
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Tuesday, 18 May 2010 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

CHILD CAR SEAT RESTRAINTS 

Statement by Minister for Police 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [2.01 pm]: I rise today to inform the house of the 
changes that this government is proposing to protect the lives of the community’s most vulnerable members. The 
changes, which will be introduced later this year, will affect the way in which infants and children up to the age 
of seven years are restrained whilst travelling in cars.  

Each year approximately 1 300 children are killed or injured on Australian roads. The proposed laws will reduce 
the risk of injury caused by the use of restraints that are unsuitable for a child’s age and size. Seatbelts in cars are 
designed for adults and are not suitable for young children, who are much safer and better protected in purpose-
designed restraints and booster seats. Many parents graduate their children to adult seatbelts too early, 
unwittingly compromising their safety in the event of a crash. These new laws will ensure that, where possible, 
children travel in the back seat of a car which, research has determined, is the safest position. Where a car has a 
rear seat or rear rows, children from birth to seven years will be prohibited from occupying the front seat of a 
vehicle wherever possible. 

To keep children safe as they grow, they require different restraints. The new rules establish the type of restraint 
and the safest position according to age. Infants under the age of six months must use an approved rearward-
facing restraint that is properly fitted to the vehicle and adjusted to suit the child’s body; and, where the vehicle 
has a rear row, they must not travel in the front seat. Children aged six months to four years will require an 
approved restraint with an inbuilt harness that is properly fitted to the vehicle and adjusted to the child’s body. 
Children aged four to seven years must use either a properly fastened and adjusted forward-facing child restraint 
with an inbuilt harness or, alternatively, an approved booster seat and be restrained with a properly fastened and 
adjusted seatbelt or child harness.  

Although children seven years and above will be able to use an adult seatbelt as the law currently allows, booster 
seats are strongly recommended for those children who weigh under 26 kilograms and who still fit into a booster 
seat. Unborn babies are also protected under the requirement that pregnant women who may be unable to wear a 
seatbelt carry a medical certificate when travelling by car.  

The changes required to enact these laws have taken longer than this government would have liked. However, 
WA has been particularly thorough in ensuring that the new legislation fully supports the intended policy. The 
government has also addressed in its legislation some of the legal drafting issues that have become apparent in 
other states that have already implemented the changes.  

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS — JINHUA MUNICIPAL PEOPLE’S CONGRESS DELEGATION 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, before we continue with brief ministerial statements it is 
my pleasure to draw your attention to the delegation in the Speaker’s gallery from the Jinhua Municipal People’s 
Congress within our sister state of Zhejiang. The delegation is led by the Chairman of the Standing Committee of 
the Jinhua Municipal People’s Congress, Mr Yan Shougen. 

[Applause.]  

PEGGY GUGGENHEIM: A COLLECTION IN VENICE 

Statement by Minister for Culture and the Arts 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [2.05 pm]: I am pleased to announce 
that in October this year, with assistance from Eventscorp, the Art Gallery of Western Australia will bring 
exclusively to Western Australia, paintings and sculptures from the Peggy Guggenheim Collection, Venice, as 
the first exhibition in a new series entitled Great Collections of the World. This outstanding collection has never 
been seen in Australia and the gallery has been collaborating closely with the Peggy Guggenheim Collection, 
Venice, to bring this exhibition to Western Australia. Perth will be the only venue for this unique exhibition 
which will captivate Australian audiences with both the outstanding quality of the art and the intriguing personal 
story of Peggy Guggenheim. 

The works in the exhibition display Peggy Guggenheim’s strong affinity for two key movements of twentieth-
century modern art—surrealism and abstraction. It features works by renowned European and American artists 
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including Pablo Picasso, Max Ernst, René Magritte, Piet Mondrian, Mark Rothko and Jackson Pollock. For WA 
to have access to works by artists who defined twentieth-century modern art is indeed a rare opportunity. Also on 
display will be personal photos and items that belonged to Peggy Guggenheim, including a pair of her now 
famous sunglasses.  

This joint initiative of the gallery and Eventscorp will give the WA public a unique opportunity to see world-
class art which is usually available in only Venice, Italy. The five-year partnership between Eventscorp and the 
Art Gallery of Western Australia will support the gallery in presenting a series of high-calibre, highly focused 
exhibitions from internationally celebrated art museums. These exhibitions will provide Western Australians and 
visiting tourists with the opportunity to experience some of the world’s greatest collections of art.  

Peggy Guggenheim: A Collection in Venice will open at the Art Gallery of Western Australia, Perth, on 
Saturday, 9 October and continue until Monday, 31 January 2011. This is shortly after the closure of the A Day 
in Pompeii exhibition at the WA Museum, which was also a collaborative effort between the Department of 
Culture and the Arts and Eventscorp. I am pleased that the Art Gallery of WA and Eventscorp are working 
together to attract events such as these, which give Western Australians the opportunity to experience exclusive, 
quality international exhibitions. I also commend the Director of the Art Gallery, Dr Stefano Carboni, and his 
colleagues for their success in securing this exhibition for WA. 

Mr Speaker, I urge all members to visit what I am sure will be a very stimulating exhibition. 

JOHN “MICK” ALBIN LEE, OAM — CONDOLENCE 

Statement by Minister for Local Government 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury — Minister for Local Government) [2.08 pm] — by leave: I would like to 
pay tribute to the former Mayor of the Town of Victoria Park, Mr Mick Lee, OAM, JP, who passed away on 
Tuesday, 4 May. I acknowledge the presence in the gallery of members of Mick Lee’s family, including his wife, 
Thelma, and sons, Graeme and Bryan, and his sister-in-law, Mrs Elaine Grigg. 

Mick served in the Royal Navy from 1941 to 1946. Moving to Australia, he worked as a plumber for the former 
State Housing Commission before starting his own business in 1951. As his business interests grew, no doubt 
with his family interests firmly in mind, he also found time to dedicate to a large range of community services. 
These included cubs and guides, Red Cross, junior football, soccer, Rotary, YMCA, aged housing, Salvation 
Army and the Taxi Control Board. In addition to these activities Mick Lee was a stalwart of the local 
government sector with over 40 years of combined service as an elected member, and mayor. Mick was elected 
as a councillor to the City of Perth in 1964 and remained there for 27 years until its restructure that saw the 
creation of the local government areas of Victoria Park, Cambridge and Vincent. Mick then took on the role of 
mayor of the newly formed Town of Victoria Park where he won office over three consecutive elections. He 
retired from the Town of Victoria Park in 2007 after 12 years in office. Mick’s long service reminded me of 
another who, in his words, first became a councillor to get the older members of council moving and that the 
longer he served, the more he felt the need to stick around to keep the younger councillors under control. Mick 
was greatly respected for his community services, which ranged from sporting interests for the young and active 
through to aged-persons’ housing. 

Mick Lee was truly a remarkable person. He was appropriately awarded the Medal of the Order of Australia in 
the Queen’s Birthday 1986 Honours List for his service to the community and to local government. He will be 
remembered for his significant contribution to the community and to the local government sector, in particular to 
the creation of the Town of Victoria Park. On behalf of the government and members, I convey my sincere 
condolences to his wife, Thelma; their four sons, Michael, Gary, Graeme and Bryan; and to Mick’s extended 
family. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [2.10 pm]: I rise on behalf of the opposition to support the government’s 
tribute to the former Mayor of the Town of Victoria Park, Mick Lee. Everybody who knew Mick knew him as 
quite a character. Mick was not tall by any stretch of the imagination, and he was the first person to make 
wisecracks at his own height as well as the first person to make wisecracks at new members of Parliament. I note 
the comment by the local government minister that Mick liked to keep control of younger members of council; 
he also liked to keep control of new members of Parliament, as I found out when I was elected in 2006! When I 
was elected at all of 31 years of age, my electorate had two very prominent mayors in Mick Lee in the Town of 
Victoria Park and Mick Lekias in the City of Canning, both of whom had long service in local government and 
both of whom were never shy about letting members of Parliament—state or federal—know exactly what they 
thought about the operations of government and the operations of local members of Parliament. 

I first met Mick in 1999. When I became the member for Victoria Park in 2006, Mick became a strong source of 
advice for me as I found my feet as the local member and as a backbencher in government. He was somebody 
who, regardless of where I went and how hard I worked on any particular day in Victoria Park, would always be 
there. He would be at any and every event working hard day after day as the Mayor of Victoria Park. Certainly 
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there was one person who was always by his side. When we get to our feet for the first time in this place, we all 
talk about our partners in politics and in the journey of public service, and we thank our partners because they 
are part of that service. Certainly Thelma and Mick Lee were absolutely inseparable. Whenever I saw Mick, I 
knew Thelma was there within a very short distance. It was often said in Victoria Park that Thelma was the 
power behind the throne in Victoria Park, as I dare say it is often in the household of many members. Thelma, 
you can be very proud of Mick and the amazing service he gave not just to the people of Victoria Park, but also 
over 40 years as an elected representative, which is an extraordinary achievement for anyone in today’s modern 
age. 

Mick was always telling jokes, normally with himself as the punchline; that was his nature. One of the jokes that 
Mick used to tell was about a successful plumbing business he had for many years based in Carlisle where he 
lived. He would often be seen riding around Victoria Park on his bike with a big water tube across his back. 
Eventually people started to ask whether Mick was going to a building site, or coming from a building site after 
finding some product that was perhaps not being used by the local plumbers! That was a joke that Mick liked to 
tell whenever he had the chance. 

Mr Speaker, as I said, Mick became a great adviser of mine and a keen supporter because he wanted to get the 
very best for the people who lived in the Town of Victoria Park. He was a passionate supporter of everybody 
within the Town of Victoria Park, which is why he was always strongly re-elected as the mayor and also 
represented Victoria Park on the City of Perth. He was a great example of the old saying that all politics is local. 
Mick firmly believed that if he worked hard for his ratepayers, he would get himself re-elected and he would 
then have the capacity to deliver on what he wanted to do for the people of Victoria Park.  

As the Minister for Local Government mentioned, in 1986 Mick Lee received, quite appropriately, the Order of 
Australia, and in 2008 he became a Member of the Order of Australia for his service to local government in 
Victoria Park. As we go about life thinking about the legacy that we may leave, Mick Lee can be very proud of 
his legacy not just in Victoria Park, but also in his service to local government more generally. Thelma and her 
family, and her boys who spoke so wonderfully at Mick’s funeral last week, should be very proud. I am certainly 
very proud to have spent a short time working with Mick. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [2.15 pm]: Mr Speaker, I rise to make a brief contribution — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You can’t. 

The SPEAKER: Member, you cannot. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am not able to? 

The SPEAKER: No, you are not able to in this set of circumstances. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am sorry. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

TAX REFORM AND REDUCTION STRATEGY 

200. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Treasurer: 

I refer to the Liberal Party’s election document entitled “Securing the economic future of Western Australia” and 
the commitment that — 

All savings identified by the Economic Audit will be quarantined for return to the Western Australian 
taxpayer through the Tax Reform and Reduction Strategy.  

(1) Does this election promise still stand? 

(2) When will the government release its tax reform and reduction strategy? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(2)  This government is keen to ensure that any savings—any efficiencies—can be returned to the people of 
Western Australia, whether through improved services or reduced charges or reduced taxes. As the 
member for “Floreat Park” is aware — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Victoria Park. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: What did I say? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As the member for Victoria Park is aware, as part of last year’s budget, this government 
announced that it would rebate $100 million of payroll tax to small and medium-sized businesses in Western 
Australia; those payments will go out in the coming months. That is a very direct example of returning reduced 
taxation to the community of Western Australia. That is what we are doing and that is what we intend to 
continue doing.  



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 May 2010] 2737 

 

TAX REFORM AND REDUCTION STRATEGY 

201. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. In light of the $511 million tax increase on the business sector and in light of 
the fact that the former Treasurer said that this budget will have no tax cuts, can we expect that promise to be 
delivered during this term of government? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

Two more sleeps and the member will be able to scrutinise the budget.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Come on, you can be more original than that—that was the last Treasurer’s line!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is every Treasurer’s line—it has been forever! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Look what happened to him! 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member argues that there will be a tax increase because we deferred a planned tax cut.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Will they be paying more taxes? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Total tax revenues will rise, as they do year in, year out, but we stand by our record of 
keeping taxes to a minimum, and the member will see that that is the case in the budget on Thursday. 

ORD – EAST KIMBERLEY EXPANSION PROJECT 

202. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Minister for Regional Development: 

I understand that the minister and Premier visited Kununurra last week to commemorate a significant milestone 
in the Ord – East Kimberley expansion project. Can the minister please update this house on this important 
agricultural project and the opportunities it will offer traditional owners in the East Kimberley? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

I thank the member for North West for the question and his interest in the development of the north west, which 
is far away from his own electorate, but he is a very strong advocate for the length and breadth of the north west, 
which is why we enjoy having him on our side of the house.  

It is important to acknowledge that work is getting underway on the Ord River project. In his speech to the 
community of Kununurra on Friday, the Premier commented that in 1993 both the then Premier Richard Court 
and he actually flew over the Ord irrigation area and began talking about the process of developing stage 2 of 
that project. The current Premier lamented the fact that it had taken 17 years for that to come to reality, but how 
the worm turns—the Premier was back there again to signify the start of work on this most exciting project. 

I congratulate the Moonamang joint venture—made up of Leighton Contractors Pty Ltd and Indigenous Business 
Australia—on its winning of the contract, and for the superb effort it has put in ensuring that the Indigenous 
benefits defined in that contract to flow from the Ord final agreement are actually met. Phase 1 work of the 
stage 2 project includes the construction of 19 kilometres of irrigation channel, a 13-kilometre road extension 
and irrigation control structures, as well as the implementation of the Indigenous and local employment and 
business programs. One of the first initiatives is an allocation of $50 000 from the Aboriginal development 
package, together with matching funds from the Department of Indigenous Affairs, to equip up to 150 
Miriuwung–Gajerrong people with a driver’s licence as part of the first step on a planned path to employment. 
This may seem as though it is a small issue. However, without a licence they will not be able to participate in the 
project. It is great that 150 MG people will be able to access that funding to get their licence.  

I want to run through what some of the Indigenous benefits will be. It is very exciting to see this start to take 
shape. The Moonamang joint venture is in the process of employing five MG people directly into its workforce. 
The Moonamang joint venture is currently employing 12 MG people through the Wannawork Indigenous labour 
hire company on the ground. Most interestingly, two positions have been made available in the West Perth 
office. That will enable two Miriuwung–Gajerrong people to come to Perth and get an understanding of the 
workings of Leighton Contractors in the city. That will be a wonderful opportunity for them to engage in a 
totally different business segment. Eighteen people are being processed through the skills database. Six people 
are in the process of starting a certificate III in plant operations. Ten people completed their white card training 
last week, which will enable them to be plant operators. A machinery assessor is in town this week, with the goal 
of having 15 MG people ticketed to operate this equipment. Currently, the joint venture is assessing three new 
MG enterprise opportunities, where small businesses will be set up to take advantage of the work that is taking 
place. Special mention must go to Wannawork, which has taken the leadership position in bringing people from 
welfare to work through this project. They are engaging in projects like culverts and fencing and some of the 
labouring work — 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: If I may interrupt, what crops do you now anticipate will be grown in Ord stage 2? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I am very happy to answer that question. I was just about to get to it. So, is the Leader of the 
Opposition happy with the Indigenous component of the project? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It is the implementation of the agreements that were negotiated on our watch. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That is right. The Leader of the Opposition would understand—as is clear from his question 
about the crops—that he never intended to finalise that Ord final agreement and move to the expansion that 
would actually quantify what they would get. Under the leadership of the now Leader of the Opposition, 
everything that I have just read out would not have happened. It would not have happened, because the Leader of 
the Opposition does not believe in the project.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I will turn to the crops, because we are very excited, when we were in Kununurra, to walk 
past the 500 acres of rice that has been planted for the first time this year, and for many years. That rice is being 
grown by a grower from the Murray–Darling region, who said to the Premier and me directly that — 

Point of Order 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Mr Speaker, in my view, and I hope in yours, an abuse of the standing orders is going on 
in terms of the length of time this minister is taking to deliver what is effectively a ministerial statement rather 
than an answer to a question. In view of our recent experience of question time, I would hope that you would 
insist that the standing orders be adhered to.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I think that the last response from the minister is a direct response to an interjection from 
the Leader of the Opposition. I think it is entirely appropriate that the minister responds if that is his will. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! Therein for all of us lies the problem of offering an interjection or taking 
an interjection. It would be my preference to hear the minister answer the question that he was asked and for him 
not to accept interjections in this place. If the minister is going to answer it, I am not going to stop him, but I 
would urge him to return to the immediate question asked by the member for North West. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. It is very important that we talk about the crops that are grown in 
the Ord, because it is fundamental to the project. The state and the commonwealth—the Leader of the 
Opposition’s parliamentary colleagues in the commonwealth government, who have committed $195 million to 
this project—are very keen to see progress on the agricultural side of this project; and we are exactly seeing that. 
The Murray–Darling basin rice grower was saying that he is looking forward to yields that are similar to those he 
sees in the Murray–Darling basin. He was very excited about the potential to have a water entitlement that 
allowed him to plan crops on a year in, year out basis, which is something that he cannot currently do in the 
Murray–Darling basin because he does not know from year to year whether he will have a water entitlement. He 
believes that there is enormous interest from people in the Murray–Darling basin in looking at the Ord River in 
the far north of Western Australia as an opportunity for the future growth of irrigated agriculture in Australia. 
What a great example that is of what the Premier and the Liberal–National government set out to achieve—the 
opening up of opportunities for the development of irrigated agriculture in the far north of Western Australia. 
That is exactly what has happened. Maybe members opposite should support the member for Kimberley, and go 
up there and have a look. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I know that members opposite are opponents of the project; they should come out and say 
that. Will they? No. 

A government member interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That is right; a super profits tax on rice crops! 

I will complete my answer to the question by paying tribute to the leadership of the Miriuwung–Gajerrong 
people. Teddy Carlton has become a legend of Indigenous political and community leadership in this state 
through his role in partnering with both the previous government to deliver the framework for the Ord final 
agreement, and the current government to deliver the project that is getting licences and jobs for Aboriginal 
people, and that will grant them land in the new project so that they can become a clear capital partner in this 
project. This is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for the Miriuwung–Gajerrong people, and the Liberal–National 
government has delivered it. I am very disappointed to hear, through the interjections of those opposite, that they 
still oppose the development of the north west; be it on their heads that they are prepared to put on record that 
that is the case. I want to congratulate all those involved in what is a landmark occasion for the development of 
the north west. 
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CAMERON MANSELL — PREMIER’S COMMENTS 

203. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I refer to comments made by the Deputy Commissioner of Police that fugitive Cameron Mansell could not be 
stopped from travelling interstate because at the time he left the state there was no warrant for his arrest, and the 
police could not hold someone and keep him in the state just because they thought he had done something. 

(1) When did the Premier speak with the Minister for Police over the weekend in respect of the Premier’s 
comments? 

(2) When did the Premier speak with the Commissioner of Police or the Deputy Commissioner of Police 
over the weekend in respect of the Premier’s comments? 

(3) Does the Premier concede that his comments were wrong and unfairly accused WA Police of not 
completing their job adequately? 

(4) Will the Premier immediately apologise to WA Police for judging their work efforts before he had a full 
understanding of the legal obligations under which they work? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for that question. 

(1)–(4) May I just make the point that at no stage did I accuse Western Australia Police of anything. When 
asked a question on Saturday morning by a group of journalists about the disappearance of one 
Cameron Mansell—who is the prime suspect in the murder of Mr Puddy—and what I thought about it, I 
expressed exactly what I thought, and what I think today: I am disappointed. Is anyone in this chamber 
not disappointed that a person for whom the police have strong grounds for suspicion — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: We all heard you. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will sit down if the member does not want to hear the answer. When I was asked the 
question, what was my reaction? 

Mr R.H. Cook: To attack the police force. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did not; at no stage did I question the police or criticise them; I said that I was 
disappointed. I am disappointed that a person was taken, questioned, was under surveillance and somehow 
slipped out of that surveillance, got on an aircraft, and flew across the country to Adelaide. Of course I am 
disappointed, and I would think that every Western Australian would be disappointed that this person has 
escaped the jurisdiction of WA Police. I understand that there are difficulties in terms of how long a suspect can 
be held; there are also issues relating to the Director of Public Prosecutions, the issuing of prosecutions and the 
like. I understand all those technical problems; does that mean I am now relaxed about it? No, I am not. I am 
disappointed. This guy should be in custody and he should be charged and the process of law should take its 
course. I am absolutely disappointed, but that is not the same as criticising the police. 

As to the other part of the question, I have not spoken to the police commissioner, nor have I spoken to the 
deputy commissioner. I had a conversation with and a briefing from the police minister yesterday. That is all.  

CAMERON MANSELL — PREMIER’S COMMENTS 

204. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I ask a supplementary question. If the Premier was not criticising the police, why did the police minister feel it 
necessary to come out and defend them? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

I think the police minister also said that he was disappointed that this person had got away. The police minister 
explained some of the realities of the limitations on police during an investigation and the process of questioning 
and laying charges. It was quite proper. Is the Leader of the Opposition not disappointed? Does he think that the 
fact that this character has escaped is a good result? I do not think it is a good result. I cannot say that this is a 
good outcome. I am not criticising the individual police officers and I am not criticising the procedures. I am 
disappointed that this guy is now a fugitive and that it will probably cost hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
catch him.  

JOONDALUP HEALTH CAMPUS — ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL RETENTION 

205. Mr A.P. JACOB to the Minister for Health:  

Last week in the Joondalup–Wanneroo Times Labor members of Parliament were quoted as claiming to be 
concerned that the planned retention of Royal Perth Hospital would stop Joondalup Health Campus from 
becoming a tertiary hospital. Can the minister please advise this house whether that is true?  
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Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I can understand the member’s concern about seeing two Labor members trying to parade their federal member 
around to give him coverage, making it look as though they were concerned about what was happening in 
Joondalup. They made quite unreasonable claims about the process, relating to both the retention of Royal Perth 
Hospital and what is happening at Joondalup hospital, and referred to some suggestion that the Reid review 
proposed that Joondalup be a tertiary hospital. I remind the member for Kwinana what the report says in case he 
has not read it.  I know that the member for West Swan was involved in the construction of this report. Firstly, it 
said that there should be only one tertiary hospital for the North Metropolitan Health Service, and that was Sir 
Charles Gairdner Hospital – Royal Perth; and, secondly, over the next 10 years—this report was done in 2004, so 
it is up to 2014—Joondalup Health Campus should be expanded to an approximately 300-bed general hospital. I 
have to clarify that that is multiday beds, not total beds, but still, the Reid review proposal amounted to 300 beds.  

In case the member for Kwinana does not know, we are expanding Joondalup hospital to 471 beds, well in 
excess of the 300 beds that have been proposed. That means that 471 beds are going into Joondalup hospital as 
part of this government’s commitment to the northern suburbs. Does the retention of Royal Perth’s 400 beds as a 
tertiary hospital make a difference to what was going to happen under the previous government’s proposal? 
What did the previous government’s “Clinical Services Framework 2005–2015” have in it for tertiary beds in the 
northern suburbs, and where were they? The answer is 1 000 beds based at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. The 
previous government proposed to have 1 000 tertiary beds all based at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. We care 
for the eastern corridor so we split it and had 600-odd beds at Charlies and 400-odd beds at Royal Perth, the 
same total number of tertiary beds as the previous government was proposing. Does retaining those 400 beds at 
Royal Perth rather than having them at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital make a difference to tertiary beds in the 
northern suburbs? No, it does not. We are focusing on getting the secondary beds into the northern suburbs—471 
beds as proposed in the Reid review, made up of 300 beds plus additional same-day beds. What would be the 
differences for Joondalup Health Campus if it were a tertiary hospital or a large secondary hospital? There can 
be three things. It can be research facilities, which Joondalup is getting anyway. It can be training for students, 
which Joondalup is getting anyway. What is the third and key difference? It is whether Joondalup is a state 
referral centre. The tertiary hospitals—Royal Perth, Sir Charles Gairdner and Fremantle—take patients from all 
over the state. If someone at Paraburdoo needs a heart transplant, he or she would go to one of the tertiary 
hospitals. If Joondalup were a tertiary hospital, would the locals be any better off? Would they get a better 
service? No! They would have to compete with people from every other part of the state for those beds. They 
would be fighting for those beds with people from Paraburdoo and the rest of the state because Joondalup would 
become a state referral centre. Does retaining Joondalup hospital as a secondary hospital mean better services for 
the people of the northern suburbs? Yes, it does.  

