or a child relative of the child is in the CEO’s care? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

(1) [See paper 3462.] 

(2) (a) 23. 

(b) 14. 

(c) 14. 

(d) Nil  

(e)  6. 

The figures shown above reflect the fact that several of the 32 investigable child deaths fall within more than one 
category, and therefore are counted in more than one answer. 

Three cases did not meet any of the investigable criteria, however, the Ombudsman WA has determined that the 
cases will be reviewed. 

CITY OF SWAN LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME 17 — AMENDMENT 

4263. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Planning 

I refer to Amendment 40 to the City of Swan Local Planning Scheme 17, and to community concerns regarding 
the amendment, and ask — 

(1) Is the Minister aware of the proposed amendment? 

(2) Will the Minister reject the amendment as currently drafted? 

(3) Will the Minister ask the City of Swan to conduct further community consultations regarding the 
proposed amendment? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

Please refer to LC QON 4188 submitted to the house 23/6/2011. 

__________ 

 

 