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN COUNCIL OF STATE SCHOOL ORGANISATIONS — FUNDING 

206. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Education:  

I refer the minister to the high-quality and dedicated work that parents provide to school parents and citizens 
associations across the state.  

(1) Why has the minister cut funding to the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations from 
$290 000 per annum to just $227 000 per annum, rather than increase it by the consumer price index, as 
members on this side did when we were in government? 

(2) Why has this government withdrawn $5 000 sponsorship funding from WACSSO’s annual conference 
due to be held in August? 

(3) Is the minister aware that WACSSO will no longer be able to maintain someone in its policy research 
division to provide training to school councils and will therefore need to cease this function?  

(4) Given that under section 125 of the School Education Act it is a requirement that each school has a 
school council, how does the minister now propose that school councils, and parents throughout the 
state, receive the training and advice that they need to go about their functions and fulfil their 
responsibilities?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(1)–(4) There is no doubt that every school that has a parents and citizens association, and almost every school 
does—a few that I have come across do not—benefit enormously from the P&Cs being part of the 
school. Not only do schools benefit from the work that parents do in supporting their children and the 
schools in fundraising and other activities, but also parents benefit by being part of their children’s 
education and being able to influence it.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: So why won’t you support them?  
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: We do support them. As a matter of fact, they are supported to a greater degree than in 
any other jurisdiction in Australia, as far as I understand.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: But you are cutting their funding by $70 000! Is that support, is it?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: WACSSO is the peak body and provides services to its member P&Cs across the state.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: We know that. Why are you cutting their funding?  

The SPEAKER: Order, member! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: There has been a review of funding of all organisations that are not directly related to the 
services that we provide in schools and in classrooms. I think that a grant of $227 000 to a peak body, which is 
the largest grant of its sort to parent groups across the country, is a very generous one. It is not the job of the 
government to provide — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: They are providing training to all the councils. That does not happen in every other state!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The member for Midland is muddling up P&Cs and school councils. The first part of the 
member’s question was about P&Cs and then she was talking about school councils. The member should make 
up her mind which one she is asking about — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Why don’t you ask WACSSO?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: WACSSO does not provide training to school councils.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Because they are doing that job; they are fulfilling that function. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: WACSSO does not provide training to school councils. WACSSO is involved with 
P&Cs, not with school councils.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You are wrong and you will need to correct the record of the house. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I will give you an opportunity to ask another question; you might like to 
do that in a supplementary question.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: WACSSO is the peak body for P&Cs in the government school system. School councils 
comprise a range of people, including the principal, teachers and other community officers. I have sat on and 
been part of school councils, as I suspect have other members of this house, and I have never seen training 
provided by WACSSO. WACSSO’s primary job is to provide assistance and work as a peak body for P&Cs, not 
to work as a trainer of school councils.  

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN COUNCIL OF STATE SCHOOL ORGANISATIONS — FUNDING 

207. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Education: 

I have a supplementary question. Given that the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations has 
had a full-time person providing training for school councils and has been answering all the questions from 
school councils by telephone and email, why is the minister cutting that funding to WACSSO and how will she 
now provide that training?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

WACSSO’s primary role is to provide support to P&Cs. If WACSSO takes on the role of training school 
councils, that is an extra role it has chosen to take on. School councils are made up of a range of people — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It’s part of the agreement. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: School councils are made up of a range of — 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I suggest, member for Midland, that you have asked the question; you might want to hear the 
answer. Two other members in here who are interested should give the minister the opportunity to respond. If 
questions arise from that, ask them on another day.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: WACSSO provides assistance to parents generally, and probably to parents who are 
representatives on school councils, but it does not have the role of training school councils. School councils 
involve a range of people, including principals, teachers, community members and parents. It is not the role of 
WACSSO to train and run school councils. School councils are particular to each school.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Joondalup!  
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: There have been cuts to WACSSO and to other organisations as part of streamlining our 
resources. However, I repeat that WACSSO is a very highly funded peak body for P&Cs and stands very highly 
in that regard across the nation.  

STATE NETBALL CENTRE 

208. Ms A.R. MITCHELL to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 

I am very pleased to ask the minister to provide the house with details of the funding announcement for the new 
Western Australian State Netball Centre. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 

I thank the member for Kingsley. As everyone knows, the member for Kingsley is a great advocate for women’s 
sport and sport generally. Just before I start, I would like to take the opportunity to congratulate the member for 
Victoria Park on recently completing the Busselton Half Ironman 2010 competition. Well done! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It was a pleasure to see you at the finish line!  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: It certainly was. Last Saturday, 15 May, at the Matthews Netball Centre, together with 
the Premier, I was delighted to be able to announce that the Liberal–National government has allocated 
$26.1 million for the development of Western Australia’s long overdue state netball centre. I take this 
opportunity to highlight a little bit about the value of the sport of netball and the Liberal–National government’s 
contribution of $26.1 million to that state netball facility.  

Many members will be aware that netball is a huge sport in Western Australia; in fact, it is the number one 
participatory sport for women in Western Australia. There is no doubt that netball delivers many physical, 
mental and social benefits to our women and young girls throughout Western Australia. There are more than 800 
affiliated netball clubs in Western Australia, approximately 30 000 registered netball players and thousands of 
others who play on a social basis. On any given weekend probably 100 000 people are involved in netball as 
players, coaches, umpires, supporters et cetera. It is an important sport.  

Mr M.P. Murray: That is the women’s side of things; what about the football?  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I tell members that there are a lot of very happy netballers and women around because 
they have been waiting since 2004 for members opposite to do it! We have now done it, so I rest my case. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: One of the biggest challenges in the sport and recreation industry in our state is keeping 
young women in our communities engaged in physical activity, particularly throughout their teen years. Many 
women’s sports deliver this, and netball certainly does. Therefore, I believe that this facility and this key 
objective of our government will help deliver better health for our community. 

I just want to say on a personal level—I am sure that the Premier and the local member, the member for 
Churchlands, who were there on Saturday would agree—that I was pretty impressed with the thousands of kids 
playing their hearts out and enjoying the sport of netball at the centre. That, of course, is replicated around 
Western Australia. The state-of-the-art facility will include four indoor netball courts, office space for Netball 
WA and facilities for the West Coast Fever who will also train there. I take this opportunity to congratulate the 
West Coast Fever on their recent good win, and five of their members are in the Australian squad so they are 
doing very well. This facility will give them a base—the first base they have ever had. Also, the facility will 
include some of the state-of-the-art innovative designs that we have at the new athletics and basketball stadium, 
AK Reserve, for heating and all those types of things. As I said, member for Collie–Preston, this project has been 
endorsed since 2004 and now it is actually happening. The government has worked really closely with the 
Department of Sport and Recreation and Netball WA. A project definition plan and a comprehensive business 
case for the facility have been completed. Construction of this important piece of infrastructure will begin in 
2011 and we will complete it as soon as we possibly can. I thank all the stakeholders involved—namely, the 
Department of Sport and Recreation, Netball WA, the Town of Cambridge and VenuesWest. 

ETHNIC COMMUNITIES COUNCIL OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

209. Mr J.N. HYDE to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

I refer to the Deputy Premier’s 2008 pre-election promise that the Ethnic Communities Council of Western 
Australia would have a seat on the Liberal government’s advisory board and to the minister’s decision to now 
de-fund it. 
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(1) Is the minister aware that, because of the government’s removal of this funding, ECCWA may now face 
closure? 

(2) Can the minister explain his decision to remove funding from one of the most effective ethnic advocacy 
bodies in Western Australia? 

(3) Did the minister’s decision to de-fund the ECC come after it exposed his government’s cuts to migrant, 
refugee, library and educational services; and, was the decision to cut funding a result of these 
exposures? 

(4) Can the minister confirm that instead of ECCWA holding a position on the advisory board, a position 
has now gone to the Reverend Peter Abetz’s successor, a pastor from Queensland? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

I thank the member for his question. 

(1)–(4) Oh dear, oh dear, oh dear! In trying to answer all the member’s questions, I say to the member for Perth 
that things have changed. Instead of the previous government handing out $100 000-odd every year to 
some organisation with little or no key performance indicators — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: So you don’t think they did a good job, then? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: What I am telling the member is that in 2009 I made $200 000 of contestable funding 
available. I invited a whole range of people—everybody—to apply for that funding and to show me that they had 
the capacity to perform and deliver the outcomes of the strategic plan that we put together through community 
consultation. The Ethnic Communities Council of Western Australia applied, an independent body assessed all 
the applications, and it did not make the grade. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: That is when the Premier stepped in with $100 000 and rolled you. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The ECC was then given $100 000 and it was made very clear that it was one-off 
funding from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and that is where it remained. The ECC has every right 
in 2012 when there is another $200 000, or whatever the funding might be at the time, to apply for part of that 
funding, just as every other organisation in Western Australia has the right. The ECC will again be judged by an 
independent body. This is about outcomes, transparency and accountability of public money. I as minister want 
to ensure that the expenditure of public money is transparent and accountable and that service delivery to 
communities is at its very best. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You made a promise about the boards, though. 

The SPEAKER: A supplementary question? 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Yes, Mr Speaker. 

ETHNIC COMMUNITIES COUNCIL OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

210. Mr J.N. HYDE to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

I would have asked, but it would have been a preamble if I had, what about the boards and the election promise. I 
ask instead: did the minister make any budget request for extra funding for the ECC, was he rolled on that and 
will the Premier step in again? 

The SPEAKER: There is one question as a supplementary. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

I assume the member for Perth is talking about 2010–11. Maybe he should ask the ECC whether it applied to me 
for any funding. The member will have to wait until Thursday afternoon to find out where any funding is going. 

MENTAL HEALTH COMMISSION 

211. Mr A. KRSTICEVIC to the Minister for Mental Health: 

Will the minister update the house on the progress of the new Mental Health Commission? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

I thank the member for Carine for his question and his interest in delivering better services for people with 
mental illness. In opposition it was very clear to us that in fact we had to do something different in order to 
deliver better mental health services for people with mental illness. Although we did very well in the acute area, 
and people have heard me say this before, the main game was in supporting people in the community—what we 
did before they needed acute treatment and certainly what happened after they left acute treatment. This is the 
main role of the commission. We have formed the commission and it became operational on 8 March. It moved 
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into new premises in St Georges Terrace on Monday. I visited there when it moved in yesterday. It was really 
important that structurally we did something in order to deliver services; not to provide services ourselves but in 
fact to procure and purchase services for people with mental illness. That goes across public, private and non-
government organisations and the community to deliver the best services and indeed the best value for money. 

Mr J.N. Hyde interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is for that whole area of acute beds as well as services and step-down beds as people 
transition back into the community after an acute illness, the whole issue of community services residential units 
and how people are supported in the community and the whole issue of community options. This government is 
committed to building 200 of those community options and community services residential units, of which there 
are 147 through this program. It was very important that we did not go down the same track in trying to provide 
improved services and identify gaps, and there are gaps, and we hear about those gaps every day. It is important 
that the commission identifies where the systemic issues are and has the ability and, as it were, the grunt to 
actually do something about it. It gives me great pleasure, and it is an exciting structural change. The acting 
commissioner is doing an excellent job. For the first time, I would say in the history of this Parliament, we will 
present—this is the only bit of the budget I will tell members opposite about—a ring-fenced budget for mental 
health. For the first time we will know how much money we are devoting to mental health.  

When I took this job, I asked many questions, one of which was: how much money do we devote to mental 
health in Western Australia? No-one could give me an answer. They went on about percentages of the health 
budget but no-one could give me an answer. My second question, which was not a complex question, was: how 
much do we devote to acute mental health and community supports? There was no answer. Members opposite 
have two sleeps to wait until I show them how much we spend on mental health and how much we devote to 
acute care and to community care. The commission is an important part of that process. 

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS — SANDERSON REPORTS 

212. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs: 

I refer to the minister’s comments when in opposition in 2007 when he said that he had so much respect for 
Lieutenant General Sanderson that he would look seriously at any proposal Lieutenant General Sanderson made. 
When in government in 2008, the minister said that Lieutenant General Sanderson has the knowledge, 
experience and commitment to fundamentally rethink the way we address the entrenched disadvantage of many 
Aboriginal people in this state.  

(1) When will the minister actually respond to Sanderson’s first report and subsequently his second report? 

(2) When will the minister get on with the job of implementing and taking action on the recommendations 
of the Sanderson reports? 

(3) Will there be any budget backing for any real action? 

(4) Is the minister aware of the internal issues inside Sanderson’s committee, and has the minister 
intervened to ensure that these internal issues will be resolved? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(4) My memory must be failing me because I am fairly certain that when I tabled in this house Lieutenant 
General Sanderson’s second report, I tabled our response to the first report. Go back and check. 

Mr R.H. Cook: There were some casual observations but I don’t think you actually responded to it at all. It was 
a couple of paragraphs about your general thoughts. Why don’t you do some work? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will go back and check, but I am sure that I tabled in this house the response to the report. 

Mr R.H. Cook: That was on the second report. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: When I tabled the second report, I also tabled a separate response to what was in the first 
report. That answers the question. I have responded to the first report. The second report was done only very 
recently. No, we have not responded to the second report. 

Mr R.H. Cook: How long have you had the second report for? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know; for only a month or so. 

Mr R.H. Cook: You’ve had it for a couple of months. Trust me. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It has not been very long. It is a very recent report. By and large, the contents of that report 
looked at what I encouraged Lieutenant General Sanderson to do, which was something that the previous 
government had totally rejected. The previous government had totally rejected his recommendations, one of 
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which was to look at regional governance. That is something that Lieutenant General Sanderson is very keen on. 
I asked him to flesh out some of the details of how a regional governance model could work if we, as a 
government, were interested in such a model, and he has gone some degree down that path. We do not yet have 
the full details. That is something that the committee is proceeding with by holding numerous meetings with the 
community. 

I have heard some rumours about mild internal difficulties among certain members of the committee, but I have 
confidence that the committee will do the job it has been given, which is to specifically tell us what it thinks 
should happen, particularly in terms of governance in remote and regional parts of Western Australia. 

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS — SANDERSON REPORTS 

213. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs: 

I have a supplementary question. Why, as Sanderson states in his first and second reports — 

Dr K.D. Hames: You should call him by his title, Lieutenant General Sanderson, not just Sanderson. 

Mr R.H. COOK: — does he lack support from the government in engaging with the directors general on the 
Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating Committee? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

Mr Speaker, I have to say that I was interjecting on the member saying that he should use Lieutenant General 
Sanderson’s proper title and not just call him Sanderson. In doing so, I missed the content of the question. I ask 
him to repeat it, if that is possible. 

The SPEAKER: I will give the member the opportunity to ask the question again. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It will be a pleasure, Mr Speaker. Why does Lieutenant General Sanderson lack the support of 
the government, as he claims in the first and second reports, in engaging with the directors general on the 
Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating Committee? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Under the act, there is a requirement for the directors general of all senior government 
departments to meet regularly, and that is the Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating Committee. Under the former 
government, that did not occur. One of the first things we did in government was to bring together the 
coordinating group of directors general from all the senior government departments. In my view, that committee 
has been working well with Lieutenant General Sanderson —  

Mr R.H. Cook: That’s not what he says. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: — and it is not what he says. He has expressed some concerns — 

Mr R.H. Cook: He says it in both reports. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I just agreed with the member. He should stop interjecting on me when I am agreeing with 
him. I agree with the member that it is Lieutenant General Sanderson’s view that he is not getting the full 
cooperation and support from that committee that he believes is required. The committee members believe that 
they are doing that and I have encouraged them to work together. I believe that those issues are only minor and 
will be easily worked out, because I know that the directors general are very strongly committed to supporting 
the improvement of Indigenous circumstances in Western Australia. This committee should have been 
functioning under the previous Labor government in the same way that it is now functioning under our 
government. It is definitely not dysfunctional. It is working extremely well and doing a huge amount of work in 
getting better coordination of state government departments. This is the document that I tabled; it is not just a 
few comments. Are there only one or two comments in this document? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s a very lengthy document! 

Mr R.H. Cook: How many of the recommendations did you accept? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This is a very specific response to every recommendation. Where was the member when I 
tabled this? He said specifically in his question that I did not respond. There he goes. I think he needs to do his 
homework a little better. 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — BUDGET PRESENTATION 

Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): I advise members that in accordance with our standard practice, the 
government has requested that the budget be presented at 2.00 pm this Thursday. Accordingly, on Thursday I 
will call for members’ 90-second statements at 12.20 pm and questions without notice at 12.30 pm. I will leave 
the chair at 1.00 pm for the lunch break. 
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MEMBER FOR ALFRED COVE 

Education and Health Standing Committee — Sixth Report —  
“Destined to Fail: Western Australia’s Health System” — Release of Details —  

Personal Explanation 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.01 pm]: In this house on 6 May, the Minister for Health said — 

As members know, it is a contempt of Parliament to release details of what is in a committee report 
before it is released to this house. Committees have a responsibility to this house to release information 
to the Parliament. 

The press release that was released the day prior to the Education and Health Standing Committee report being 
released followed the same format of previous releases, not only those from the Education and Health Standing 
Committee. On 13 May 2009, Hon Barbara Scott, as the then chair of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People, talked about a report being tabled the next day. She said that the 
committee also tendered a recommendation aimed at ensuring that advocacy stayed at the core of the 
commissioner’s role. On 9 May, Ken Travers, as the then chair of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, said that whilst they were looking into the matters, in the meantime the 
committee believed there was no public benefit in either the CCC or the parliamentary inspector —  

The SPEAKER: Member for Alfred Cove, I have given you the leave of the house to make a personal 
explanation. For the benefit of all members in this place, standing order 148 does not provide an opportunity for 
debate; it simply provides for a personal explanation to be made. If you want to make a personal explanation, 
this is your opportunity; it is not an opportunity for any debate at all. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Mr Speaker, I will be writing to you, in my position as the member for Alfred Cove, to 
respectfully request that the Procedure and Privileges Committee consider establishing guidelines to ensure that 
standards are the same for all committees in relation to press releases. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! Member for Alfred Cove, any member in this place is welcome to write 
a letter to me and to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. Member for Alfred Cove, if that is what you 
would like to do, I look forward to receiving that letter. 

INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM — PORT HEDLAND 

Petition 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [3.04 pm]: I have a petition in the following terms — 

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

We the undersigned call upon the Barnet Liberal–National State Government of Western Australia to 
immediately put the funds back to complete the in-fill sewerage program for Port Hedland, known as 
9B and 10A, in the area bordered by Acton, Anderson, Sutherland and McGregor Streets. 

This infill area is in urgent need for priority completion by the State Government:  

• To prepare the area for further residential homes and units to be built in this area; 

• To ensure that the proposed hotel and tourist development in this area can proceed; 

• To make it possible to have removed the septic tanks in this area that are a source of pollution and 
pose a health risk as a result of the increased population pressure on these residential blocks; 

Noting that funds were allocated by the previous Labor Government for work to have commenced in 
the 2008/2009 financial year and to be completed in 2010, we ask the Legislative Assembly to call upon 
the Barnett Liberal–National State Government to honour the commitments made by the previous State 
Labor government and immediately reinstate the funds to complete the Port Hedland infill sewerage 
program so that the project work can start now without further delay. 

The petition is signed by 188 signatories, and I confirm that it is in accordance with the standing orders of the 
house. 

[See petition 284.] 
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CARNABY’S BLACK COCKATOO — WELLARD SAND MINES 

Petition 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.05 pm]: I have a petition that has been 
certified as complying with standing orders and has been signed by 23 petitioners. It is couched in the following 
form —  

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

We, the undersigned, are concerned about the negative impact of proposed sand mines on Banksia 
Road, Wellard will have upon the community and environment; in particular upon the endangered 
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. 

Firstly, several previous applications for sand mines on Banksia Road have already been rejected by the 
Local Council on multiple occasions. Secondly, we are concerned that the clearing required for the 
mines will result in a loss of feeding and nesting habitat for the Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo which 
inhabits these sites. Thirdly, we are concerned that there will be a loss of native Banksia woodland 
vegetation, which will be partially cleared for the mines. Finally, we are also concerned that there is an 
inadequate buffer zone between residents and the mines and residents will be affected by the dust, noise 
and additional traffic associated with heavy vehicles associated with the mines. 

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly oppose these sand mines from being approved. 

[See petition 285.] 

SPECIALIST PSYCHOLOGISTS REGISTRATION BOARD 

Petition 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.07 pm]: I have a petition signed by 
826 petitioners that has been certified as complying with the standing orders. It reads in the following manner — 

To the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembley of the Parliament of Western Australia. 

This petition of specialist psychologists, psychologists, trainee specialist psychologists and other 
interested parties, draws to the attention of the House our Petition for the Establishment of a 
Specialist Psychologists Registration Board for Western Australia. 

We the undersigned ask for the establishment of a statutory board in the state of Western Australia to 
oversee the registration of specialist psychologists and monitor the continuing education and 
supervision of specialist psychologist registrars. We ask that this Specialist Psychologist’s Registration 
Board be functional as soon as Western Australia moves into the National Registration Scheme for 
Health Practitioners. 

We ask this in response to moves to replace Western Australia’s current specialist title registration 
process with endorsement, following the establishment of the Psychology Board of Australia (PBA). 
We have been informed that the PBA intends to downgrade current standards in Western Australia by 
accepting Australian Psychological Society College (APS) members as ‘endorsed’ psychologists, even 
though APS Colleges have members without an accredited (or equivalent) postgraduate psychology 
degree (and some College members do not even have an accredited (or equivalent) undergraduate 
psychology degree). This would amount to a significant dilution of standards required to practice as 
specialist psychologists in Western Australia, and thereby place the public at increased risk. 

Membership of APS Colleges has not been an acceptable criterion to be registered as a specialist by the 
Psychologists Board of Western Australia. We also lack confidence in the APS to properly advocate for 
and credential specialist psychologists.  

[See petition 286.]  

PAPERS TABLED 

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

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE 

Sixth Report — “Destined to Fail: Western Australia’s Health System” — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, I received advice on 14 May 2010 from the chairman of 
the Education and Health Standing Committee indicating an error in the committee’s report No. 6, “Destined to 
fail: Western Australia’s Health System”, tabled in the Legislative Assembly on 6 May 2010. On page xxxiii in 
the “Executive Summary”, the report states that the new Albany hospital is due to open in 2015, but the correct 
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date is 2013. The correct information is contained in the body of the report. I advise the Assembly that I have 
dealt with this advice as a request under standing order 156 and have accordingly authorised that the necessary 
correction be made to the report.  

AGRICULTURE AND RELATED RESOURCES PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Notice of Motion to Introduce 

Notice of motion given by Mr D.T. Redman (Minister for Agriculture and Food).  

MINISTER FOR PLANNING — “DIRECTIONS 2031” PLAN 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): I draw the house’s attention to private member’s business notice of 
motion No. 10, notice of which was given on 24 September 2009, and advise members that it will be removed 
from the next notice paper unless written notification is provided to the Clerk requiring notice to be continued. 

BARNETT GOVERNMENT — TAX, FEE AND CHARGE INCREASES 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

Matter of Public Interest  

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That the House express its grave concern at the Barnett Government continuing to break promises and 
increasing taxes, fees and charges on the people of Western Australia.  

The SPEAKER: Members, to me the matter appears to be in order. If at least five members stand in support of 
the matter being debated, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.]  

The SPEAKER: The matter shall proceed on the usual basis, as detailed in the standing orders. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.13 pm]: I move —  

That the House express its grave concern at the Barnett Government continuing to break promises and 
increasing taxes, fees and charges on the people of Western Australia. 

The people of Western Australia elect a state government to, firstly, provide services. They expect a government 
in providing those services to look after family living standards and to protect families from savage and sudden 
increases in family bills. This is a responsibility that the current Liberal–National government has completely 
failed to meet. Western Australian families have suffered a diminution of their living standards of up to $1 100 
in the short period since this government came to power. A family with two kids at school and two cars and 
which takes an overnight trip to Rottnest Island once a year, has been slugged $1 100 by this government in just 
18 months of its being in government. We have seen the Premier being coy with journalists about the prospect of 
either a surplus or deficit in the budget, which will be released later this week. I expect this government will 
struggle to a surplus. It will be a surplus built on savage increases in family bills and broken promises.  

This state has had a curious combination from this government. On the one hand, this state has had record 
spending growth and, on the other hand, it has had underspending on key promises. On the one hand this state 
has had record spending growth and, on the other hand, cuts to front-line services. What sort of government can 
preside over record growth in expenditure, fail to deliver on its promises and cut core front-line services? It takes 
particularly poor management and it takes a particularly poor process for setting priorities to arrive at that sort of 
perturbing conclusion.  

I think there is a contest within the government over the question of the budget balance. Factors pushing the 
budget towards deficit are, firstly, the general overspending of the government with record expense growth of 
13 per cent plus, year on year. The second factor is the chickens coming home to roost—decisions that have not 
been properly incorporated in the budget, including expense growth rates for health and all those matters 
harmonising the agenda of the Premier’s public announcements with the budget agenda. All of that must be 
pushing the budget towards deficit. On the other hand, we have some other factors that are as equally 
reprehensible, but are also pushing the budget towards surplus. Underspending on broken promises is a big 
factor that will push this government’s budget towards a surplus. Savage increases in family budgets is another 
factor. Other factors include dishonesty in the budget by not including all the projects that the Premier has 
announced and not including accurate and credible factors for growth in spending, for example, in health.  
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It is a question of not only this government’s promises, but also the federal government’s promises. This 
government has taken money into the budget from the federal government and failed to spend it on the 
commitments that it made jointly with the federal government. It is not only breaking its own promises, but also 
the federal government’s promises by failing to spend that money. I will give the house a few examples. The 
government promised the small business community tax relief of $250 million over four years. What has it 
actually delivered? It delivered $123 million of tax relief through payroll tax rebates, which I think have been 
flicked over to the next financial year to try to preserve the budget balance for this financial year. It has not 
delivered on that promise. Worse than that, it has taken $511 million from small business by cancelling tax cuts 
on stamp duty and payroll tax, which Labor had put into the financial plan to benefit small and medium 
businesses in Western Australia.  

Let us look at what this government has done with the cost-of-living rebate for seniors; that is, $26 million per 
year for our seniors. This government has not made any payment at all in the 2009–10 financial year. In other 
words, it is saying, “Your payment for this year has been deferred to later in the calendar year.” It really means 
that the payment for 2009–2010 has been cancelled and seniors will have to wait until the next financial year to 
get their payment. Basically, it has robbed pensioners of one year’s payment of the cost-of-living rebate. This 
government is into pensioners for $26 million.  

Any boasting or sense of satisfaction on the government side on Thursday about a budget surplus will have to be 
set against the dudding of small business—the broken tax promises and the extra taxes the government will 
collect from small business—and the robbing of pensioners of the cost-of-living rebate for 2009–10.  

I hope that the Premier will speak in this debate. I did see the government running sheet for this debate and I 
noted that the member for Riverton, the Minister for Commerce and the Minister for Water are listed to speak. 
The government’s response to this most important debate for this week will be led by a new backbencher, 
backed up by a new minister and backed up further by one of the weakest ministers in this house. That is the 
level of accountability that the government gives to this sort of issue. This is an important issue. The budget’s 
balance is based on broken promises and savage increases in family bills. I think it is going to get worse. The 
Premier has pretensions as an economic and financial manager. We on this side do not rate the Premier as an 
economic and financial manager. We say to the Premier that he should get rid of the Treasury portfolio as soon 
as he can, or his lack of ability in this area will be exposed. The Premier has got a death or glory spending 
instinct. We saw that in the 2005 election campaign with the canal proposal. That instinct lurks just beneath the 
Premier’s breast. The Premier’s fondness for pet projects—that death or glory, that reckless spending instinct—
will come back. This is made all the worse now that the Premier is also the Treasurer. The Premier has given 
himself the keys to the safe. He has given himself the chequebook. I am worried about the impact of that on the 
people of Western Australia. It is one thing for people to enjoy spending if they are part of the group that is 
benefiting from that spending. It is another thing if people are having to pay for that spending through savage 
increases in family bills, or are having to suffer the consequences of a solemn promise that was made by this 
government but that now will not be delivered.  

I will tell members some of the things that are going to happen. Last year, the government underplayed the level 
of spending growth expected in health. The government based its budget on a 3.8 per cent growth in health 
expenditure. That was ridiculous. Eventually, the government was forced to face reality and top up the health 
budget with $250 million. Is this just a theoretical, philosophical or commentarial debate, or a debate on which 
we might score a point or two, or does it really matter? It really does matter. If we constrict the health budget 
because we have an unrealistically low rate of expense growth, that has consequences. As the Department of 
Health tries to reach that budget target, it has impacts on patients waiting in pain for surgery that they cannot get, 
and waiting too long in emergency departments. It also has impacts on staff. It even has impacts on senior staff, 
as we saw with the resignation of the former director general of health. The government needs to put into the 
budget the correct figure for health. If the government does not do that, its budget will completely lack 
credibility and it will completely lack honesty. If the government does not put into its budget the correct figure 
for health, there will be dangerous consequences for patients, and there will be unpleasant working conditions 
for staff, including staff resignations.  

I know what the Premier is going to say. He is going to say that he has cut expense growth. The Premier used the 
commonwealth stimulus expenditure to justify the high rate of expense growth. As that commonwealth stimulus 
expenditure is withdrawn, the Premier will use that withdrawal to claim that he now has a very low rate of 
expense growth. That is not true. The government’s budgets have lacked credibility. The government’s 
credibility problems have come home to roost for Western Australian families, because solemn promises have 
been broken, and there have been huge increases in family bills. I cannot see any improvement in store for us 
with the budget that will come down on Thursday. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.23 pm]: I rise to support this matter of public interest and to endorse the 
comments made by the Leader of the Opposition. It has become a reality that this is a government that cannot be 
believed. The party that represented itself to the people of Western Australia at the last election and the 
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government that we see today are two very different animals. The Leader of the Opposition has made the point 
that we on this side of the house, and also, I dare say, other Western Australians with a sense of history, have 
great fear about the fact that the Premier now also holds the Treasury portfolio. There is a reason that in political 
history there has been a negative perception about Treasurers—that is with the exception of the Leader of the 
Opposition, of course; we all loved the Leader of the Opposition when he was the Treasurer! A Treasurer has to 
be able to say to a Premier, “No, Premier, we cannot spend money on that, because we do not have it. The debt 
levels are too high, and we need to protect families from interest payments that are getting higher and higher”. 
That is why the state opposition has great concern about the Premier holding these two portfolios, neither of 
which he is performing in admirably well at all. 

I dare say I will be spending a lot of time over the next few years talking about the incredible expense growth of 
this government. Expense growth has not yet dropped below 13 per cent since this government came to power. It 
is interesting that the midyear review shows expense growth for 2010–11 at 2.6 per cent. I will have a guess. I 
will guess that that has been revised upwards in the upcoming budget, and that it will be revised upwards again 
in the midyear review that will be released in December of this year. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: But it will have low figures for the out years in the new budget! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am sure it will be down to one per cent in 2011–12, and it will probably be around that for 
2012–13 and from there on. It is probably not the 13 per cent expense growth month on month that I keep talking 
about that will come back to bite this government. It always tends to be the smaller things that bring 
governments undone. Former Premier Richard Court will no doubt attest to that with the belltower. As the 
Leader of the Opposition has said, it is the seniors of Western Australia who are bearing the brunt of this 
government’s big spending and broken promises. As I looked through the Liberal Party’s election documents, in 
particular its economic document “Securing the economic future of Western Australia”, I could not find any 
mention of the fact that the Liberal–National government would be cutting the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate for 
2009–10. I could not find in those documents any mention of the fact that seniors will have to miss out on that 
cost-of-living rebate this financial year. While we in this chamber may consider that to be a relatively small 
payment, seniors on a fixed income factor that into their living costs and rely on that payment to ensure that they 
can make ends meet over the course of the year. Not once did I see that referred to in the pre-election documents 
of the Liberal Party. As the Leader of the Opposition has said, the government will cobble together a budget 
surplus for 2009–10. The government will cobble together that surplus based on savage increases in fees and 
charges, and based on a re-cashflowing—I will come to that term in a moment—of other projects and other 
broken promises in the out years. The seniors of Western Australia are entitled to ask, “If the government 
managed to get a budget surplus in 2009–10, why was our cost-of-living rebate not paid? Why was it pushed out 
to the next financial year?” It was pushed out to protect the government’s credibility on financial management. 
Seniors are the ones who are having to bear the key cuts in government funding. We saw the government 
backflip dramatically, thankfully, on its decision to cut the funding for paupers’ funerals and for other small 
spending programs. The government felt the political heat that a government is put under when it is forced to 
make those sorts of cuts to prevent expense growth from growing to 13 per cent.  

In question time I asked the Premier a question about the government’s tax reform and reduction strategy. It is 
interesting that the Premier would not give a commitment that we would see such a strategy in this term of 
government, and neither would he commit to quarantining in the budget the Economic Audit Committee savings 
and directing them to tax cuts. All the Premier would say is that the savings would come by way of increased 
services, and perhaps by way of tax cuts. This tax cut promise has now morphed into something that is a lot more 
difficult to define; that is, increased services. The document “Securing the economic future of Western 
Australia” states — 

All savings identified by the Economic Audit will be quarantined for return to the Western Australian 
taxpayer through the Tax Reform and Reduction Strategy. 

We do not yet see that strategy. I dare say we are not going to see it. We are about to see a budget that is 
supposedly going to deliver on the first tranche of the recommendations made in the Economic Audit Committee 
report. Will those savings be quarantined; and, if they are quarantined, will they be delivered by way of tax cuts? 
The Liberal Party’s pre-election financial document goes on to say that a Liberal government will be — 

• Returning to taxpayers, through lower tax rates, any unforeseen tax revenue windfalls; … 

That is referring specifically to all savings identified by the Economic Audit Committee for Western Australian 
taxpayers. We already know that the $250 million was committed to by the Liberal Party to the 500 Club in 
exchange for the $400 000 donation we saw on television during the election campaign: “We will give you 
$400 000 if you give us $250 million in tax cuts,” and the deal was done. Already, though, that has been reversed 
out of the forward estimates and $123 million has been delivered. As the Leader of the Opposition already 
said—he stole my thunder earlier—the $100 million payroll tax rebate was pushed out to September this year to 
again protect the surplus position for 2009–10. 
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This is the problem: we have a government that cannot be believed on its tax cut commitments. We have seen 
what it has done to the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate, and we have seen what it has said in respect of the 
Ellenbrook rail line. The Liberal Party’s election commitment matched that of the former Labor government, and 
its costings document made that crystal clear. Now, through the weasel words of the Premier, that project has 
been pushed out to another term. It is unfortunate that the member for Swan Hills is not with us this afternoon, as 
he is always a lively contributor to debate on the Ellenbrook rail line. That railway has been pushed off into the 
never–never, assuming the government gets a second term.  

More interestingly, we have seen the emergence of a new economic term from this government—re-
cashflowing; that is, re-cashflowing promises into the never–never. It is very difficult to find out what re-
cashflowing actually means. I have looked through some of the economic dictionaries. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Going, going, gone! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Going, going, gone! That is probably as close as we will get. Interestingly, in a very useful 
exchange in the other place, Hon Linda Savage, in one of her very first contributions as a member of Parliament, 
asked Hon Helen Morton to define “re-cashflowing”. It is a very interesting Hansard to read, because we got 
four different definitions in the space of an afternoon from Hon Helen Morton! As the Leader of the Opposition 
has already indicated, it no doubt means, “Going, going, gone!” God forbid if there is a group out there looking 
for funding for a project, and it gets a letter from the government saying that the project has been re-cashflowed; 
that will mean that it has gone. I can guarantee all the groups out there whose projects and programs were 
promised funding by the Liberal Party during the election campaign that “re-cashflowing” means the projects 
and programs have gone. In 2009–10, the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate was re-cashflowed, and the people of 
West Swan and Swan Hills have had the Ellenbrook train line re-cashflowed out to the never–never; they will 
never see it again, that I can guarantee. The $250 million in tax cuts has been re-cashflowed to the forward 
estimates, and it will never come back. The quarantined savings of the Economic Audit Committee will not be 
delivered simply because the 13 per cent expense growth this government has presided over in its first 18 months 
in office will ensure that there will be more of these petty cuts to protect the Premier’s desire to create a legacy 
that will simply be to create debt at levels never before seen in Western Australia. Every Western Australian will 
be paying interest bills for a long time to come, which is why the upcoming budget surplus, if there is one for 
2009–10, and the one predicted for 2010–11, will be built around re-cashflowing and broken promises. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Treasurer) [3.33 pm]: I intend to make a few very brief comments. It is not 
appropriate that I debate the budget before the budget is presented. This is the second budget of the Liberal–
National government, delivered just 20 months after our election. That is an unusual situation in itself, and I 
believe that if members are fair-minded—I am sure all members opposite will be—they will see in this budget 
that the finances of Western Australia have been stabilised and that the state is in a very strong position to 
hopefully progress over what I hope will be good times for Western Australia in the years to come. 

That has not been achieved easily; there has been belt tightening. We heard the opposition complain during 
question time about cuts in government grants. Fair enough; that is part of what the opposition should do in this 
Parliament. There has been belt tightening right across government, and as I will stress on Thursday, it is also a 
sharing of the burden with the people of Western Australia. I very much regret the fact that very substantial 
increases in electricity charges last year and this year have been announced. I regret the fact that there will be a 
very significant increase in the price of water. There will be more said about that, I guess, following the delivery 
of the budget. I will not re-debate the point, but under the previous government the electricity utility moved from 
being a profitable organisation to an organisation that had something in the order of a three-quarters of a billion 
dollar debt. The Liberal–National government had no option but to deal with that situation. It did not try to 
disguise it by creating a glide path of smaller increases, or try to disguise the subsidy as a community service 
obligation. Community service obligations are designed to provide services to people who are somehow 
disadvantaged, not to cover subsidies as a result of incompetent government. They will not be described as 
community service obligations, but the businesses and households that buy electricity have shared the burden of 
correcting that problem. Equally, in the area of water supply—we will soon hear from the Minister for Water—
the cost of bringing on new water supplies, including desalination, is expensive, and the price of water needs to 
reflect that.  

That is a reality that I believe the people of Western Australia actually understand. We would be condescending 
and showing little respect to the people of Western Australia were we not to tell them the truth about the real cost 
of electricity or water. People will find that the community will be asked in this budget to share in that burden. 
However, they will also see that there are good reasons for optimism about the state’s finances and the 
development of the state in the years to come. 

I do not intend to say any more at this stage. There will be a long debate about the budget. A lot of the problems 
with the state’s finances will be solved by this budget, but there are still further problems to be solved. As I say, 
this is the government’s second budget in just 20 months. 
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DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [3.36 pm]: I rise to say a few things on the upcoming budget, although I do not 
know very much about it, to be honest. This state has gone through—as have the rest of the nation and the rest of 
the world—the largest shock to public finances in modern history since the 1930s. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: And that was just the arrival of Colin Barnett on the Treasury bench! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Actually, he is doing a remarkable job; the member should wait for a couple of days and he 
will see how great a job he, and the person who held the portfolio before him, has done. 

That is what this debate is all about. Members opposite are getting nervous. Every night, the member for Victoria 
Park kneels by his bed and says, “Bless me; I need a deficit. I need something to talk about in Parliament.” He 
needed a deficit, but now he is getting a bit nervous because there may not be one. He might have to actually do 
some work and find out where the real difficulties are. He might actually have to go out and work hard. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We have come through a very big change. The commonwealth government’s budget 
situation went from a $20 billion surplus to a $50 billion deficit—a huge perturbation, and a huge change. Our 
budget declined sharply; I think the estimate was about $2 billion down to a slight surplus. Those are the 
changes, but the reason we have budget surpluses are for the periods such as we have just gone through. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s what we said! That’s what the former Treasurer said! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the former Treasurer was right, as I said the other day in this house: we build up 
surpluses for days on which it not only rains, but it storms, and revenue drops. That is what happened. Our own 
source revenue dropped by 13 per cent. What would one expect the government to do other than drop the deficit? 
That is what we did. We made some tough choices. When we went into the last election, we had expectations; all 
we could do was take — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I observe that courtesy was offered to the Leader of the Opposition; and courtesy was also 
offered to the Premier. Courtesy was offered to the member for Victoria Park. I expect the same courtesy to be 
offered to the member for Riverton.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When we went into the 2008 election, we expected a budget surplus of around $2 billion. 
That is what the Liberal–National government inherited from the previous government, and we made plans 
accordingly, as the now opposition did in government before that election. When things did not turn out that 
way, we had to adjust things. That is what members on this side of the house are paid to do—to govern and make 
difficult decisions. That is what we have done, and we have done it well. I am confident that when the budget is 
released on Thursday, though we will hear screams from the people opposite, the screams will be largely hollow.  

We hear a lot from the member for Victoria Park on taxes. As I said, what counts is not what we talk about in 
opposition but what we try to do when in government. When members opposite first came into government, they 
faced a difficult fiscal position. What did members opposite do? They raised taxes! The former Labor 
government then received the largest revenue windfall of any government in Western Australian history. Over 
the period of Labor’s time in office it received in per capita terms—there was a large population growth—a 
210 per cent increase in tax revenue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What about what happened to the GST? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The GST revenue went up.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Our share went down!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My answer to the Leader of the Opposition was precise. The Labor government’s own tax 
revenue increased by 210 per cent from 2001 to 2008. That is a huge increase. And the way members opposite 
increased taxes, of course, was through bracket creep; it did not adjust conveyancing fees or, until the end of its 
term, payroll tax. The former government just allowed the automatic accelerators to fill its coffers. That is what 
members opposite did. That is not very difficult; they just sat back and raked in the money! When we came into 
government we experienced a 13 per cent decline in our source revenue. Members opposite had received a 
210 per cent per capita increase in its source revenue, but we received a 13 per cent cut. That is the bottom line. 
We can only deal with what we have. We did not go in for major tax increases.  

Mr P. Papalia: What about public sector expenditure?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, expenditure went up. If we had listened to members opposite in the budget debates, we 
would have thought that it went up tenfold, because everybody on the other side stood after the 2009–10 budget 
was delivered claiming, “Terrible deficit! You are going into deficit!” Then they spent 45 minutes each on one 
program after another saying “Spend, spend, spend!” We cannot pay attention to what members opposite say.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: You were not here during our period in government.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Members opposite would go out and spend, even the member for Victoria Park, who is 
supposed to be the scrooge in waiting and whose task is not to propose other expenditure but to show us how he 
would go out and cut expenditure. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Cut Roe 8!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Roe Highway stage 8 is a bottom line capital expenditure and, more importantly, it is an 
essential piece of capital investment.  

Mr P. Papalia: The road to nowhere!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It will go somewhere.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Where will it go?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It will go towards Fremantle. Members on the other side like to be pro-development, but 
how are the trucks going to get to the port? I would also like to talk about a few things on the issue of re-
cashflowing. Before the 2008 election the previous government was being inundated with cash. What was its 
stand? I remember “Carps the builder”. I remember going to talks and Alan Carpenter, the Premier at the time, 
would stand up with one grandiose plan after another. What happened to the Arena? We have seen a 300 per cent 
blow-out in expenditure. I would like to recommend to the Premier that we give this arena a name; it does not 
have an official name. How about “Ripper’s Rip Off” or “Roberts’ Robbery”? We can have a public poll. What 
do members on this side prefer—“Ripper’s Rip Off” or “Roberts’ Robbery”? Members opposite are stunned.  

Another issue we can put to the test is an issue that the shadow spokesman for sports in the other place keeps 
dragging up—this $1.2 billion stadium. How was this government going to fund that stadium? Hon Ken Travers 
was demanding in Parliament and through media to know how we were going to pay for this $1.2 billion 
stadium. What about the Albany Entertainment Centre? Great! They do not have anybody scheduled to put a 
play on there!  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You are in government.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is the point! The member for Cannington is right—it is the ball and chain that we 
inherited from the former government. It is one of those projects that we inherited from the previous 
government. We have to finish it on time and pay for it! And, in the case of Albany, we have to get somebody to 
go down there and put a play on! Taking over from the former Labor government was hard. Let us go to 
electricity and water.  

Mr P. Papalia: Do you think you are doing more harm than good here?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does the member for Warnbro want me to keep going?  

Mr P. Papalia: Yes, please!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Electricity is one of those difficult issues, and tariffs are going up. We have debated that 
issue in this house often. We all know the symptom, and the reason for it is that the previous government failed 
to recognise the underlying costs and refused to allow electricity prices to be increased. As a result, right before 
the 2008 election, it had to face the reality that it was subsidising Verve to the tune of $1 million a week. In other 
words, the former government was subsidising electricity and keeping it underpriced to the tune of $1 million a 
week, and at the same time it was arguing for increased electricity prices because it was arguing for an emissions 
trading scheme. A report had to be issued and it came out that there was a huge $700-odd million deficit going 
forward, so the former government increased the electricity tariff slightly—by 10 per cent, I think. It did that 
mainly because there was an election coming, and it put other stuff on the never–never. The former Premier said 
at the time that he would not increase charges in the current financial year, but in subsequent years electricity 
prices would have to go up. He said that Western Australians would have to face reality and that the price of 
generated electricity would have to go up and we would have emissions trading as well! In other words, right 
before the election, the former Premier said the price of electricity was going up by 10 per cent. He said that they 
had been underpricing by $700 million and could not afford to continue subsidising Verve by $1 million a week. 
The former Premier said that he would increase charges by 10 per cent, but that they would go up even further. 
The former Premier revealed this glide path, but he buried it in the budget papers so that no one would see it. 
Electricity prices are going up and this government has recognised that. This government has decided it has to be 
honest with people by adjusting to cost-based pricing.  

Mr P. Papalia: You did not tell them that before the election!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We did. We have to adjust to cost-based pricing and we cannot continue to underprice a 
subsidised Verve. The former government’s failure to have Verge charge cost-based prices meant that it was not 



2754 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 May 2010] 

 

investing adequately in capital. This government is doing that in a transparent manner, and it is recognising that 
it is better to charge for electricity than to jack up payroll tax or some other revenue stream.  

The price of water has been going up for quite a while; I think the previous government’s last budget forecast a 
nine per cent increase. In last year’s budget, I think the increase was about nine per cent, so it is the same thing. 
However, the simple fact is that when we build a desalination plant, it is highly costly.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is cheaper than a canal, though. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Desalination plants are highly costly. The previous government built the first desalination 
plant quite cheaply and well, and it was a timely project. The second one was very expensive and we have to 
recoup that cost. Labor cannot rationally—although it is quite a request for them to act rationally—complain 
about the increase in water prices when it put it in policies that necessarily increased the cost of water. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Build a canal! Come on, get on with it! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have not seen a canal around lately, has the member? Is there a canal in Cannington? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He would not know! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What we are going to do is bring down a budget for the time, like we have to date. We are 
going to bring a budget down for the time; a budget that recognises that there are still threats in the world 
economy. I suspect the budget will show that there has been some improvement in revenue growth since we 
came to government—that is, we stemmed the tide of decline in our own source revenue. We are still dealing 
with a decline in our goods and services tax share and we are going to have to live with that. I am confident the 
budget will show that we have expenditure coming under control. 

One issue, of course, is that Labor is always focused on itself. Labor people have big navels; they are always 
focused on themselves. They cannot look beyond themselves. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When the member for Victoria Park looks at the budget, all he sees is the money flowing 
from Canberra. In fact, members opposite worship Canberra. Why is it that people in the Labor Party in state 
governments always think of Canberra first? When they leave this house, many ex-Laborites say to themselves 
and the public, “Let’s do away with the states; we don’t need them. I’ve got my pension; I don’t need that 
anymore.” When they look at the budget, they look at the flow-in from Canberra. 

Mr M. McGowan: Who said that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Neville Wran. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: He was never in this place, you twit! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I was not — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let me get to the point here — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Most of the expenditure growth over this period came because of the commonwealth and in 
the form of grants. If we strip that out, growth is about six per cent. The expenditure growth in 2008–09, after we 
strip out the commonwealth expenditure, was actually less than in the last budget brought down by Labor. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What do members opposite want us to do—refuse it? Do they want us to refuse the 
commonwealth money? 

Therefore, expenditure growth was actually quite modest relative to all the other states. It was very modest 
compared with — 

Mr M. McGowan: Sit down! 

Several members interjected. 
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DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [3.53 pm]: I will spend a few minutes contributing to this 
debate and take the house back to 1994. In 1994 there was a Council of Australian Governments agreement on 
water reform. That COAG agreement contained an acknowledgement that there was no system for cost recovery 
or management in the water space. I submit that largely there is no recovery of states’ costs in managing water 
today. We know we have a finite resource. We know that we intercept the finite resource in a cycle called the 
water cycle. It is where we intercept that cycle that is important. Whether we intercept that cycle — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr F.M. Logan: It is not a finite resource. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is. We have a finite resource. We cannot create this resource out of nothing. Water is a 
resource that we have to manage responsibly because we have advice, ever more advice, about the amount of 
resource and how to manage that resource. We have heard—the member for Cockburn keeps on interjecting and 
laughing—and we talk about responsibly managing this resource, and that is what all the questions are about. 
The member asks me questions about things such as the Gnangara mound being overdrawn; these are some of 
the issues that the member has been concerned about in the past. These issues are about the important 
responsible management of water, how we actually use water, how we recycle water and how we reuse water 
because that resource is not infinite. We have heard about the sustainability yield from the Commonwealth 
Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation. We have heard the predictions for the South West in 2030. We 
have heard about the reduction—more than 25 per cent—of the surface water resource into the future. We have 
heard about the seven to 10 per cent reduction in the groundwater in 2030 due to decreased recharge. Yet when I 
talk about a finite resource and managing it responsibly, members opposite laugh. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: This is about managing the resource. In 1994 it was highlighted by the Council of Australian 
Governments that in fact there was no water reform in cost recovery or management in the water space. We have 
essentially a 300 gigalitre capacity for Perth and surrounds; about 120 gigalitres is supplied by underground 
water. We are blessed with a very large underground water resource for Perth city. It is unique in Australia. 
However, scientists say that it is obviously a consumptive pool and it is not infinite; we have to manage the 
resource. In fact, water charges into the future are about the cost recovery of that water resource management. 
The water charge and the water volume charge last year for the average householder’s use of 300 kilolitres—that 
is, 300 000 litres in a year—amounted to $450. That was the charge for 300 000 litres of water. The increase in 
that charge from the year before was $45. 

Mr F.M. Logan: How much will it be? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The member has two more sleeps before he finds out. I remind the member that in the 2009–
10 budget the water service charge for 300 kilolitres was $200.40. In addition, the water usage charge, which is a 
volumetric charge, was $240.90. That adds up to just over $440. That is not to say let them eat cake; that just 
puts into perspective where water charges sit in the whole constellation of charges that we all face as consumers, 
whether it be for energy, taxes, land or water. I am putting these charges in context. The new charges give people 
who experience true hardship control over their total water bill regarding the volumetric charge versus the annual 
charge. The annual charge goes down, which gives them the message about volume and the volume charge. 
Pensioners and seniors will continue to receive a discount of up to 50 per cent of their annual service charge and 
usage. We are compassionate on these issues. This is not about harsh measures; it is about putting the water 
charges in perspective. Arrangements with the Water Corporation can be made by customers who are having 
difficulties with their payments and they will receive concessional interest rates. This government is putting 
water charges into perspective regarding cost recovery and the supply of water, which is essential for life. We 
are putting it into perspective and have put in place compassionate measures for people who experience true 
hardship. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Commerce) [4.01 pm]: In the few minutes that I have to 
speak on this matter, I remind members that for the past couple of years the economic climate has been quite 
bad. Therefore, any surplus that this government can deliver is an absolutely terrific outcome for Western 
Australia. We are a world leader in producing budgets. If this government can produce surplus budgets over the 
next four years, I think it will deserve a pat on the back. With that introduction, I refer to the payroll tax rebate. 
The opposition’s motion says that this house expresses its grave concern at the Barnett government for 
continuing to break promises and increase taxes. The payroll tax rebate is a promise that we will deliver. The 
payroll tax rebate allows businesses with a payroll of up to $3.2 million to get a rebate. This will affect 6 700 
small businesses, which collectively have 68 000 employees. The payroll tax rebate will impact favourably on 
small businesses and part of the change to that rebate will provide employment incentives and greater training 
assistance. 
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MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [4.03 pm]: We heard a rather interesting contribution to this debate from the 
Premier. He did not speak for long but I thought that some of the things he said were fairly extraordinary. He 
said that it was extraordinary—as though it was a great burden—to have to deliver a second budget after just 
20 months in office. That is five months longer than most other governments. This government got an extra five 
months before it had to deliver its first budget and it failed at that. We know that the government will have had 
five extra months in which to produce this budget—20 months instead of 15—and that it is shaping up to be a 
failure. One need only look at the increased costs for electricity and water and the fact that government has done 
nothing to mitigate those costs on families to know that this budget will damage families’ incomes. 

The Premier said that he has stabilised the finances and that there has been belt tightening across government. 
Have we seen the belt tightening? I do not think so. In recent weeks we have seen musical toilets, plastic cows 
and new chairs in the Legislative Council at a cost of $3 000 each. I do not think that is belt tightening. Neither 
my constituents nor the Premier’s constituents will believe him. It is simply not believable for the Premier to 
stand up in Parliament and say that he is tightening his belt and cutting costs in government when the 
government has paid $3 000 per chair in the upper house and for plastic cows and musical toilets and the like. He 
told the house that he was sharing the burden with the people of Western Australia. He certainly is sharing the 
burden with them because he is passing the burden on to them. Ordinary people and families are having to pick 
up the shortfall for this government’s mismanagement. 

The Premier said that there was good reason for optimism and that a lot of problems, but not all of them, have 
been solved. How has he solved them? He has solved them by hiking up fees and charges for ordinary men and 
women. At the same time, he has cut front-line services, including the number of police cars. The Minister for 
Police should be ashamed to preside over those cuts to the police budget. That is a budget that I know pretty 
well. I presided over massive increases in police numbers, vehicles and facilities for police. We have seen a 
complete diminution of services under the current minister. 

What we have seen from the government is record revenue raising, incredible increases in taxes and charges and 
cuts to core services. The government is passing the pain on to families. The Premier and his ministers are 
simply out of touch with ordinary people. They have zero concern for families.  

Today I asked a question about cutting $70 000 per annum from the budget of the Western Australian Council of 
State School Organisations. WACSSO can no longer fill an important role that it has provided to support school 
councils across our state. The government has cut $63 000 directly from WACSSO’s budget and it will lose 
$5 000 in what used to be sponsorship for the WACSSO annual general meeting in August, plus it has not 
received funding to keep up with the consumer price index. At the same time, the government has defunded the 
Women’s Advisory Council, and the Indigenous Women’s Congress will no longer be held. The government 
does not care about people or the community. Today the member for Perth asked why funding for the Ethnic 
Communities Council of Western Australia has been cut. I will tell members why. It is because people such as 
our Premier do not believe that ethnic people, women, Indigenous people or school parents and citizens 
associations should have a voice or be properly funded. It is a disgrace. It is a great big fib for the Premier to 
stand in here and say that the government has been belt tightening. The government has been punishing the 
people by increasing costs. 

One of the first acts of the Minister for Education in last year’s budget was to cut the $100 subsidy for school 
fees for every high school student in Western Australia. It took away $100 from every high school student. What 
did the minister, the member for Churchlands, say? She said that $100 was only about $25 a term, which is only 
about $2.50 a week. Obviously $2.50 is not much to her but that is a lot for many families in my electorate. If 
someone has three or four children, that is a lot of money. If we look at where the school fees are being collected 
from, we can see that there is a double disadvantage for those in our community who are less well off. I have 
looked at the collection of school fees in the various areas. Neither the Premier nor the member for Churchlands 
care about those who live in the lower socioeconomic areas who are doing it tough; they do not care that those 
schools cannot collect the fees. Let us look at how much money Churchlands Senior High School collects in 
school fees. It collects $1 978 000. I am sure that a lot of members in this house are saying to themselves that 
they have never heard of a school that collects $1 978 000 in school fees. The schools in my electorate do not 
collect anything like that, nor do the schools in most country regions. The school in Carnarvon collects $28 637 
in comparison. Australind school, which is a very large school, collects $306 000 in comparison—that is one-
sixth the amount of money that is collected at Churchlands. This whole list of schools is simply a list of schools 
in affluent areas that are able to collect fees and have students who are able to pay. In many other circumstances, 
people simply cannot afford to pay. The children in those schools no longer get the $100 subsidy towards their 
school fees so that services and programs can be delivered to them. 

The government also cut funding for participation officers out of the education budget. Fifty officers were 
helping years 11 and 12 students keep in contact with the school system and participate at school. The previous 
Labor government put in 100 officers when the school leaving age was increased. The first act of this 
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government was to cut that number in half to only 50. The government also got rid of about 600 staff at the 
Department of Education, including education assistants who clearly provided a vital service. The government 
said that it would no longer require the community service program for year 11 students. That decision was said 
to be about allowing more students to graduate. It was about cutting school funding; it was no more and no less 
than that. The programs can still continue, and they do continue in many schools. However, those programs now 
continue without more than $3 million. 

Let us not forget that the government also cut the It Pays to Learn allowance, which provided $18 million to the 
parents of year 11 and 12 students and those going to TAFE. The allowance was either a $200 or $400 payment, 
which helped with school costs. This is a pretty easy equation to understand. I think the people of Western 
Australia will understand it. They are seeing their electricity and water charges and other rates and taxes go up 
and up, while at the same time they have to pay more for their children to go to school. They no longer get the 
$100 subsidy or the $200 or $400 It Pays to Learn allowance. Their school budgets have been cut by more than 
$3 million, and that is on top of the cut to the community service program. 

I have touched only the tip of the iceberg. I have talked about some key issues in the area of education, but there 
are issues like these in just about every portfolio. This government quite simply has not shared the burden or 
tightened its belt; it has pushed the burden onto ordinary families. I think that that burden is felt most by 
families. People with children in the school system pay more. They have also had to bear the brunt of the cuts in 
assistance to schoolchildren. They will also in all likelihood have significantly higher electricity and water usage. 
That is further punishment. I will be interested to see what happens with school transport costs in the budget. We 
have come under some criticism, amazingly enough, for keeping water and electricity charges down when we 
were in government because we were very conscious of the tight household budgets of many families. We 
introduced the 50c school bus fare because we understood that families often do it tough because they have costs 
to meet. 

This is a cruel and callous government. It has no concern for ordinary people. In fact, I do not think it has much 
comprehension. To have a minister stand and say, “Oh, $100 school fees isn’t much; it’s only $25 a term” just 
shows how out of touch she is. The Premier is equally out of touch. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Ms A.S. Carles Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Mr V.A. Catania Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.B. Watson Mr J.M. Francis 

Question thus negatived.  

BILLS 

Appropriations 

Messages from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the purposes of the following 
bills — 

1. Railway (Tilley to Karara) Bill 2010. 

2. Pharmacy Bill 2010. 

3. Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010. 
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PAY-ROLL TAX REBATE BILL 2010 

Assent 

Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the bill. 

WEAPONS (SUPPLY TO MINORS AND ENHANCED POLICE POWERS) AMENDMENT BILL 2008 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Acting Speaker 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): I advise members that private members’ business order of the 
day 1, Weapons (Supply to Minors and Enhanced Police Powers) Amendment Bill 2008, has not been debated 
for more than 12 calendar months and has been removed from the notice paper. For members’ information, I 
advise that a bill removed under this standing order may be restored by motion to the point it had reached prior 
to its removal. 

HEALTH PRACTITIONER REGULATION NATIONAL LAW (WA) BILL 2010 

Declaration as Urgent 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [4.21 pm]: In accordance with standing order 168(2), I 
move —  

That the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 be considered an urgent bill.  

I apologise to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for not being as quick as I should be in moving this motion.  

The reason that this bill needs to be declared an urgent bill is that it is a national law bill. Originally it was 
passed in Queensland and has been accepted and passed by the Parliaments of all the other states, barring South 
Australia and Tasmania, both of which had elections, which slowed the passage of their legislation. 
Queensland’s bill enabled the establishment of a large number of bodies under national law—national health 
agencies and boards. All these bodies have been created in anticipation of every state agreeing to and passing 
this bill by 30 June 2010 so that it can become law on 1 July 2010. Western Australia is lagging behind. Part of 
the reason for that is an administrative one. Changes were made to the drafting personnel and that delayed this 
legislation being ready. Another reason is that some of the other states accepted the Queensland bill as the law 
for their state. This government decided to have what is called mirror legislation, whereby the legislation must be 
passed as Western Australian legislation. Therefore, the legislation was redrafted along those lines, which meant 
that any changes to the legislation requires the Western Australian government to accept those changes rather 
than them automatically becoming national law. It is important that we get this legislation through this 
Parliament by 30 June for it to become national law on 1 July.  

The bill is detailed and we do not anticipate that having such a large bill will be necessarily easy. That is always 
the way with national legislation. The direction that this legislation has taken was agreed by the Council of 
Australian Governments—all the Premiers of Australia. All health ministers are now putting in place what was 
agreed at a national level when the former government and current national government were in office. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.25 pm]: The opposition agrees to declaring the Health Practitioner 
Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 an urgent bill. However, it is not a particularly good way to run a 
Parliament for the government to seek to declare as urgent what is, in effect, not particularly serious legislation 
simply because it has not managed the parliamentary timetable to get it before the Parliament to allow sufficient 
time for appropriate debate and consideration. Ordinarily an opposition, other parties and government 
backbenchers should, at a minimum, be given at least three weeks to consider a piece of legislation following its 
introduction to Parliament. In this instance that period is being truncated. The best example that I can recall of 
that time being truncated was in the days of the Gallop government when terrorism legislation was introduced as 
part of a national arrangement. A similar scenario might have taken place for gun law legislation. Matters of a 
national imperative that involve concerns about the national security of our citizens are obviously some where 
urgency is required. In the case of this legislation, the minister said that the reason this bill should be declared an 
urgent bill is that it was not drafted in time. That is not a particularly good reason.  

Dr K.D. Hames: I accept that.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I appreciate that the minister accepts it. The opposition could be difficult on the basis that 
it is not a good way to run the Parliament. However, we will agree to it in the normal constructive spirit of the 
opposition—the minister can laugh. Last time this house sat, question time was closed down after the second 
question that had been asked by an opposition member. It is entirely open to us not to be cooperative on this 
occasion, especially considering that, from memory, it was the first time that question time had been closed 
down after a small time for debate. Question time provides the opportunity for ministers to be questioned. I think 
all members opposite were to a degree embarrassed by the fact that we were not able to ask questions of 
ministers on matters that come under their portfolio, which, as all members know, under the Westminster 
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tradition is one of the most important ways for ministers and a government to be held accountable. Even the 
Commission on Government agreed with that. We did not get that opportunity. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Did you cancel pairs?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: We did cancel pairs. I am glad that the Attorney General asked that question. We 
cancelled pairs, with the exception of one or two government members, because, as members would be aware, 
there were exceptional reasons why they could not be in the house that day. We were understanding of that. I 
note that there was a degree of sheepishness among government members. The Attorney General was not in the 
house at the time. The Leader of the House was sheepish to a degree because of what took place that afternoon. 
All members know that ministers should be required to answer questions during question time. I note that the 
Leader of the House was not particularly hostile towards me that afternoon, because he knew that what I was 
doing and saying was fundamentally correct and he agreed with it even though he knew he could not vote for it. 
Some of the government’s senior members may have even communicated words to the effect to me.  

Why did we go through the rigmarole of cancelling pairs and saying that we would not provide Acting Speakers 
to assist in the operation of this house? It was because if the opposition is to be treated that way in this house, its 
members will react. When the Premier was in the role of the Leader of the Opposition, he was far more difficult 
than that over far less significant things than the closure of question time. As members know, question time is 
the most important part of the day for the opposition and it is the most important part of democracy in action. If 
action is taken, the opposition will respond, and on that occasion it did so accordingly. That is what happened. 
We moved a motion and the Attorney General did not support it. It was an occasion on which the Attorney 
General could have done the right thing, but he elected not to. I realise he was not in the house at the time and it 
was not his decision. However, if he had been here, I know that, as a man of principle, he would have done the 
right thing. For the record, that was a joke.  

The opposition will be supportive on this occasion. It acknowledges that it is doing the right thing by the 
government. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.30 pm]: I am very disappointed that this legislation is being rushed 
through this house. I thank the Minister for Health and his staff for the briefing that they gave me on this bill. 
However, there are still many questions and many areas of this bill that I would have liked to have had 
researched before this bill is debated in the house. I would have liked to have had discussions with the Attorney 
General, and further discussions with people in New South Wales and in the other states about how this 
legislation is being implemented. The minister has given an implementation date of 1 July. As members would 
know, I am a registered nurse. Last week I received from the Nurses and Midwives Board of Western Australia a 
letter telling me that this bill is being passed through the Parliament and there will be national registration. The 
letter basically said that if this bill does not come into effect on the agreed date, nurses do not need to worry, 
because the current legislation will still be effective. Having spoken with medical colleagues, I know that they 
received exactly the same letter as I received. Therefore, I do not believe that there is the urgency with this bill 
that the minister is saying there is. I have not had the opportunity to fully discuss the content of this bill with the 
Minister for Health and his staff, the Attorney General, and health professionals. I would have appreciated being 
given more time to have those discussions and do that research. It is important that we scrutinise legislation 
properly and not just rubber-stamp it. I believe that in rushing this legislation through the Parliament we are 
rubber-stamping it and not giving it the full scrutiny that it deserves. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [4.32 pm]: I had not intended to take part in this very 
short debate on the simple question that this bill be considered an urgent bill. However, I cannot let the 
comments of the manager of opposition business go by without reminding him of some things that he tends to 
forget. The member for Rockingham gave us the reason why he instructed his Whip to cancel pairs following the 
decision of the Speaker to cut question time short the week before last. I want to remind the member for 
Rockingham of something that happened when Fred Riebeling was the Speaker and we were in opposition. On 
one occasion Fred Riebeling also cut question time short. I then moved that so much of standing orders be 
suspended as would allow me to ask the following question; and I asked my question. I want to tell the 
gentlemen—and ladies—opposite what happened. They did not support that! They supported the Speaker of the 
day — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Order, member for Warnbro! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: They supported the Speaker of the day—which is what I think governments have to do in 
a responsible way. We did the same thing. The leader of opposition business wants to in some way punish us by 
not giving pairs. We did not abandon pairs when the then government did not support us when we asked to carry 
on with question time when Fred Riebeling was the Speaker. I also remind members opposite that Fred 
Riebeling used to throw members of our party out on a regular basis! 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: You deserved it! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If anyone deserves to be thrown out, the member for Cannington is a classic case! He 
really is! He is a constant interjector. All we ever hear over here is constant verbal diarrhoea coming from that 
particular part of the room, quite frankly. If I was in the chair, I would certainly throw out the member for 
Cannington!  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Cannington! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I want to remind the manager of opposition business that we normally try to be fair in this 
house, no matter what side of the house we are on. 

Mr M. McGowan: We are being very fair to you today! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No! The opposition cancelled pairs. It is not giving us the pairs that are the normal 
convention.  

Mr M. McGowan: We are not debating that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Rockingham is the one who started this debate.  

Mr M. McGowan: We are not debating that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Rockingham started it. He did! The problem is that the member for 
Rockingham has a very short memory. He has a very selective memory. I suggest that he look back at Hansard, 
because then he will see exactly what happened when he was on this side of the house and we were on that side 
of the house.  

Mr M. McGowan: What about the things you did? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Oppositions get up to things. Of course they do. We accept that. But governments have to 
be the responsible people. 

Mr M. McGowan: I remember that you stormed out of the tourism estimates, and you winked at me as you 
stormed out! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Did I? 

Mr M. McGowan: What an outrage, you said, and you stormed out—and you winked at me! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That just shows what a nice sort of guy I am! I remind the member for Rockingham that 
there are times when we change places in this house. There will be a time, in many, many years to come—if it is 
not before the member for Rockingham’s retirement age—when he will be back on this side of the house; and 
then he will have a different view on life, I am sure. So I just ask the member for Rockingham to be a reasonable 
person and a responsible manager of opposition business, and observe the conventions of Parliament. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.35 pm]: As the member for Rockingham 
has stated, we will be supporting the motion that this bill be considered an urgent bill. However, we do so 
reluctantly. I support the comments made by the member for Alfred Cove. This is a substantial piece of 
legislation. It is actually legislation that will make some substantial decisions on behalf of not only this 
Parliament but future Parliaments. From that point of view, we agree to this bill being considered an urgent bill, 
because there is a national imperative here. We acknowledge the efforts of the Minister for Health to make sure 
that Western Australia is part of that national program. But we assure the member for Alfred Cove that we will 
be applying whatever scrutiny we can, given the limited resources of not only the member herself but also the 
opposition, to make sure that we are satisfied that this bill does what it intends to do and is consistent with the 
agreements of the Council of Australian Governments. 

As I have said, this is a substantial piece of legislation. We have questions about this legislation. We look 
forward to the minister assisting not only the member for Alfred Cove but also ourselves to dig into the detail of 
this legislation, hopefully in a swift and forthright manner, so that we can be assured that the consequences of 
this legislation will not be as some of the stakeholders in this debate have suggested. We assure the member for 
Alfred Cove that we, like her, will be putting this legislation under as much scrutiny as we can, given the time 
available to us. We look forward to the minister assisting us in building our understanding of this legislation, and 
in making sure that we as a collective chamber in this Parliament are making decisions that are informed and in 
the best interests of Western Australia. 

Question put and passed. 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 5 May. 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 May 2010] 2761 

 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.37 pm]: I rise to speak once again on the 
Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010. As I have said, this is a substantial piece of 
legislation. The documentation on this bill comprises over 350 pages. There is a substantial amount of detail in 
relation to not only the bill itself, but also the consequential legislation and the repeal and amendment of other 
acts of Parliament. That makes this a very difficult piece of legislation to get one’s head around. It is for that 
reason that we have been proceeding with some caution in our attitude to this bill. We have sought information 
where we can, not only through the briefings that we have received from the government, but also from the 
stakeholders who have an interest in this legislation. 

Of course the bill itself comes out of a process undertaken by the Productivity Commission in 2005 to examine 
the professionals in the health workforce and see what inefficiencies could be identified and what efficiencies 
could be gained, particularly in relation to the accreditation and regulation of health practitioners throughout the 
country. In January 2006, the Productivity Commission delivered its report, and subsequently, in July of that 
year, the Council of Australian Governments agreed to establish a single registration scheme for health 
professionals. It is easy to say that we will create a single registration scheme for health professionals; it is much 
harder to do. In my observation of the process, we have come forward with this legislation and these regulations 
to a point in the policy cycle where there is not a single interest group, stakeholder, state government or 
department that does not have some reservations about the way the law will be applied. 

We are trying to bring together the disparate regulatory schemes that exist in each of the states after a long 
period of self-regulation, of building traditions, custom and practice, and of some good old-fashioned state 
prejudices, and we are overcoming some great obstacles in the process. It is perhaps remarkable that in such a 
short period we have come to a point at which we have legislation that will be exercised by Parliaments across 
the country in the exact same form, to overcome one of the typical tyrannies of the Federation.  

I must confess that I have some concerns about that process; it has been put to me by a number of people that, “If 
it ain’t broke, why fix it?” That is, if we are already achieving high standards in the health professions, if we 
already have mutual recognition of the accreditation schemes that exist in each of the state jurisdictions, and if 
we already have a system that people are, by and large, happy with, why are we going to such great lengths to 
bring about a single system? It is imperative that we have an economy that drives towards efficiency in all areas, 
and health must make a contribution to that as well. It is important that we have an accreditation and regulation 
system that is consistent throughout the country. It must be an odd thing indeed for health professionals who 
come here from other countries to see the very different ways in which we go about the regulation of health 
professionals in each of the states, notwithstanding the tradition and mutual recognition that exists between them.  

It is perhaps not necessarily the most pressing of legislation; it is not an area that a newcomer to the health 
debate would identify as being the highest priority. However, it is an important part of the national health reform 
agenda. Labor is very proud to be taking such a comprehensive approach to the national health reform process to 
bring about change, efficiencies and productivity in a range of areas of the health system. We are driving 
towards synergies and efficiencies and hopefully, in that process, will drive a better health system right across 
the country. It is only fair that the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 make its 
contribution to the national health reform debate. Indeed, it is a very substantial piece of legislation, if not a 
headline-grabbing reform. 

The timing of the bill is unfortunate; the member for Alfred Cove has made known her grave misgivings about 
the speed with which we have to approach this legislation. I acknowledge the comments made by the Minister 
for Health about the difficulties he has had in bringing this legislation to this place. I think it is unfortunate that 
we are taking such a substantial step in the lives of health practitioners across the state and in the state–federal 
relationship in the reform agenda in such a speedy manner.  

Let us be clear about what we are doing with this legislation: we are taking a range of areas of operation of state 
law and ceding them to the federal sphere of government. Once ceded, they will never return and we will forever 
be subject to this legislation. It is fair to say that, to a certain extent, this Parliament is giving over some powers 
to the federal Parliament. 

Dr J.M. Woollard: Some powers? 

Mr R.H. COOK: We retain many others. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It’s got nothing to do with the federal government; it’s a federal body. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I acknowledge that technical description of it, but it is fair to say that we are ceding powers on 
behalf of the Minister for Health to a national system, over which the minister will have substantially less 
control. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That’s true, but it’s not to the federal government. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, granted. 
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I acknowledge the member for Alfred Cove’s anxieties; as a member of Parliament, she wants to take this step 
with great care. These matters are currently wholly within the sphere of this government and this Parliament, but 
from this point forward they will be placed in the control of a larger collective over which we will have less 
control. One might argue that that could be a good thing. What we are actually saying is that the conduct of 
health professionals in Western Australia should be part of a broader scope. As a nation, we want to know that a 
clinical psychologist in New South Wales is acting with as much care, rigour and professional discipline as a 
psychologist in Western Australia. As a nation, that is a fair aspiration. In doing so, we are ceding some control 
over the process to a collective group of authorities over which we will have less control.  

The Minister for Health and members of the Department of Health, in providing briefings to members, have 
already, in spirit if not in so many words, acknowledged some frustration in dealing with what will now be a 
broader range of jurisdictions to meet our aspirations for the conduct of health professionals in this state. From 
that perspective, let us be very clear about what we are doing: we are taking what is now solely under our 
control, and providing it to a broader group of jurisdictions of which we are just one part. Without actually 
saying that this might be a good thing in one case but a bad thing in another, we, as a Parliament, should be very 
clear about this. To the extent that a state has a level of sovereignty, we are ceding some of that sovereignty and 
control. This is a step that we must take with some care. In that respect, the timing and haste of this bill is really 
quite regrettable because we will not in future have the opportunity to say that we took this very important step 
with great care and a precise understanding of the information in front of us. 

This is one of the concerns that members of some of the health professional groups in Western Australia have 
communicated to me and, I am sure, to the minister. I know that such concerns have been communicated to my 
colleagues on this side of the chamber as members of Parliament. They are concerned that some of the changes 
we will be making will negatively impact upon their professions, and that is unfortunate. 

It is true to say that the Minister for Health has gone to substantial lengths to address the concerns of these 
particular health professional groups, and that has been acknowledged to me by a number of health 
professionals—namely, that the minister has done his best in his negotiations with other jurisdictions to bring 
about changes that may take better account of particular aspects of Western Australia’s health professional 
accreditation system that we wanted to be accommodated within the national scheme. It is also fair to say that he 
has not been wholly successful in that task. We must undertake another task on behalf of the people of Western 
Australia, in particular on behalf of the health professionals who are impacted upon by this legislation by saying, 
notwithstanding their concerns or whether we agree with their concerns, that we are moving forward 
nonetheless. From that perspective, we must also move forward with care. It is from that perspective that it is 
regrettable that we have to do this in such a short period. There are concerns. We know there are particular 
concerns from the community of psychology professionals in Western Australia, from the medical fraternity 
represented by the Western Australian branch of the Australian Medical Association, and from the physiotherapy 
and dental professions in this state. Under this legislation, physiotherapists and dentists will have their day in 
court, so to speak. I do not know whether that is the best way to describe it, but they will have their day in court 
as the Australian Health Ministers’ Conference will consider how they go about the accreditation and regulation 
of those professions further down the track.  

Dr K.D. Hames: I am aware of the concerns of psychologists and physios but I am not aware of dentists having 
a problem.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Fair enough. From that perspective, members on this side will pass this legislation and place 
in the minister’s hands the best endeavours and responsibility to achieve the appropriate outcomes for those 
health professionals in this state.  

Dr K.D. Hames: You could help, of course, by convincing your colleagues in other states.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister cannot have it both ways! They cannot all be his best friends one minute and 
then he throws up the white flag and seeks our support on another issue! The minister has talked at length about 
the influence he has over the national health system and the great resources that he brings to this state by the 
closeness of his relationship with both the federal government and the other health ministers. The opposition will 
be looking with great interest at how the minister exercises that substantial influence into the future, and it will 
ensure that he is upholding the interests of health professionals in this state.  

There are concerns about this legislation, and these have been communicated to us by a number of professional 
groups. One of the groups that is most disturbed by this legislation is the clinical psychologists. It has been my 
experience when coming into these sort of debates that if we are transferring from a collective of state regulatory 
regimes to a national regulatory regime, it is only appropriate that we seek the highest possible standards in that 
process. It is not appropriate that we use that process to lower standards in any one state. This process should be 
used as an opportunity to make sure that in each of the jurisdictions, we identify the differing levels of 
regulation—in this case the differing levels of best practice—and that we raise the standard and improve the 
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effectiveness and level of accreditation of health professionals. The concern of clinical psychologists in Western 
Australia is that we have done the opposite and we have missed that opportunity, and what we are doing is taking 
the standard of accreditation of psychology in Western Australia and lowering it to that of the other states. The 
clinical psychologists argue that not only are we lowering the standard, but we are lowering it to a level that will 
take it below the recognised international standard to which we should aspire. I am not an expert on the various 
regimes of psychology that exist internationally, but I would have hoped that that was the very least of our 
aspirations through the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill; that is, that we were joining a 
regime that took the nation as a whole to a higher standard. However, we see specialist categories of psychology 
in Western Australia reduced to an area of endorsement, rather than specialisation; namely, the areas of 
endorsement for specialisation being reduced from nine to seven.  

Some very sincere and valid concerns have been expressed by this health profession group in relation to these 
laws. In fact, it has been put to me strongly by a range of clinical psychologists that we should be going alone, 
and if it is the case that the national regime is lowering the standards of psychology in this state, we should not 
be joining the process; instead, should stick it out as a separate jurisdiction to maintain standards in this state. 
They say that in the absolute knowledge that they would potentially be paying two sorts of fees—one to be 
registered in Western Australia and one to receive national accreditation. But they do so safe in the knowledge 
that under the Western Australian laws they would have a greater recognition of their specialist training and that 
they would be upholding the standards of this state. It is fair to say that the attitude of a range of clinical 
psychologists to whom I have spoken has been soured somewhat through this process by the experiences of 
watching the national board in action. I am assured that the nominee that was put up by the state board to the 
national board in relation to psychologists in Western Australia was knocked back, and that Western Australia is, 
in fact, the only state in which the state board’s nominee for the national boards was knocked back. Obviously, 
there will be an opportunity for the minister to assure us that this is not the case, but if it is the case, that point 
needs to be resolved. The minister certainly needs to respond to why the state board of psychology is being 
replaced with a regional board that shares its jurisdiction with South Australia, and why it is considered 
appropriate to retain regional boards in this case and no longer have a state board to oversee psychologists in 
Western Australia. There are some anxieties in this state as a result of some recent media reports about the nature 
of psychology in this state from some consumer experiences, and I thought that the last thing we should be doing 
at this point is watering down arrangements in this state. Again, if this is not the case and we are not watering 
down the standards for psychologists in this state, members on this side stand ready to be assured and to have the 
issue clarified by the minister. As I said, the clinical psychologists to whom I have spoken have assured me that 
the standards for clinical psychologists in this state meet the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development standard, which is a four-year degree followed by two years of supervised clinical practise 
followed by specialised study. My understanding is that under this legislation and under the rules that have been 
developed for clinical psychologists that would no longer be the case. A psychologist would merely now have to 
come out with a four-by-two degree and that would be considered sufficient. However, the psychologists to 
whom I have spoken do not consider that will be sufficient. They have suggested to me, as I have said in this 
debate, that we not repeal the Psychologists Act 2005 but retain it so that we can maintain separate supervision 
of psychologists in this state. We understand that this would make the registration of psychologists in Western 
Australia no longer valid under the national scheme, but the psychologists I spoke to consider that a fair price to 
pay if it means that we will retain our standards. 

I am assured by the psychologists to whom I have talked that 80 per cent of the complaints against psychologists 
in this state are for those who undertake practice after their four years of study with two years’ supervision and 
without further specialisation. Therefore, these psychologists are telling me that what we are actually doing is 
placing the capacity and the standards of the profession in danger. That is represented by the fact that 80 per cent 
of the complaints lodged by consumers of psychological services in Western Australia are for these lower level 
trained psychologists. 

Mr P. Abetz: What percentage do they make up of total psychologists? 

Mr R.H. COOK: The four by twos? I do not have that information, member, but it is obviously a concern—I 
can see the member for Alfred Cove smiling at me, so it seems like she has that information and I look forward 
to her contribution to the debate—of the psychologists with whom I have been meeting that what would be 
considered the gold standard will be this group from which, in their experience, has suffered the largest number 
of complaints. 

However, I think by far the most concerning of the worries raised by the psychologists is the fact that 
membership of the Australian Psychological Society will, under the national scheme, automatically give 
psychologists accreditation under the Psychology Board of Australia. This direct transfer means that we will be 
in a situation whereby all those people who are currently members of the Australian Psychological Society will 
automatically receive accreditation. That is worthy of concern when we look at the membership of the Australian 
Psychological Society and reveal that many of its members do not have postgraduate degrees. Some of its 
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members do not have degrees at all but through grandfathering clauses became members of the Australian 
Psychological Society and, as a result of that, will now be accredited under the national scheme under further 
grandfathering clauses. Therefore, people without qualifications will be accredited under the national scheme. 
That should sound alarm bells and the red light should be flashing on the minister’s desk so that he says, “Hang 
on, it’s perhaps time to put the brake on this aspect of the national process.” What appears to be happening is that 
by trying to capture such a wide range of jurisdictions in the area of psychology, we will lower the standard in 
Western Australia. That, I might say as a member of Parliament, is just not good enough. From that perspective, 
the opposition will be examining that aspect of the legislation very carefully and we will look to the minister to 
provide us with a reason why we should not move to delete the repeal of the Psychologists Act 2005, because 
that is indeed a very important issue that has been raised. 

It is also fair to say that the medical fraternity has some anxieties about the Health Practitioner Regulation 
National Law (WA) Bill 2010. Of all the health professions in Western Australia, there can be none prouder than 
the general practitioners and doctors who are members of the Australian Medical Association of Western 
Australia. I have had some very animated representations from the AMA about this bill, and I am sure that the 
minister and certainly the member for Alfred Cove have also been subject to some of those representations. The 
minister has assured both the AMA and me that he has gained concessions out of the national accreditation 
process to ensure that we have captured as best we can the concerns that the AMA has about this process. 
However, the AMA has some significant concerns, particularly about the way it will impact on the Medical 
Board of Western Australia. The AMA has made it clear to me that it would like the complaints process for 
Western Australia managed and held in Western Australia. It is true to say that under the national system that 
will be the case; the complaint function will be delegated from the national board to the state board. However, it 
is of concern that this is not anchored in legislation in Western Australia and therefore that that might not always 
be the case. There is a concern that in the future we could possibly cede the delegation that goes to the state 
board; that is, it would be withdrawn by the national board. The AMA does not believe that that is an appropriate 
function for a board that has functioned for—I am sure the minister could probably tell me—perhaps more than 
100 years in Western Australia; it has certainly functioned for a long time and, to the best of my knowledge, it 
has functioned pretty jolly well. 

I understand that under the national process, the assets of the current state board, valued in the area of about 
$2 million, will also be ceded to the national board. Although I do not think that the flight of that amount of 
money will necessarily devastate the economy of Western Australia, it is obviously of concern and galling to 
those practitioners or health professionals who have spent many years building up the solid base of accreditation 
in Western Australia to see the assets of the Medical Board of Western Australia move east. 

I understand that in New South Wales the state board manages the complaints system and that is anchored in 
legislation. I think it is the New South Wales model that the AMA was looking to have adopted in Western 
Australia. 

Dr K.D. Hames: No, that is not true. The New South Wales model is a totally different model. None of the other 
states want to do that. New South Wales has decided to move its total system out and the AMA is talking about 
us doing the same. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Therefore, we would have a totally separate system as well. The legislative process by which 
we could do that, I suppose, is academic at this point. However, the AMA is trying to say, “Hang on, let’s keep 
this in WA and let’s make sure the legislation ensures that this stays in WA. We’ve been doing a good job to 
date; we will continue to do a good job.” 

Dr K.D. Hames: Right, but that has to be changed federally, not at the state level, to achieve that. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The AMA is also concerned that the word “physician” has not been captured in the national 
legislation under the range of what are referred to as protected titles. It is of the view that physician should be a 
sacrosanct title that is protected under legislation and it is concerned that that has not taken place. The AMA is 
also concerned that the legislation refers to best standards in terms of accreditation and it believes, like us, that 
we should be looking at best practice in terms of the profession rather than merely meeting a standard.  

However, I think some of the AMA’s major concerns are saved for the mandatory reporting aspects of the 
legislation, which require health professionals to report concerns about malpractice, regardless of the 
circumstances they find themselves in. It has been put to me that many members of the Australian Medical 
Association will have partners, close colleagues or friends who also are accredited health professionals. A health 
professional who is married to another health professional, such as nurse or another doctor, might treat a client 
while being on some form of medication. That could give rise to some concerns about the nature of the treatment 
given. The partner could be suffering from mild depression and might not have been in the best condition to treat 
a patient on that day. Should that type of scenario be subject to mandatory reporting? It has been put to us that 
that would be an unnecessary and burdensome onus to put on health professionals. It also has been put to me that 
this comes down to the issue of the highest standard of patient care, and I am sensitive to that argument. The 
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AMA has identified a very important point regarding the mandatory reporting requirements but it is also fair to 
say that the minister should aim for the highest possible standards. Therefore, we are not in a position to suggest 
changes to the mandatory reporting requirements. 

The AMA has also pointed out that under this legislation spent convictions could be taken into account when 
considering whether one is a fit and proper person to be a health professional. The national legislation empowers 
a national board to seek the details of the criminal record of a health professional. The criminal record, as well as 
spent convictions, may be used to determine whether it is appropriate for that person to be accredited under the 
person’s profession. It has been put to us that this is a very grave move and could possibly endanger someone 
who has done his time and repaid the community for what might be a very minor misdemeanour. He could be 
punished in a professional context by being refused accreditation under this legislation. That is a very acute 
interpretation of how the regulations may be looked at. We will certainly seek the assistance of the minister to 
give us an understanding that the safeguards that may be put in place to ensure that the overuse of spent 
convictions will not be a feature of this process, and that someone who has received a spent conviction will not 
have his accreditation withheld unnecessarily simply because of an extreme interpretation of the powers the 
board might have regarding that information-gaining function. 

The AMA has acknowledged that it has had discussions with the minister and has expressed its concern for and 
disappointment about the extent to which the minister has gone to meet the AMA’s concerns. It has said publicly 
that in its present form this legislation may impact seriously upon medical training by removing the independent 
accreditation, lowering standards to appropriate quality rather than best practice, and by failing to insert a public 
interest test for the accreditation of medical professionals. More concerning, however, is that the president of the 
AMA has said that this could result in a lower standard of patient care in Western Australia. The Labor 
opposition is concerned about that and seeks clarification and an assurance from the minister that that will not be 
the case. We seek assurances that the minister has made representations to the ministerial council and has 
satisfied himself that patient care will not be endangered by these regulations and that we will get the best 
possible outcome for Western Australia under this legislation. 

It has been put to me very forcefully that we simply must pass this legislation. We are told that to not do so 
would endanger Western Australia’s participation in the national scheme. We are told that we might find 
ourselves sitting outside the glorious house of national health accreditation knocking on the door seeking to 
come in if we do not pass this legislation within the desired time frame. I believe that to be untrue and that that is 
putting unnecessary pressure on Parliament. If we do not pass this legislation in the time required, we can simply 
take our time to consider the legislation in the long term. If we do not join the national scheme by 1 July, we 
could do so by 31 October. I do not believe that the other jurisdictions would say that they were not ready for us 
to join them even though we had passed the legislation and done everything that was required and the minister 
continued to be part of the forum. That would not happen. The other states would thank us for our best 
endeavours for getting this legislation through in a timely process. They would be sorry that we did not meet the 
1 July deadline but would be glad that we were able to join the other states by the 31 October deadline. If that is 
what is needed to ensure that this legislation is appropriate and meets all the concerns that have been voiced 
about it, so be it. 

The minister is confident that he will be able to satisfy both houses of Parliament that the legislation is 
appropriate for Western Australia; that it meets Western Australia’s requirements regarding the impact it will 
have on Western Australia; that it meets the concerns of the health professionals while not lowering the 
standards of psychology in Western Australia or putting our medical practitioners in an invidious position; that it 
properly represents Western Australia’s interests; and, even though we will forever cede a large amount of 
control, meets Western Australia’s public interest. We look forward to that. As I said, this is very substantial 
legislation. From that perspective, it is unfortunate that we have had such a short time to examine it. 

It is important for Western Australia to be part of the national health reform agenda and to take centre stage and 
be part of the driving force for reform in Australia to make sure that Western Australians can access the very 
highest standard of health care in this country. It is important also that our health professionals who are working 
in this area can do so with the very highest level of accreditation and that they can meet the highest level of 
standards that are not dumbed down because we have become part of a national scheme. It is important that we 
are assured that when patients present to a health professional, their care is not compromised by this national 
accreditation scheme; and that when those patients validly or rightly complain about a health professional, their 
rights are not compromised by virtue of the fact that we come under a national scheme after this legislation is 
passed and that they receive a timely and appropriate response to those complaints. 

The minister has taken on the very large task of assuring us that all the ducks are lined up and that this legislation 
will indeed do all those things: it will not dumb down state standards by virtue of being part of a national 
scheme, it will provide the highest level of accreditation for our health professionals, it will not compromise 
health care and it will not compromise the rights of people receiving health care in this state. Once we pass this 
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legislation, it will be gone. Then we will have to rely upon the best endeavours of our state government, our state 
ministers and our state government departments to ensure that the interests of Western Australia are protected 
and that the standards under our state system are maintained, and are certainly no lower than they have been in 
the past and are preferably higher as a result of being part of a national system. We look forward to providing the 
closest level of scrutiny to this bill that we can. We look forward to the minister providing us, in the spirit that 
we have brought to this debate, with the information and assurances that we seek. We look forward to the other 
stages of this bill so that we can assure ourselves and the people we represent that this is the best move for the 
health system as part of our participation in the national reform debate and the best way that we can move 
forward as a Parliament. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.22 pm]: Once again, I thank the Minister for Health for the briefing 
on the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill that was given by his staff. However, I have grave 
concerns about the bill. As I have said previously, I am a registered nurse. Not only am I a registered nurse, but 
also I am a former president of the Australian Nursing Federation. I will look at what this bill will introduce and 
I will provide some examples of the failures that I can see in this legislation because of my past experience. 

There are three main areas in the legislation that I am concerned about. The first relates to standards. I believe 
that having a national body will decrease the standards. I say that because when I was active with the Australian 
Nursing Federation, I was a member of the professional development committee. As a member of that 
committee, we developed standards and competencies for nurses in Western Australia. I know that the standards 
and competencies that we developed in Western Australia were far higher than the standards and competencies 
that applied in other states. I believe this bill will remove our ability to have input on those standards and 
competencies. I thank the minister’s staff for a copy of the letter that the minister received from the Medical 
Board of Australia. It states — 

Dear Minister 

Delegation of management of notifications to the Western Australian Board of the Medical Board 
of Australia 

… 

The Medical Board of Australia … has considered how it will delegate various powers under the Health 
Practitioner Regulation National Law … The National Board has agreed that it will delegate all powers 
relating to individual registrants to the state or territory Board. The National Board’s role will be to 
develop and approve registration standards, codes and guidelines, approve accreditation standards and 
negotiate the health professions agreement. 

The national board’s role will be to develop and approve registration standards, codes and guidelines, approve 
accreditation standards and negotiate the health professions agreement. That will be taken away from all the 
health professions here. Although there are many ways in which we can improve our health care services in 
Western Australia, we are ahead of many other states, particularly in relation to standards of care, because very 
dedicated health professionals work in those areas. I will come back to my areas of concern as we deal with the 
different clauses of the bill. 

The next issue is costs. I believe that costs will increase as a result of national registration. I am disappointed. I 
understand that we are in this position because some two years ago, a previous Premier signed an agreement with 
the Council of Australian Governments. In that agreement, the previous Premier ceded not only 30 per cent of 
the goods and services tax, but also 100 per cent of health regulation legislation. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: He ceded that power, having sat in this Parliament and looked at legislation for nurse 
practitioners and medical practitioners. I think it had been 17 years since the Medical Practitioners Act that was 
brought before Parliament two years ago had been reviewed. Over the past decade, this Parliament has been 
looking at health professionals legislation and has been amending Western Australian acts. Although I argued 
against some of those amendments because they did not go far enough, I believe that we should have kept 
registration at a local level. I think this is going to cost us. As I said, this is going to remove the state’s powers in 
relation to registration, accreditation and discipline. 

I hope that the Minister for Health, possibly following debate on this bill, and in the time it takes for this bill to 
go to and be reviewed by the upper house, will give serious consideration to some of the issues raised by the 
member for Kwinana that have come from various health professionals, including psychologists. I know that the 
dentists in Western Australia are not happy with ceding their powers. I believe that pharmacists feel the same. 
Some health professionals have accepted national registration and accreditation, but not all groups have done so. 
I believe that a bill that is going through the New South Wales Parliament today that provides a major change to 
the way in which the bill was introduced, and makes changes related to complaints and discipline. I believe that 
legislation will be tabled in the New South Wales Parliament today. I would like to look at that legislation to 



 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 May 2010] 2767 

 

ascertain whether New South Wales has a different complaints mechanism. Another reason that I would like to 
see the New South Wales model is that some of Western Australia’s health professionals would like to maintain 
the complaints and discipline mechanism that is in place in this state. I would like the opportunity to discuss the 
New South Wales model with health professionals to determine whether it could be modified to provide them 
with the autonomy to ensure that their high standards continue.  

It looks as though the second reading of the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 will be 
passed in this place tonight. I have people trying to obtain a copy of the New South Wales bill for me, but I do 
not know whether I will receive it in time to consider it in detail. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That bill was passed a year ago in Queensland. You can get a copy of it. It has gone through 
the other states. It is mirror legislation. It has, in fact, been available for a year. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The minister said that this bill is mirror legislation. When we come to consideration in 
detail, I will point out to the minister that the Western Australian bill is not mirror legislation. I have a copy of 
the Queensland legislation and the Western Australian legislation, and I have not had sufficient time to compare 
them clause by clause. I have looked at a few clauses, and the bill we are debating is not mirror legislation.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Is the New South Wales legislation that is being tabled today complaints legislation?  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Yes; it does relate to complaints. I want to read that legislation because I know that the 
Australian Medical Association would like to keep the complaints mechanism separate. Maybe we could look at 
how complaints are currently managed under this state’s medical act. Perhaps the relevant section could be 
removed from that act and inserted into this bill. However, we are unable to do that because the sections of the 
medical act relating to complaints and discipline refer to the Medical Board of Western Australia. However, 
under this bill the proposed medical board would be a completely different entity to the Medical Board of 
Western Australia. I could not ask the minister to remove the relevant section from the medical act and insert it 
into this legislation, because I would need the time to carefully consider how the complaints and discipline 
mechanisms would work in light of the fact that the medical board referred to in this state’s medical act would 
no longer be the medical board referred to in this bill. I repeat that the medical board referred to in the Health 
Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 will come under the national board.  

The intergovernmental agreement for a national registration and accreditation scheme for the various health 
professions states — 

The State of Western Australia will, as soon as reasonably practicable, enact corresponding 
legislation — 

The following are the key words — 

— substantially similar to the agreed model, so as to permit the scheme to be established on 1 July 
2010. 

I repeat: it is substantially similar for registration and accreditation. 

[Member’s time extended.]  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: However, this house has previously considered national legislation. For example, I 
refer to the National Gas Access (WA) Bill 2008. That bill was introduced by the Premier and in his second 
reading speech, when he was talking about what was going to happen and how the legislation related to Western 
Australia, he said — 

Western Australia will also retain the Economic Regulation Authority and the Gas Disputes Arbitrator 
respectively as regulator of and arbitrator for gas transmission and distribution regulation. These 
functions will be handled by the Australian Energy Regulator in other jurisdictions. These two 
departures from the national regime require Western Australia to modify the text of the National Gas 
Law to allow for Western Australian institutions and a stand-alone access regulatory regime if other 
jurisdictions move beyond access issues. 

Through this bill the government may be locked into a national registration and accreditation scheme, but it has 
not considered the lowering of our standards. That is the reason I am very concerned that we have had only two 
weeks to look at this 300-page measure. I repeat that two weeks has not been long enough to compare the clauses 
in this bill with the clauses in similar legislation in other states or to discuss it with health professionals.  

Western Australia is obliged to enact substantially similar legislation, but this bill can be amended. That is the 
reason I will, in consideration in detail, put some amendments on the table. I have not had the opportunity to 
fully discuss some of my amendments with the Attorney General. I have briefly discussed some of them with 
him in the house. He is hopeful that when we debate those clauses, he may be able to join in on the discussion.  
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The Australian Health Minister’s Advisory Council advised that Western Australia must use its best endeavours 
to submit legislation that will not be inconsistent with or alter the effect of the national legislation. Again, 
paragraph 6.8 of the intergovernmental agreement states — 

The States and Territories will use their best endeavours to ensure legislation as appropriate provides 
for entities in their jurisdiction to investigate and hear serious disciplinary matters and the hearing of 
appeals against less serious disciplinary matters — 

I turn now to other aspects of this bill. Again, I have not had sufficient time to look at this bill in detail. 
However, the definition of the terms that are used should be consistent throughout all the acts that will be 
amended by this legislation. However, that is not the case with this bill. This relates to only minor things, 
minister. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That is because each state will have a different act.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: No, minister. The definitions in some of our acts vary.  

I turn now to proposed section 3 of the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law, which is found in the 
schedule to the bill. That section is headed “Objectives and guiding principles”, and it deals with the 
determination of standards. I know, from when I was a member of a committee of the Australian Nursing 
Federation, that the Western Australian standards in nursing are higher than the standards in the other states. I 
believe from the discussions that I have had with the Australian Medical Association that the AMA is also 
concerned that there will be a lowering of standards under this legislation. Proposed section 3(3) states that the 
guiding principles of the national registration and accreditation scheme are as follows. It then goes on to state in 
paragraph (c) that one of those guiding principles is — 

restrictions on the practice of a health profession are to be imposed under the scheme only if it is 
necessary to ensure health services are provided safely and are of an appropriate quality.  

I foreshadow that I will be moving an amendment to delete the words “are of an appropriate quality” and insert 
the words “are consistent with best practice guidelines”. I have explained my experience of standards as a 
member of the Australian Nursing Federation. I have also discussed this with, as I have said, the AMA and the 
Medical Defence Association. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Do you know that the AMA has been talking to me about that particular matter for six months? 
The people who recommended the change to that wording was the committee of the presidents of the medical 
colleges themselves. They are the ones who recommended that wording. They are of the belief, as is the 
president of the AMA, that that is equivalent to best practice. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I do not know that the president of the AMA — 

Dr K.D. Hames: It is not the president of the AMA, but the president of the medical boards. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That is interesting, minister, because I actually met with the president of the AMA, I 
think yesterday —  

Dr K.D. Hames: It was not that one. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: These are very senior and respected people. But how many of these people have been 
members of committees that have looked at standards and competencies?  

Dr K.D. Hames: They are the presidents of the medical colleges.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: They may be the presidents of the medical colleges, minister, but how many of them 
have had that grassroots-level experience and have looked at standards and competencies? Initially, I thought 
that the words “appropriate quality” may be a higher standard at law than the words “best practice principles”, 
but, when I checked this I was told that is not the case. I was told that legally it is believed that the highest 
standard would be contained in the amendment that I intend to move, which is that health services are provided 
safely and are consistent with best practice principles. 

The minister has said that this legislation is similar to the legislation in the other states. I draw the minister’s 
attention to page 75 of the bill. The Queensland health practitioner legislation does not include Chinese 
medicine, medical radiation practice, occupational therapy —  

Dr K.D. Hames: There is a simple explanation for that. That is that, subsequent to their original bill, it was 
decided by the medical council that those four professions will be included in the next phase. That is why we 
have got those four in there, ready for the next phase of registration, which is 2012.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The minister has added these now, prior to that. There are grave concerns, particularly 
in relation to Chinese medicine. I will come back to that when we look at the terminology.  
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Dr K.D. Hames: Sure, but that is 2012. The other states will all be adding those same things to their legislation. 
They will. I am getting a nod from the adviser at the back of the room. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It is hoped that between now and when that legislation comes through, certain titles that 
are currently in this legislation will be amended or deleted. 

I turn now to proposed section 5 of the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law, at page 74 of the bill, and 
the definition of “external accreditation entity” — 

external accreditation entity means an entity, other than a committee established by a National Board, 
that exercises an accreditation function.  

I foreshadow the following amendment — 

external accreditation entity means an accreditation entity recognised under the Health Insurance Act 
as of 1 July 2009, or, where such an entity did not exist, an entity other than a committee established by 
a national board that exercises an accreditation function.  

I draw the minister’s attention to schedule 4 of the Health Insurance Act. The minister has just said that this bill 
was supported by the heads of the medical colleges. This lists the specialties that those colleges have accepted. 

Dr K.D. Hames: We have done that. The ministerial council ticked off on all those specialty classifications 
about three or four weeks ago. It did that independently of the bill. There is a list of all the specialties that have 
been classified. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I would appreciate a copy of that list, because when we come a bit later to titles, I am 
actually going to discuss the title “family physician”. I would appreciate it if, maybe during the dinner break this 
evening, I could look at that list before we move into consideration in detail. 

Dr K.D. Hames: You were actually given a copy of this yesterday. Perhaps, in all your paperwork, it has been 
misplaced. I will get you another copy.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I thank the minister for that. I am not sure that that is from the act that I was referring 
to—namely, the Health Insurance Act. I think that may differ. 

Dr K.D. Hames: This is the list of specialty names that we have endorsed at the ministerial council, such as 
specialist paediatric cardiologist, and specialist physician.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Minister, I did receive a copy of that list. But what is missing from that list, when we 
talk about physicians—this is something that we can talk about later when we move into consideration in 
detail—is that the AMA would like to protect the title “physician”. One of the reasons they want to protect the 
title “physician” is that some general practitioners are known as “family physicians”. That title does not appear 
on the list that is currently being copied. The physicians that the Minister for Health refers to on that list are 
acute physicians. 

Dr K.D. Hames: So those GPs will not be allowed to call themselves family physicians, because it’s not an 
endorsed title. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That is why I am hoping that the minister will accept an amendment to the section in 
the act that has the term “medical” to include the term “physician” so that that title is retained for medical 
professions. There are no other professions that use that title and the Australian Medical Association would like 
to protect it for its members. One day, when the minister decides to move back to general practice, I will have 
protected his bread and butter! This is what the minister will go back to practise as! I hope he will support that 
amendment, because he may want to go back into that area and call himself a family physician. 

As I said before, the great concern about this bill is that we will now have a ministerial council that will 
nominate a national board; at the moment it is the medical board. As emerged during the briefing yesterday, it 
seems that the national medical board will delegate powers to the state medical board. However, it will not be the 
state medical board that we have now. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It may well be, because I will be appointing them, the same as I do now, so there’s no reason it 
wouldn’t be the same. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I agree that the minister will appoint the board now, but just as the planning bill has 
unintended consequences—I am still hoping to change members’ opinions on supporting that bill—this bill 
could also have unintended consequences. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [5.52 pm]: I rise to say a few brief words in support of the comments made by 
the member for Kwinana, but my real interest in getting to my feet this evening is to deal with the situation 
concerning psychologists, because I, too, have been lobbied by a friend of mine from Scarborough. Dr Ollie Kay 
was on the Psychologists Registration Board of Western Australia, as was his life partner, Dr Marjorie Collins, 
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from Murdoch University. They are known to the minister, I believe. Both prevailed upon me to urge the 
importance of retaining in Western Australia the specialty of clinical psychologist.  

For decades upon decades, and in all sorts of situations in life—from trauma to marital breakdown to general 
mental infirmity—the medical profession in Western Australia has referred people to clinical psychologists. 
Because of their speciality, they have received good recognition in Western Australia for being clinical 
psychologists and the additional training they undertake beyond the degree in psychology. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I think they do about eight years and a masters degree on top of their normal psychology 
qualification. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. If the situation were to be left with the Psychologists Board being wiped out, the bill 
would have to come back to this chamber in due course. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I raised this matter at the last ministerial council meeting two weeks ago and got agreement 
from all the ministers that the issue would be referred back to the Psychologists Board and the Physiotherapists 
Registration Board to ask them to reconsider that point, because I share the view that that specialty title should 
remain. Changing it in this state legislation will not make a difference because it is national legislation. Therein 
lies my problem; I need to convince ministers from other states that that is the best option. That is one critical 
area where you and the member for Alfred Cove are right; if we’re talking about standards, that is the standard I 
think we should be maintaining. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It has been put to me that simply not repealing the Psychologists Act would preserve the 
situation to allow this. 

Dr K.D. Hames: The deputy leader put that view. I can’t believe that it could be that simple, but I intend to ask 
during the break. I think that would leave them totally out in the cold; they may want to be left out in the cold, 
but I can assure you that not all of them do. There are a lot of psychologists who believe that a national system is 
by far the best system. It gives them freedom of movement and recognition of qualifications. There are some 
who believe that endorsement of that profession is the equivalent of calling it a specialist title, and it still requires 
them to do the eight years of study to be an endorsed clinical psychologist. You can’t get that title without doing 
that number of years of study, but I will be asking during the break. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If one came from the eastern states with lesser training, one could still achieve registration 
here. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I don’t think so for clinical psychologists; you need to be endorsed, and there are requirements 
to get to the endorsement to be a psychologist, although not the higher level of title that requires extra training. I 
am going to double-check on those things during the break. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If it is as simple a matter as preserving the board, the minister might give some 
consideration to that. 

Dr K.D. Hames: The difficulty is that there are lots of psychologists, not just the ones that are agitating for the 
change. I’ve been approached by others who don’t agree and who think those high levels of qualification 
actually make it harder to get anyone to want to do it. As I’ve said, I do support having that level of clinical 
psychologist as a specialty and being a specialist position. I agree with that, but to get it in I have to get it 
through the federal legislation, if the alternative is not putting that through, and that’s what all the psychologists 
want. I think that’s a position that you’d have to come to between now and the other house, but I have to say that 
your federal colleagues would be extremely upset with you, not that that necessarily matters! The federal 
minister and your other federal colleagues are of the view that we need a national system across the whole of 
Australia and that that is the best option, but they have agreed to reconsider that point. They agreed with me the 
other day to send it back to the board. Remember, it was the board of psychologists that made the 
recommendation to us to have areas of endorsement. It was not our decision. We’ve gone along with the decision 
of the national board, which is made up of psychologists from all over Australia, including our own. The 
difficulty was that our psychologists stood aside during the vote because they said they had a conflict of interest 
because they were clinical psychologists. 

Mr R.H. Cook: It’s not a conflict of interest. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I don’t think so either; I’m disappointed they stepped out. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They believed they had a conflict because they were already clinical psychologists and that 
would be self-serving. I do not see that as a conflict at all, but that train has already left the platform. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Neither do I, and my views have been transmitted. It is an issue that we need to work through 
over the next couple of weeks. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The minister will take some advice on that position over the dinner break. If we put that 
suggestion aside for a moment and return to what was put at the council of Australian health ministers, the issue 
was to come back to that council. 
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Dr K.D. Hames: Yes; we were to go back to the board, ask it to reconsider and to make a recommendation back 
to the ministers again. At the end of the day, those specialist categories are still our decision as ministers. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Are there any other states with this issue? 

Dr K.D. Hames: No, none of the other states has that; we’re the only one. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Would the minister see that as a diminution of their standing here? 

Dr K.D. Hames: I do, so any assistance you can give in talking to other state ministers for health would be 
appreciated! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will leave that to my colleague the member for Kwinana, who might be able to lobby in 
that regard. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.01 pm 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Mr Speaker, I was having an across-the-chamber discourse with the Minister for Health 
before you took the Chair on the proposition that has been put before me by those who have sought to lobby me 
for the preservation of the specialty of the clinical psychologist and who advanced the suggestion that if we 
excised from this legislation that is now before the chamber the repeal of the Psychologists Board and let that 
stand, the situation of the clinical psychologist would then be preserved. The minister was going to make some 
inquiries about that over the dinner break. He might be gracious enough to inform the chamber of his inquiries. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I found out a couple of things. One is with regard to the question of not revoking the current 
psychology board establishment act and what that would do. My advice is that it would cause extreme 
disruption, largely because the clinical psychologists are not the only psychologists in town. There are lots of 
other types of psychologists, as we discussed earlier. I still do not know the split. There are people who do a 
standard psychology degree and then some who do a higher level. All of those, whether they wanted to or not, 
would be split away as a result of this.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: And therefore would not come under the national registration. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Yes, unless we changed that later, if we could. That would be difficult in itself. I have here 
from the Psychology Board of Australia the areas of endorsement of registration standard. It talks about the 
standard that you need to be registered as a psychologist. They require significant levels of degree. Having said 
all that, I still support the proposal that the state psychologists have put forward. That is why the national board 
has decided you do not really need to call them a specialist because this endorsement is the same thing. If you 
are endorsed as a clinical psychologist, you have to have undergone the same level of training that Western 
Australian psychologists do. You are not dumbing down Western Australia. On the other side of the coin, if it 
makes no difference, why not call them specialists, as we do here in Western Australia? Why not have that as 
part of the national standard that lifts everyone else to do that? That is still the proposal I intend to follow. It 
needs to be changed under national law. As I have said, I have asked the others to reconsider and then I have to 
obviously convince the ministers that that point of view is the correct one. If I don’t, the psychologists don’t 
have a win, I guess, because it becomes national law and then it is too late. The alternative to totally take all of 
those psychologists out of the system is an extreme way to try to solve our state problem.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is about as far as I can take it this evening on the second reading. I will take that on 
board and go back to those who have been lobbying me. Perhaps I will make some further comments in 
consideration in detail or the third reading debate. I will conclude my remarks at this point and let others rise. I 
thank the minister for the inquiries he made over the dinner break.  

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [7.05 pm]: I have some similar issues that constituents have brought to me. If 
there is some information that the minister can add or clarify during my speech, he should feel free to do so. 
Concerns about the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 have been raised with me, one 
in particular by Shelley Farrow, a registered psychologist and member of the Australian Psychological Society. 
While she is not a community or health psychologist, she wrote a letter in support of the two parts of the 
psychology disciplines which have been omitted from the national registration and accreditation scheme for 
psychologists and which come into force on 1 July. They are not recognised as specialists, according to my 
constituent, and she is very concerned about that. I wanted to get on the record what role these two parts of 
psychology play because they are fairly new when we look at the profession of psychology. I am quite familiar 
with this, as I have a psychology degree. Way back in the dark ages when I did mine, there were only three or 
four streams and now there are nine, including neuropsychology, clinical, counselling, educational and 
development, organisational psychology—that was there when I studied—sports and exercise, forensic, and 
health and community psychology. I thought it was worthwhile having a conversation about what these specific 
areas of the discipline actually do. Before I do that, I would like to say that it seems that the Australian 
Psychological Society and the Psychology Board of Australia were both supportive of community and health 
psychologists becoming specialists under this new accreditation system.  
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Dr K.D. Hames: Nine were put to them and they supported seven. This is the list that I have of the ones that 
they have supported, so we haven’t changed what they recommended to us.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: That is interesting. I will have to go back and seek some further clarification before the third 
reading. My constituent understood that the Australian Health Workforce Ministerial Council endorsed only the 
seven, and she is quite right about that, but the Psychology Board of Australia put more forward. The World 
Health Organization has also recognised these roles of community and health psychology as improving social, 
environmental and community determinants in one’s health outcomes and is urging governments around the 
world to move beyond medical perspectives of ill-health that currently underline a lot of health policy.  

I would like to quickly describe the two areas of specialisation. The first one, community psychology, deals with 
the relationships of the individual to communities and the wider society. I ask members to forgive me if I read 
some of the specific details.  

Dr K.D. Hames: That would be good because I’ll be sending a copy of what you say to the Psychology Board—
the national board. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: That is excellent. I thank the minister. I quote — 

Community psychology makes use of various perspectives within and outside of psychology to address 
issues of communities, the relationships within them, and people’s attitudes about them.  

… 

Closely related disciplines include social psychology, political science, sociology, social work, and 
community development. 

The Australian Psychological Society states — 

Community psychologists have specific training and experience in understanding and supporting 
communities of people, and individuals within communities, as they face various challenges to their 
physical and mental wellbeing, such as drought, unemployment, violence and poverty.  

They worked during the Victorian bushfires to help the survivors of those bushfires. That is a good example of 
the kind of role community psychologists play. It continues — 

They work with identifying and facilitating the strengths and competencies of community members, 
from elected leaders to grass-roots organisers and groups. They recognise human differences and 
diversity within community contexts. To address this, they are committed to processes that support 
flexibility, equity and respect for cultural diversity in meeting the needs of different communities. 
Community psychologists work as consultants in partnership with groups, organisations and residential 
communities to achieve their respective goals … to solve problems and to prevent or reduce threats to 
individual and collective wellbeing, to promote social connectedness, and to facilitate the engagement 
or re-engagement with community of marginalised individuals and groups. 

A lot of the social inclusion agenda has been picked up and implemented by community psychologists who work 
across our country. The website continues by outlining that community psychologists specialise in — 

• Needs analysis for communities at risk, such as immigrant groups and rural and remote 
communities  

• Community asset mapping of social capital and related resources  

• Community generated problem solving based on collaboration and social justice  

• Community capacity building to manage change and address risks and threats  

• Evaluation of psychosocial environments with respect to sense of community, quality of life, social 
support networks, resilience, etc  

• Social impact assessment related to environmental issues such as drought and climate change.  

I will not go through the current qualifications and registrations, because when this information was posted by 
the Australian Psychological Society on its website, it was clearly anticipating this new arrangement, as it 
states — 

As of 2010, they will be required to be registered with the Psychology Board of Australia. This is to 
ensure that they meet specified standards of competence and ethical practice. 

It goes on to talk about the various accreditation, qualifications and registration requirements.  

I will move now to talk about health psychologists and about the work these practitioners might do. I know the 
minister is very keen for this sort of work to be done in Indigenous communities. Health psychologists will be at 
the forefront of work in these areas. Health psychologists are specialists in health behaviour change, so I think 
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places like Healthway might attract this type of person. They have health promotion experience and understand 
how to change behaviour around health. The website states — 

Health psychology investigates the links between psychological and social factors, and physical health 
in order to improve health and prevent illness.  

Health psychologists practise in two main areas — health promotion and clinical health psychology. 
Health promotion involves the prevention of illness and the promotion of health-related behaviours.  

I will talk a bit about both those areas in a minute. The website continues — 

Clinical health psychology involves the application of psychological principles to the assessment and 
treatment of illness, and to rehabilitation.  

Talking about health promotion for a minute, the website states — 

• This field aims to promote positive health behaviours and reduce harmful health behaviours such 
as poor dietary habits, smoking, alcohol and other drug abuse, and physical inactivity.  

They are very concerned about behaviours like smoking and obesity. It continues — 

• It aims to reduce risk factors associated with chronic conditions such as obesity, heart disease, 
diabetes, stroke, cancer and injuries.  

• Health psychologists work with other health professionals and advise on attitudes, beliefs and 
behaviours that contribute to ill health, and how they might be changed (e.g., programs to assist 
people who overeat or eat a high fat diet).  

• Health psychologists design public health programs in areas such as behaviour change related to 
exercise, alcohol, cigarettes, drug consumption, and injury and cancer prevention (e.g., 
‘SunSmart’, ‘Life. Be in it’).  

• Health psychologists work with community members and professionals to improve health and 
wellbeing by estimating the distribution of disease, health behaviour and modifiable determinants.  

Population health might be another place that will need health psychologists who are well qualified and 
recognised for their qualifications.  

Finally, the website outlines clinical health psychology, stating — 

• Health psychologists specialise in developing education and behaviour change programs to help 
people to recover from or self-manage chronic illness, trauma or disability.  

• Psychological treatments also reduce problems that can accompany and contribute to illness and 
injury, such as chronic pain, addiction, poor sleep, eating problems, anxiety, depression and 
emotional reactions such as anger and grief.  

• Health psychologists help people to cope with the diagnosis and medical treatment of acute health 
problems and to obtain medical care.  

• Health psychologists assist people to cope with terminal illness, including the impact of loss, 
bereavement, death and dying.  

• Health psychologists design and test interventions to improve health systems and relationships 
between health professionals, doctors, nurses and psychologists, and monitor impacts on health 
determinants that encourage recovery from illness and injury.  

These are clearly two very important areas, particularly in Western Australia but also all over Australia. 
Indigenous health in Western Australia has been addressed in numerous reports, such as the Reid report, which 
pointed to the major inequities in health status and access to health care for Indigenous Western Australians. On 
16 March 2010, the minister announced the $128.7 million reform program under the Council of Australian 
Governments national partnership agreement to improve Indigenous health over the next four years. I mention 
these things because when I looked at some of the work that is being done in Indigenous communities, it was 
very clear to me that the role of health and community psychologists would be vital in these areas. For instance, 
Indigenous health workers help to set up social support networks. Programs include the breakfast programs that 
are run in schools, the fringe dweller support program and sobering-up centres. Those types of programs are the 
ideal place for well-trained and well-qualified community and health psychologists to work. They would work to 
make sure that fresh food is available through these programs. They would run programs in Indigenous 
communities to help reduce the incidence of diabetes and improve the overall health of Indigenous Australians. 
As I referred to earlier, they would also assist with rolling out alcohol accords and bans. I refer to those specific 
instances to, I suppose, make a plea for these initiatives, which are relevant to health activities in this state and 
certainly help to manage chronic disease, develop social support networks and help with community resilience. 
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These psychologists play an important role in the prevention of family violence, which is particularly crucial to 
women but also to some men’s wellbeing. Using the principles of equity and respect for diversity, these 
psychologists establish strong links with Indigenous and other community groups who have typically lacked 
access to mainstream health services.  

It would be a very negative outcome if this bill were passed without due recognition being given to community 
psychologists and health psychologists. To deny recognition to these two prominent areas in psychological 
practice would put the community at risk from practitioners who might hold themselves out to be specialists but 
who do not have the advanced skills and knowledge required to competently fulfil specialist roles currently filled 
by community and health specialists. I urge the minister to continue to lobby on this matter. We can hopefully 
come back and talk about amendments at some point.  

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [7.18 pm]: I will make a brief contribution to this debate on the Health 
Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010. It is important to say from the outset that the community 
gives quite substantial weight to registers of health professionals. People expect good quality in the management 
of registers, whether at a state or national level. There is also a case to be made for a national register that 
enables professionals to move from one state to another with ease, and for the quick recognition of their 
qualifications. That is also useful in an international context. I am sure when health practitioners have a 
qualification that they can present to show that they are registered with a board in one state, that is good, but it 
would be even better when they want to work overseas if they can present their qualifications as being 
recognised and leading to their registration on a national register.  

Broadly, there are some good things in the bill, but I want to raise a couple of issues on behalf of constituents 
who have contacted me about this legislation. The first relates to the situation with physiotherapists. I suppose it 
is the case with all specialists, whether they are medical specialists or health specialists, that they are people who 
have put an enormous amount of time and effort into developing their specialisation, to gaining recognition from 
their peers, to becoming members of professional bodies and to being recognised as specialists. We have to 
enable those people to continue to promote themselves as specialists with particular qualifications. We are all 
beneficiaries of that system when we need specialist treatment and we can go to a person who is a recognised 
specialist in a particular area. That no doubt aids our recovery and gives us confidence in the system. It enables 
us to feel that we really are dealing with the best-qualified person in a particular area. That is vital. On the one 
occasion that I have had need for specialist treatment, it was very useful to know that one of the best people in 
the area was treating me.  

One of my constituents who works in the physiotherapy area has requested that I detail her circumstances to the 
minister. She is Jacqueline Ancliffe and she works as a specialist neurological physiotherapist at Royal Perth 
Hospital. Her actual title is senior physiotherapist neurosciences. Jacqueline has advised that she is responsible 
for the physiotherapy management and treatment of all patients with neurological conditions at the Wellington 
Street campus. She says —  

While I am directly responsible for patients on the Stroke Unit and Neurology ward, I particularly 
advise on the physiotherapy treatment of neurological patients in the Intensive care unit, oncology, 
trauma unit and medical wards at the request of my colleagues and senior medical staff. Senior and 
junior physiotherapists from other metro and country hospitals regularly contact me for advice on 
treatment approaches, current and updated evidence for treatment and with requests for assistance in the 
education of staff and students, to ensure the best possible outcome for their neurological patients in 
WA.  

Jacqueline is concerned that her specialisation will not be recognised as we move to this new regime. She details 
further that last year at the urging of her titled neurological physiotherapy colleagues and senior medical staff, 
she undertook and was successful in passing the specialisation examination conducted by the Australian College 
of Physiotherapists. She is the only specialist neurological physiotherapist in Western Australia and one of only 
five in Australia. It is clear that Jacqueline has special qualifications and deserves the recognition that goes with 
that, and, I would like to think, she also deserves the remuneration that goes with her degree of specialisation. 
She goes on to say — 

The specialist title recognises a level of knowledge and advanced training in my area of neurology 
which can only benefit the public, patients, colleagues and administrators. It acknowledges a level of 
expertise and allows the public access to the best practice my profession can provide in neurology. It 
provides a clinical career pathway for physiotherapists in both public and private sectors and should 
assist in the retention of physiotherapy staff in the public health system. The future indicates an aging 
workforce and an aging population with increasing complex rehabilitation needs. It is recognised that 
physiotherapists will have a key role to play in the management of their rehabilitation needs. With no 
specialist physiotherapists there will be no access to specialised treatment for patients with complex and 
catastrophic conditions and the potential for poorer outcomes will lead to increased costs and increased 
length of stay.  
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On that basis, Jacqueline makes her plea to the minister that we support the national registration of specialist 
physiotherapists, and that the minister uses his powers to ensure that this specialist recognition is part of our 
national registration system. Jacqueline has very well made the case that we have to ensure that individual 
specialisations are fully recognised and appreciated.  

Turning now to the area of psychology and those professionals working as psychologists, I have another 
constituent, Marie Hardman, who is a clinical psychologist and a member of the Australian Psychological 
Society. She points out the importance of making sure that people who undertake various tests are properly 
qualified to do so. As a clinical psychologist, she points out that the people who are best qualified to do the 
administration and the interpretation of certain tests are trained clinical psychologists. In a letter to me she has 
pointed out some real dangers if the right people are not doing the job. She says —  

I hold serious concerns regarding the absence of restrictions on the conduct of psychological testing 
under the Scope of Practice provisions in the … draft of the Health Practitioner Regulation National 
Law (“Bill …”). The draft Bill must provide for restrictions on the use of psychological tests since a 
failure to restrict their use to professionals who are appropriately trained and qualified will expose the 
public to seriously poor practice. In the hands of untrained practitioners this may produce inaccurate 
assessments and analysis in the hands of people unqualified to administer and interpret them. The 
potentially devastating consequences are very real. They include the misdiagnosis of psychopathology 
and cognitive as well as intelligence and learning ability, unwarranted stigmatisation, misdirection of 
life planning, faulty personal perceptions and poor career advice. I believe that persons who use such 
instruments must be adequately trained to do so and the prospect of failing to ensure this is a concern as 
serious as free access to the prescription of medications and the consequent health risks which would 
ensue.  

She says that only psychologists who are appropriately trained to administer such tests and accurately interpret 
them should be able to do that testing.  

I have outlined two good examples of how this legislation has to be refined. I understand the need to ensure that 
it is in sync with what applies in other states. I appreciate that, but we have to ensure that the debate in this 
Parliament leads to a quality of national legislation that will not only meet the needs of all Western Australians, 
but also will be improved by taking heed of those points made by my constituents.  

I will conclude my remarks, but clearly some more work needs to be done on this legislation, and I look forward 
to hearing the minister’s comments as we give further consideration to the legislation.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [7.29 pm]: The Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 
2010 certainly has some importance for very important professions in Western Australia. I am aware that this bill 
is being dealt with as a matter of urgency due to the fact that the federal government is keen to have a national 
regime in place for operation by 1 July 2010. The shadow Minister for Health, the member for Kwinana, has 
raised the opposition’s concerns with the legislation. It is my understanding that the minister shares those 
concerns and has made some undertakings to the member for Kwinana that once this legislation is passed, he 
will continue to negotiate with other state health ministers to resolve those issues. I must say straight up that I 
understand the importance of, and the rationale behind, having uniform regulations for professions. I also 
understand the importance of removing red tape in respect of people plying their trade, for want of a better 
expression, around Australia. However, we also need to be careful that we do not have a rush to the bottom end 
in an effort to cut that tape or in seeking uniformity of legislation. It certainly seems to me from the 
correspondence and advice I have received from some clinical psychologists in my electorate that here in 
Western Australia we have a very good and well recognised regime for regulating and recognising clinical 
psychologists in particular that is international best practice. It is important that we in this house recognise that.  

Although the opposition will vote in support of the legislation, we will move some amendments that no doubt 
the government will oppose. However, as I said, we in this house must acknowledge that we have a good regime 
under which our clinical psychologists are not only qualified but also recognised. We must protect that against 
the best interests of a federal government desirous of a uniform regime. The shadow Minister for Health, the 
member for Kwinana, will continue to pursue that with the Minister for Health. I am pleased to hear that the 
Minister for Health shares the opposition’s concerns.  

I will read an email I received from a constituent—a vaguely lengthy email of a page and a half in length. It will 
form the crux of the comments I want to make because I think it sets out in a much better way than I can exactly 
what are some clinical psychologists’ concerns about this bill. I thank Trish Hart for her advice to me about this 
issue. I would not have got across this issue without her input and emails to me. She makes the point that, as a 
clinical psychologist and member of that community in Western Australia, and along with other specialist 
psychologists in Perth, she is very keen to not lose the standards under the WA registration that they have been 
able to maintain. They see that very much as a way to protect the public who access the clinical psychology 
profession. I will outline as follows some of the concerns that Trish raised with me — 
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1. It is alleged that the new Psychology Board of Australia submission to the Ministerial Council 
did not represent the views of the profession and due process has not been followed.  

• Our profession was shocked and concerned when the Psychology Board of Australia (PBA) 
requested the Ministerial Council accept “area of practice endorsement” to identify the specialist 
training and skills for our profession. The consultation paper put to the profession in November 
2009, supported registration of specialist title for representing the higher training of the 
profession. We know that 79% of the submissions from our professional community to the PBA 
which commented on specialist title, supported this position. So the PBA’s final submission to the 
Ministers does not represent the will of the profession.  

Obviously that is a core part of the concern of Trish and, I dare say, based on the petition that was read into the 
Parliament today by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, a significant number—some 800-plus people—have 
with that very issue. To continue — 

• The option of “endorsement of area of practice” has not been presented to the profession for 
comment and feedback. This represents a serious flaw in the process.  

• The profession insists that the PBA now follows due process and asks for feedback about this 
option now, with the view that the PBA respond to the feedback and consider making 
revisions/changes to their proposal on the basis of this feedback.  

I make the point now that this email was dated 9 February, so things may have happened since Trish emailed this 
issue.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Not a great deal.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay. The second point in the email reads —  

2. Endorsement of Area of Practice vs Registration of Specialist Title.  

• A significant concern with “endorsement of area of practice” is that this is an administrative and 
discretionary function of a Board. Therefore definitions regarding endorsements, now and in the 
future, will depend on the membership of the Board, and influences the Board may come under, 
especially from Government or Government bodies.  

• There is no protection in Law in the process of definition and regulation under endorsement, unlike 
registration of specialist title, where qualifications for specialist title are clearly defined and have 
the full force of the law to maintain these standards. 

• Endorsement does not protect title in the same way, or to the same degree, as registration of 
specialist title. Under endorsement, when misuse of title occurs, the Board has to show that an 
“ethical breech” has occurred and then has to argue the case for this and try to enforce penalties. 
There is likely to be significant costs and time associated with administering penalties and possibly 
even proving the case. With the force of Law, as in the case of registration of specialist title, misuse 
of title is clear and penalties can be more easily and readily enforced.  

• The definitions for endorsement are as yet to be made clear, which we understand will be discussed 
in March. However, there are already concerns that the PBA may not be able to hold the 
supervision aspect relating to specialist training (in WA currently 2 years in addition to a 6 year 
Masters degree), as it may be “beyond the Board’s ability to monitor and may be too costly”. If the 
compulsory post masters supervision component is lost, this would represent an erosion of the 
standards we currently have in WA which are the only standards currently meeting international 
training standards. 

That is the crux of some of Trish’s concerns as well as the concerns of certain people who signed the petition 
that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition presented to the Parliament today; that is, in Western Australia 
protecting that compulsory post-masters requirement that meets international standards, which are much higher 
than the standards that this legislation we are debating tonight will impose. To continue —  

This would leave Australia in the position of not meeting international training standards at all, and we 
would remain the country with the lowest level of training for entry into professional psychology 
practice in the western world.  

That is something that all members of Parliament should be concerned about. To continue — 

• With our medical colleagues — who we rely on for referrals (and relate more to, rather than “allied 
health”, especially in WA), the use of the term “specialist” represents trust, professionalism and 
collegial equality. There is real difference in those terms/words and there would be a negative 
effect of this aspect of our professional identity and standing.  
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• There is also a considerable potential that the highly trained and skilled workforce we currently 
have will be eroded over time. It could be envisaged that young people entering training in our 
profession will see no need to invest the time and significant costs associated in undertaking 
postgraduate training when they can practice in any area without endorsement. It also robs them of 
their professional identity which is essential in any skilled workforce area.  

3. By removing specialist title for the Psychology profession the public will be at risk.  

• Specialist title registration (which WA has had for over 30 years), clearly identifies highly trained 
professionals to the community and the medical profession.  

• The community and medical profession understand the concept of ‘specialist’ and WA specialist 
psychologists have done extensive work with the community and medical profession to inform 
them of the level of training our specialists have. The degree of this understanding is highlighted in 
the Medicare statistics (2008) which showed that WA was the only state where there were nearly 
twice as many specialist services used when compared with generalist services. In all other States 
the statistics were in reverse and then some.  

• The community does not understand the concept of “endorsement of area of practice” and they will 
get lost in the system trying to find highly trained people. We know from registration statistics that 
they will only have a one in seven change in the national arena of finding a specialist trained 
psychologist, due to the numbers of 4 year undergraduate psychologists.  

• All of these factors place the public at great risk of not receiving a proper diagnosis and use of 
therapies they require.  

4. Workforce concerns are not an argument against specialist title.  

• The Government Mental Health Workforce Advisory Committee (2008) wrote a report regarding 
the supply of psychologists and they determined that there is no shortage of psychologists in the 
workforce at present, that numbers in the profession are increasing, but that further monitoring and 
analysis on the psychology labour force is warranted to monitor developments. There is no 
evidence of a shortage of specialists.  

• In the last Budget of the Howard Government, workforce concerns raised at that time were 
addressed by increasing Federal funding to universities for funded places in postgraduate programs 
in Clinical Psychology. This could apply to other areas of psychology (e.g. Health Psychologists). 
We would support this type of solution to possible workforce issues.  

• We are not aware that having specialist title registration for over 30 years of WA has had any 
negative impact on workforce numbers any different to that in other States. 

The Eastern States need to look to the long experience of Western Australia with registration of 
specialist title and the benefits it has brought to the profession and the public. Wages and career 
pathways and the public sector in WA cannot be matched by any other state and, as previously 
mentioned, Medical statistics support the clear identification and willingness by the general public and 
referring medical specialists to utilize psychology specialists.   

I received a similar email from a couple of other constituents and from Dr Wendy-Lynne Wolman, who sent me 
an email attaching the letter that she and I think a lot of people sent to the minister from the Australian Clinical 
Psychology Listserv—from Dr Judy Hyde—to the minister. It basically sets out the same issues in the email I 
received from Trish Hart that I just outlined. It certainly seems to me that the email that I received from Trish 
Hart sets out quite concisely and makes a very strong case as to why Western Australia in particular needs to cast 
a wary eye over this legislation. It is being dealt with by way of urgency with the support of the opposition due 
to the pressing time frame in which this national practitioner regulation law must be in place so that it is 
operating by 1 July 2010. However, as has been pointed out by Trish, specialist clinical psychologists have a 
number of significant concerns. I think it is only fair that we recognise, understand and support the fact that they 
want to protect their qualifications and titles and the recognition of their work. It is an eight-year process of 
study and work that they go through to be registered in Western Australia as a specialist clinical psychologist. It 
is always dangerous in our Federation when we allow the lesser standard to become the national standard, which 
I know both the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the Minister for Health are concerned about. The Minister 
for Health will pursue that issue so that Western Australia can maintain the registration and acknowledgement of 
our trained clinical psychologists. Indeed, my experience as a lawyer in Western Australia and practising law in 
Sydney highlighted the fact that there are separate regulations and professions, and that a number of states have a 
much easier process for those professions. It happens. Lawyers get themselves admitted as solicitors or 
barristers, or both, in a particular jurisdiction, and then, through the mutual recognition act, find themselves 
recognised in other states without having to go through a rigorous process similar to the one we have in Western 
Australia. 
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I thank Trish Hart for the number of emails I have exchanged with her and for bringing this matter to my 
attention. As I said at the beginning of my comments, although I understand the need for national regulations in a 
Federation so that people can practise their profession or ply their trade across the country in a uniform way 
without excessive red tape and different rules, we must be careful, particularly in the area of the mental health of 
our citizens, that we do not adopt a rush-to-the-bottom approach by abandoning our very rigorous standards in 
Western Australia, which we now know are the only standards that meet international standards and which ought 
to be protected. 

With those few words, I look forward, once this legislation is passed, to the Minister for Health continuing to 
pursue this matter with other health ministers. I hope that he does not put it further down the priority list once the 
legislation goes through the Western Australian Parliament and that it does not become an issue of lesser 
importance for his no doubt busy office. I know that the health minister will not do that because he has made a 
very strong commitment to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that he will continue to pursue this matter with 
great vigour. Certainly, we on the opposition benches will ensure that the minister does not allow this matter to 
become an issue of secondary importance the further away we get from the operation of the national law. 

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [7.45 pm]: I will speak briefly on the Health Practitioner Regulation 
National Law (WA) Bill 2010. I rise not to discuss some of the issues that previous speakers have raised; I think 
those issues have been well canvassed. However, I note that it is a shame that we are racing to pass a bill of this 
bulk—332 pages—with such speed. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Yes, we can go into detail. 

It seems a shame that we are doing that merely to obtain a seat at the table of this national body to ensure that 
Western Australia’s interests are reflected in the initial formation of this law. It seems to me that any body that is 
clearly designed to deliver a national system would be more than willing to be flexible in its timetable to ensure 
that it is in fact a truly national system. 

My issues are more to do with the nature of the legislation. I took the time to read some of the debates in the 
other states that have passed the equivalent of this bill. I noted with some interest that those debates were far 
more vigorous than that which has been presented today. Normally, they were characterised by Labor 
governments presenting the legislation as the greatest thing since sliced bread and Liberal oppositions pointing 
out that it is the evil devil’s spawn of Kevin Rudd. It is interesting to see that we have a different approach in 
Western Australia. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That’s because you’re in opposition! 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Would the minister be opposing it if we were in government? That is an interesting 
perspective. 

My concern is that we are adopting this legislation as mirror legislation. In effect, this legislation sits entirely 
within the Western Australian Parliament, as I understand it. We have just copied what has happened in the 
Queensland Parliament, whereas other states have adopted what has happened in the Queensland Parliament. 
That creates an immediate problem in my mind in the sense that, given that we have a national system, one must 
look at all legislation as a relatively fluid situation whereby there will be problems and amendments and it will 
change as circumstances change over time. This will reflect on us in the sense that whenever these problems 
occur, one presumes that there will be a national body and the ministers will get together and discuss them and 
bash out some sort of solution to those particular problems. That will ultimately be reflected in the Queensland 
legislation, which will automatically flow to the other jurisdictions but which will then need to come back to this 
place for us to mirror. As we do not necessarily know what the outcome of the Queensland debate will be, it is 
quite likely that we will need to sit behind the Queensland Parliament to some extent and wait to see the outcome 
before we can present an identical mirror match to this Parliament. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That is the point; it gives us the choice. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Precisely, yes. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Rather than me being overruled in a ministerial council on something that we do not agree to 
as a state and having it just put through Queensland and then it automatically becomes law in every state, the 
reason we have the mirror is that we decide as a Parliament whether we will adopt those amendments.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I applaud the minister for that because he is standing up for something most Western 
Australians would support; that is, some independence for Western Australia. But it will create problems at some 
point in time, particularly when we have election cycles that are not quite in sync. A Parliament may be 
prorogued in one jurisdiction or another and there could be, literally, a six to 12 month delay, depending on the 
nature of the election cycle, the nature of the legislative program and the willingness of the government to do 
something about this act—as it will then be—before we get around to altering it. Then, of course, we will be 
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subject to the vagaries of what in fact happens during our debate. The government might put the bill into this 
place in a mirror image but by the time it passes through the other place it might be altered in some way. There is 
the potential for drift. Drift is what we could see occur over time as our bill begins to drift away from the 
national act. That will create problems. We will start moving away from a truly national system.  

Dr K.D. Hames: It seems to me the member is arguing against what his side is intending to do; that is, move 
amendments.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: No; we will be moving amendments. I am really talking about the nature of this type of 
legislation and a genuine concern that I have about it. In my short time in this Parliament, I have seen a number 
of bills passed that have really been bills to enable national agreements and national legislation. One cannot help 
but be filled with dread that 15 years from now there will be very little left for the WA state Parliament to be 
dealing with, and the last one out will have to turn the lights out behind them! I do not think that is an expression 
of the will of the Western Australian people. We need to be very careful to avoid basically abrogating all our 
responsibilities and rights. The sovereignty of the Parliament is probably the key.  

An issue that comes out of that is, of course, regulation; that is often where we put a lot of the “meat” on 
legislation these days. As I understand the bill, regulations need to be agreed to again at the ministerial council 
level. The regulations will be put through the Victorian Parliament where they will lay on the table, but then each 
Parliament can raise any objections to those regulations through its review processes. Western Australia would 
be able to move a disallowance motion in the upper house to disallow those regulations. In the normal course of 
events, if we felt that a regulation was somewhat beyond the scope of the original act or simply was moving in a 
direction that this Parliament did not sit comfortably with, we could move a disallowance motion for that 
regulation. The difficulty under this legislation is that would not override the regulation. We would need to have 
the agreement of the majority of states before that regulation was disallowed. Even though we have mirror 
legislation and the right to amend our own legislation, we will bind ourselves through regulation, which we may 
or may not, depending on what other states do, have the right to override. That obviously creates an interesting 
power dynamic because if we decided that we would not agree to alter our legislation in a particular way, one 
could imagine the other states getting together and doing something very similar to what this government has 
done on retail trading, which is to move beyond the scope of the original act and try to achieve something 
through regulation. In that case we are bound to that situation. There is no doubt that even though we have 
adopted a mirror process here, we are losing some element of sovereignty of our Parliament. That may be a price 
we are prepared to pay to be part of a national system. That may be something that sits quite comfortably with 
us. No doubt, as the debate unravels over the coming hours, we will determine whether that is the case.  

Another interesting thing of note in this legislation is that it covers areas that are currently not regulated in 
Western Australia, such as the registration of Chinese herbalists from 2012. I am not aware of how many 
Chinese herbalists operate in Western Australia. It raises the interesting possibility that later on down the track 
regulations for areas that we have not contemplated could get caught up in these national schemes. 

I was recently contacted by a constituent about a therapist, for want of a better word, who was operating without 
a licence; it was just an individual. I think it was a Mr Meinck. He was on the Four Corners program recently. 
That individual was wreaking a fair amount of havoc on a number of people. My constituent was concerned 
about how this could go on. That is a question I am still trying to unravel. It will be interesting to see how, when 
we are tied into a national system, we can deal with minor local issues that blow up. Would we need to step 
outside the national framework and create another act that sits alongside it to regulate a particular portion of the 
population, as opposed to what has been agreed nationally, because it is not an issue there; or will the opposite 
occur and we will be caught up dealing with a problem that has blown up only in Queensland? Let us say, for 
instance, that Queensland tried to deal with homeopathy, which is something I personally would outlaw as the 
quackery that it is —  

Mr R.H. Cook: Don’t hold back!  

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: They believe all sorts of strange things, so I would not be counting on their votes 
anyhow!  

Dr K.D. Hames: What about the iridologists?  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: It may be that Queensland tries to regulate that. I would be vehemently opposed to the 
idea of Western Australia registering anybody who practised homeopathy simply because I think the practice 
would then be given credibility that it does not deserve. The science on that practice is fairly well demonstrated 
as being, as I said, the quackery that it is. It would be a shame if we were bound to a situation like that.  

They are the comments I wish to make. Members should think about the structure of the legislation, the nature of 
mirror legislation and how we will cope with the regulatory situation that will arise from it. The legislation will 
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essentially invest a great deal of power in the minister, because the minister becomes the sole person who can 
make representations to the ministerial council. We will find that the people we represent will become quite 
distant from the process. It really is an obfuscation process. As things stand today, people would argue that our 
processes of government are very complicated. This is complicated squared in the sense that it passes through 
multiple Parliaments—regulations through one and an act through another. We have the mirror legislation. 
Changes can only occur if the majority of states agree. It is like having a federal referendum in order to overrule 
a regulation. The ministers will no doubt meet in private to discuss these things. Our ability to have direct input 
into a lot of these issues will be quite distant from the process. Our constituents therefore will be even more 
distant from the process. That is not a direction I would like to see all legislation take, but, as I said, under the 
circumstances it may be a necessary evil.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [7.59 pm] — in reply: I thank all those members who 
have made a contribution to this legislation. I would like to start by talking about the comments made by the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, which were largely, “If it ain’t broke, why fix it?”, and, “What’s wrong with 
the situation that we have?” There is a lot of merit in those comments. I spent four years in opposition, during 
which time the former Minister for Health introduced the legislation to create all the boards for those individual 
professions. Boards of equal stature and construction were created. When in opposition, we supported the 
passage of the legislation to create those state boards. We did not quite get through them all as the two left had 
not made it all the way through. When I became the Minister for Health, I found that a Council of Australian 
Governments agreement had been signed between former Premier Carpenter and the other state Premiers and 
heads of the territories that would throw that system out the window and move us into a national registration 
system. Moreover, I found that all the health ministers had agreed to what that legislation would be and how it 
would be constructed. They had agreed that the boards and committees would be based in Canberra. I saw that as 
a federal takeover and another massive Canberra bureaucracy. The support agency was to oversee all the national 
boards so it could give direction. There would be no independent requirement for the accreditation bodies. The 
state boards were to be scrapped. The previous Minister for Health was ready to sign off on the things that had 
been agreed to under that agreement when I became the Minister for Health. I told them that Western Australia 
would not participate in a national registration system under that construction. I was lobbied by many bodies, 
including the Australian Medical Association. It pointed out all the flaws and said we should not follow that 
system for a pile of reasons—reasons that I supported. I was caught between a rock and a hard place. As a state, 
Western Australia had agreed to the COAG agreement. Sure, new governments can always overturn COAG 
agreements, but that is tough to do. We need continuity in what a state agrees to. I had support from the boards 
of all 10 professions that supported moving to a national registration scheme. The reason they did so was similar 
to the points outlined in the comments of the member for Victoria Park. Although there was mutual recognition 
across the whole of Australia, there was inconsistency in the standards that people were required to meet to be 
part of a certain profession. Similar to what the member for Victoria Park said, other states could have lesser 
standards. We have mutual recognition in Western Australia so that other professionals can practise in their 
profession in Western Australia. It was generally agreed that there should be a national system. If a person is 
registered in one state, even under mutual recognition he has to specifically register in another state. I worked for 
a short time in Queensland. I had to register in Queensland. I did that two years in a row for four weeks at a time. 
I had to pay the full registration fee, and when I finished after four weeks I had to claim back the remainder of 
that registration fee from the Queensland system. That is obviously not the best system. We agreed that we 
would proceed with a national registration system that everyone supported, but we noted the concerns that 
everyone had expressed.  

I set about putting forward a package that made major changes to what had been proposed. For a start, I 
suggested that the agency would sit beside and below the state–national board and that it should not sit above it. 
We agreed that after time it would move from Canberra to Victoria. This is not an area for the federal 
government; it is an area for state governments. All the states, with the support of the federal government—in 
fact with the initiation of the federal government through the COAG process—wanted to follow this process. I 
said that the agency had to change its position.  

I will outline the agreed composition of the national boards. There were to be two doctors on the national 
medical board, plus the same sort of construction we have in this state for our state boards. There were to be a 
couple of doctors, consumer representatives, a lawyer and an accountant—the types of people who would make 
up a standard board. That would mean that each profession would have only two people on that board from the 
whole of Australia. The chances of us in Western Australia having anyone on any of those boards was remote. 
We may have been lucky to get a doctor on one board and an osteopath on another board. We may have been 
lucky to get four or five people on the total constructions of the boards, but that would be it. We would have had 
one voice on all those boards. I said that that was not acceptable. I said that we wanted our own doctor on the 
medical board and our own physiotherapist on the physios’ board and so on and so forth. That was agreed to. 
The large states have a representative on the boards. The territories, with much smaller systems, were happy that 
their representatives would be the consumer representatives on the boards. I made the point that we did not need 
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people on the national board making decisions about national registration; rather, we needed them on the state 
board that deals with complaints and issues on a state level. It is there that we want the participation. This was 
the case not only with doctors and physios; we wanted a range of professions involved on a state level to deal 
with complaints and disciplinary procedures. That was the next change we asked for.  

The second key issue was the independence of accreditation, especially for medical services. We wanted there to 
be no interference from government or national boards on what an independent accreditation agency should set 
up as the requirements for the training of doctors, nurses, physiotherapists et cetera. We wanted that to be 
independent of the national boards. That was not needed with them all. In the end, we went for those areas that 
already had an independent accreditation body, particularly in medicine. Some, particularly the new ones, do not 
need that. The national boards will have a panel that will decide on those matters of accreditation. We wanted 
that independence. The only caveat was a wish for the ministers and the national board to have some direction. 
If, for example, the medical accreditation board suddenly decided that medicine should be a 10-year course, the 
national body would suddenly have no doctors for four years and we would experience severe workforce issues. 
Alternatively, if it decided that medicine should be a three-year course, the opposite would happen and there 
would be a surge of doctors. We wanted some ability for the ministers to say that certain things are not 
acceptable or reasonable. The requirement is that the ministerial council can direct accreditation bodies on issues 
of accreditation if it has a major effect on the national workforce.  

When I was arguing the case that the boards must be totally independent, the New South Wales health minister 
asked me a question: what would happen if, for example, a group of podiatrists suddenly decided to accredit 
themselves to do hip surgery and there was no power of direction or no power for the minister to say that that is 
not reasonable and that hip surgery is to be done only by orthopaedic surgeons? We have to have a power that 
will allow the ministerial council to direct.  

The other issue was state boards. Under the initial proposal, state boards were going to become state committees 
and lose a lot of their powers. They were to be managed by the national board. We argued very strongly that the 
state boards should remain state boards and that they should have the ability to deal with issues of complaints 
and disciplinary procedures. I made it clear that Western Australia was very happy with the way its board 
operated, particularly the medical professions, and that they should continue to operate independently. The 
difficulty in having all this legislation drawn up in another state and agreed to by a collection of ministers in the 
east—the Labor ministers tended to get together much more often, particularly because Western Australia is a 
long way away from the eastern states—is that some of the provisions did not come through the wash in the 
exact way that we had agreed to them. I made it very clear at those early meetings that Western Australia would 
retain its independence when dealing with complaints and disciplinary procedures for the majority of matters. 
Once I suggested alternative positions and once I received the support of the other ministers, New South Wales, 
having agreed in the first place to go along with the rest of the legislation, decided it was such a good idea that it 
would buy the bank. Its complaints and disciplinary process is totally different from every other state’s 
complaints and disciplinary processes.  

It is like our Health Consumers’ Council having total management, rather than the boards themselves, with 
independent tribunals, appeal mechanisms and a range of things. I have to say that every other minister and 
every other member of the medical profession in no way wanted that system. New South Wales tried to convince 
us all to adopt it as the national system. Every other minister and board member said no way were they going to 
do that but that New South Wales could keep its system. Because I was going to make sure that we kept our 
system, the board let New South Wales keep its system. In fact, because the New South Wales system is much 
more costly, members of the medical profession in New South Wales pay additional registration fees and that 
money goes directly to support their complaints and disciplinary procedures. But in the wash, we in Western 
Australia lost out on the legislation saying that Western Australia would have its own independence. As a result 
of that, I have since written to the board members and said to them that that is what we want. One of my options 
is to get other ministers to agree that if that is what we want, that is what we should have. However, I said in the 
interim that I would like from the board a commitment that the Medical Board of Western Australia will 
continue to be able to deal with its complaints and disciplinary procedures and a written guarantee that if ever it 
proposed to change that, the proposal would go firstly to the Ministerial Council of Health Ministers for a 
decision. The board has given me that letter of commitment. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Will a change to the delegation always come back to the minister? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It will. If the board wants to change the delegation, it will always come back. I have to say, 
though, that it is not its intent to do that at all. Although I want that locked away so that no future body can 
change its mind, it is the board’s intent that Western Australia continues to act as it is now. Remember that these 
boards are not federal bodies. They are not groups of people who know nothing about the profession. The 
national Medical Board of Australia comprises doctors from each state of Australia who make decisions about 
doctors in each state. It is the same with nurses and with physiotherapists; they make decisions about their own 
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profession in each state and say what they want and how they should do that. I therefore intend to continue to 
work along those lines, but it would be better to have it locked in place. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I had a commitment from all the ministers early in the piece that that was what we wanted 
and that that was what we were going to do. I therefore do not anticipate having that difficulty. 

Did the member for Alfred Cove want to interject? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Under the guiding principles of the bill, the ministerial council can in fact appoint 
another body between the ministerial council and the national board. That is why I was referring to the 
unintended consequences. Yes, you have a commitment now, but that commitment will not last. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I was anticipating a brief interjection from the member for Alfred Cove, but things like that 
are to do with the detail of the legislation. I am making a response to the comments that members made. 

Having put those changes in place, I have to say that our state got a lot of compliments from all the other 
ministers of all the other states, and particularly from members of the Australian Medical Association in other 
states, about what a great job we had done changing the legislation and putting it into an acceptable format. It 
was not going to get through the Parliaments of Australia the way it was. I can tell members that there would 
have been a great deal of strong opposition. There are upper houses in some states where the Liberal Party has 
the numbers and they would have blocked that legislation. That is why it got through the state Parliaments. 
Whatever the arguments were, in the end the legislation got through in every state other than the two that had 
elections, and it is strongly anticipated that they will get their legislation through in the near future. In fact, some 
Parliaments just passed in a day the template legislation that members talked about; they just passed it to get it 
all through. 

That brings me to the speed of getting this legislation into Parliament and the little time members have had to 
deal with it. It appears to be speedy only because I have moved this urgent motion. Instead of getting the 
legislation into Parliament two weeks before Parliament adjourned, I got it in during the last week that we sat; 
otherwise I would have had to wait until next week to bring it in without having to move that it be declared 
urgent. I have therefore got it in one week early. That does not change the time in which members have to debate 
it.  

Members must bear in mind that the legislation we are mirroring was enacted in Queensland a year ago. I will go 
through the consultation process that has been undertaken since that legislation was introduced. It will take me a 
little while, as there is a huge amount of it. 

Mr R.H. Cook: We will need a couple of breaks for it! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: So will I! 

The first policy consultation papers on bill B were released between 28 July 2008 and 22 January 2009. On 
28 July a public consultation paper on the partially regulated professions called for submissions. A public 
consultation paper on proposed registration arrangements was issued on 18 September—so that is a year and a 
half ago—and there were 108 submissions in response. Another consultation paper published on 7 October 
2008—not 2009, but 2008—was about proposed complaints arrangements, which had 114 submissions. 
Proposed arrangements for information sharing on privacy, published on 5 November 2008, had 69 submissions. 
A paper on proposed arrangements for accreditation, released on 6 November 2008, had 73 submissions. 
Another one published on 13 November 2008 on other matters for inclusion in bill B had 50 submissions. A 
consultation paper of 22 January 2009 on proposed arrangements for specialists had 52 submissions. There were 
500 written submissions received in total on the seven consultation papers. 

Then there were national forums. One forum was on 28 October 2008. There were other forums on 18 November 
2008—one in Melbourne and one in Sydney; a long way from here. Then there was the release of the exposure 
draft national law. Therefore, the first release of the legislation on the final national law was released in 
June 2009 with a call for submissions, which resulted in 550 submissions. They were in effect the modifications 
that were proposed to delay the first bill introduced to get all the detail of what was contained in the legislation. 
People who had therefore been involved in this issue and wanted to know the information proposed and the way 
the legislation was being planned had in fact from that time to see what the legislation was. Then there were 
many other forums in each state. I attended one in Western Australia, which was held in Floreat. There were 
meetings with peak representative organisations including the professional reference group on national 
registration and accreditation; the boards and registrars from the 10 health professions; the former Australian 
health professions council; a representative of the accreditation authorities and related health professions; the 
head of the health professions tribunals from most jurisdictions; health regulatory authorities of New Zealand; 
the joint medical boards advisory council; and so on.  
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There was therefore a huge amount of discussion across Australia about the contents of the bill. Rather than this 
being a speedy process, it has been a very long, tortuous and difficult process. I have to say that we had 
significant changes made to those early draft recommendations, largely based on the work of some of our 
professional bodies here in Western Australia, particularly the Medical Board of Western Australia. Pamela 
Malcolm spent a huge amount of time over east, where the members of the national body were drafting this 
legislation, going through the recommendations from Western Australia and getting significant changes. 
Therefore, all those issues that were still in bill B when it came to us underwent lots of changes to get it to this 
final draft based on what was there. So, having gone through all the turmoil of “we want this, we want that and 
we won’t do it unless”, we finally got pretty well what we wanted. It is not 100 per cent; not everything that we 
wanted is in there, but the end result was a huge turnaround from where we had started. 

I have to say that it is our fault that we are a bit late. This legislation was finalised towards the end of last year, 
so we have had from then right through until now to get this document into the party room. However, as I said, 
there were issues to do with the drafting over which I had little control that led to it taking a lot more time than 
we planned to get it into Parliament; hence it being so close to the date. Members have asked: what happens if 
we do not get there? They are right: there is a fallback position in October. I discussed this at the ministerial 
council meeting, particularly in front of all the ministers, saying that we were having trouble and that it was our 
fault that the timing was bad.  

The federal Minister for Health and Ageing, Hon Nicola Roxon, MP, was quite critical. She said that we had had 
the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill 2010 since November of last year and asked why we 
were so late getting it in. She said she had had a commitment from all the other states and territories to get this 
through and that we were the ones lagging with this—that was me. It is not the opposition’s fault; it is my fault. I 
asked if there was a fallback position, because I had been told that, because South Australia and Tasmania had 
had elections, they might not have been able to get their legislation through. The response I got was that those 
other states thought they could get it through in time. Because the elections were over and the same parties had 
been re-elected to power, they were of the view that they could get it through. We were told that it would create 
problems if the legislation was not passed at the same time in all states and territories. I think the problems are 
not as great as the federal minister might be saying in that if we do not get the legislation through at that time, 
the state boards can send out the registration forms, as the member for Alfred Cove said, and people can still 
register at a state level. But, come October, those people will have to go through the process of transferring their 
registration over to the national system. That can be done, and the view is that it is fairly difficult but not 
impossible by any means. It would have to happen—there would be no other choice—but that is not an ideal 
situation. If we are able to get the legislation through, that will be the best outcome for Western Australia and for 
all our boards. If we cannot, so be it. We cannot control individually what the Parliament decides to do with its 
legislation. 

I responded to some of the member for Kwinana’s comments about ceding our powers to the federal 
government, which he accepted. The federal minister has been strongly supportive of a national registration 
system, as have we all. She certainly does not dominate the outcome of what the legislation contains. In fact, the 
Victorian Minister for Health, Daniel Andrews, MP, is one of the strongest personalities in that, and he has 
probably done the most work in making sure that the legislation goes through.  

We then get down to some of the minor issues that are still a needlepoint for a lot of us. I will go through the 
Australian Medical Association issues, but I will do that only briefly because I am sure we will deal with those 
matters when we get to the amendments. The list that the member for Alfred Cove went through matches exactly 
the list I have been debating with the AMA for the past three months. We need to realise, of course, that the issue 
of psychologist and physiotherapist is not, in itself, in the legislation in terms of deciding specialties. When I 
look at the areas of endorsed specialist titles that cannot be used under proposed section 115, I see very few that 
are in the legislation. 

Mr R.H. Cook: So long as it does not have the word “physician”. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, it does not. Proposed section 115 states — 

A person must not knowingly or recklessly take or use — 

(a) the title “dental specialist” … or 

(b) the title “medical specialist” … 

It deals only with those two. Although acupuncturist comes in at a later point, the key ones that are named are 
those two. Proposed section 115(1)(c) states —  

a specialist title for a recognised specialty unless the person is registered under this Law in the 
specialty. 
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That brings us back to the list that I gave the member a copy of, which is the list of specialties, field of specialty 
practice and related specialties to which proposed section 115(1)(c) relates. Page 151 of the bill states that the 
fine in the case of an individual not adhering to the legislation is $30 000; and for a body corporate it is $60 000. 
People who say there are no penalties in the legislation for people who use terms they are not allowed to in 
declaring themselves to be of a particular profession are wrong—the fines are very high. That covers a bit of 
what the member for Victoria Park said about the difficulties of prosecution. The powers are extremely strong.  

In the case of physiotherapy, if someone goes out and says he is a physiotherapist and a complaint is made to the 
board, the board will investigate. If the person is found not to be a physiotherapist, that individual can be fined 
$30 000 for using a term that he is not entitled to use. We can go through the list of those professions. We want 
to have psychology, for example, in the legislation as a specialist position. All the medical specialists are in this 
list that has been endorsed by the Australian Medical Council, and there is a listing for “specialist in addiction 
medicine” and “specialist anaesthetist”, “specialist dermatologist”, and so on and so forth. The list of medical 
specialists covers three pages.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: But, minister, it does not have “physician”, and the Hippocratic oath that you swore as a 
medical practitioner states “I swear” as a qualified physician. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will go through the issues the member has raised during consideration in detail.  

Specialist professions are protected. I particularly wanted to talk about physiotherapists and psychologists. The 
argument about psychologists is very confusing. In this legislation the psychologist must have a specialty 
psychologist degree. The national board, which is, again, made up of psychologists from every state, made the 
recommendation to the ministerial council that there not be a so-called specialty using the words “specialist 
clinical psychologist”; they wanted the word “endorsed” used.  

Mr R.H. Cook: That is because they work to a lower standard in other states.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Let me explain. There is no lower standard. The requirement for endorsement is not a lower 
standard—it is exactly the same standard as we have in Western Australia. Endorsed psychologists have to be 
registered psychologists first, so they have to do their normal course and become a psychologist, just as they do 
in other states and territories. But if they want to call themselves what are currently called specialist clinical 
psychologists, they have to do either an accredited doctorate in one of the approved areas of practice and a 
minimum of one year’s supervised full-time practice with a board-approved supervisor, or an accredited masters 
in one of the approved areas, with a minimum of two years’ approved practice, or any other that is equivalent to 
those two. That is what specialist clinical psychologists have to do. They explained to me that psychologists do 
their psychology degree, they do a masters degree, and then they have to do two years of supervision. That is 
what gives them that specialist qualification. Under this legislation, they cannot call themselves clinical 
psychologists unless they do exactly the same training. To say that the standards will be reduced is not true 
because a clinical psychologist in any state in Australia must obtain exactly the same qualifications needed to be 
a specialist in Western Australia.  

Having said that, I do not understand why the reverse argument is not acceptable to the national board—that is, if 
we have legislation that calls them a specialist in Western Australia and they have to do that training anyway to 
be a clinical psychologist, why not just call them a specialist clinical psychologist, as they want to be called. I 
cannot see the negative in that. 

Mr R.H. Cook: In fact, that would be upholding the interests of their profession. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, I think so. That is why I raised that issue at the ministerial council and the ministers are 
aware. In fact, I have told all the psychologists from whom we have all been getting multiple emails that they do 
not have to convince me or themselves; they have to convince the ministers in the other states and territories. I 
have told them to go and work on the psychologists in other states. I have told them that this is a better outcome 
and to try to convince them to make it easier. Alternatively, they could go the national boards to try to convince 
the national board representatives, who are all psychologists, to change their minds. We just accepted the 
recommendation of the national Psychology Board; we did not overrule it or make any decisions.  

The member for Maylands asked about the areas of endorsed practice. My understanding is that nine were put to 
them and seven were endorsed. I do not understand why two were left off, but I will send a copy of that 
component of the member for Maylands’ contribution, and that of the members for Kwinana and Victoria Park, 
to the registration board stating that these are the comments and concerns of people in this state and asking it to 
have another look at the areas of endorsement and the use of the term “specialist”. We will give the board copies 
of our legislation so that it can see what ours does—I hope everybody in the Speaker’s gallery is listening to all 
these things I want them to do! They will be able to look at our legislation and see exactly why they are called 
specialists in this state, and we will see if we can get them to change. 

The issue of physiotherapists, though, is somewhat different. The physiotherapists had a list of areas in which 
they wanted to be called specialists—I forget how many there were; maybe five or seven. Those areas were 
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sports physiotherapy and the like. The board came back and said that it would not call them specialties; it would 
only endorse those areas of clinical practice. 

Mr R.H. Cook: The national physio board? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Physiotherapy Board of Australia made that recommendation to the ministerial council. 
While I have that recommendation going back to the board to get agreement, there is strong opposition to it from 
the other state health ministers, particularly the Queensland minister. Their argument is that some 
physiotherapists are trying to lock out generalists and saying that they have to do this one or that one if they want 
to call themselves specialists. If they want to be in both of them, they cannot. If someone is good at sports physio 
but wants to work in some other area of physio, that person would not be allowed to do that. A couple of the 
ministers hold the strong view that we should not have those specialty areas for exactly that reason. They have 
lots of physiotherapists, particularly in the hospitals, who want to do a broad range of things and not be locked 
into one area or another. 

The member for Gosnells spoke about a senior physiotherapist. I am not sure what he said but I think he said that 
her job at the hospital was a senior physiotherapist in neurology. He said she got a specialist title from over east 
somewhere. I do not know if another state has a specialist title; we certainly do not here. That was one of the 
fields of clinical endorsement. A physiotherapist can still be clinically endorsed in an area of neurology. I do not 
see that there would be any downside to her being clinically endorsed. I have the same view in that if they want 
to specialise, I have no problems with them being called a specialist. That is why I brought it up again with the 
ministers. I am happy to say that the difficulty is not convincing me but convincing the other ministers. My job 
there is far harder than with the psychologists. I think I am getting a degree of support on the psychology 
argument. I am getting no support from other ministers on the physiotherapy argument. The reality is that if I am 
going to get that through, the member for Kwinana needs to work on state ministers elsewhere to convince them. 
I think he would be battling because they have very strong views. I have said that to the state physiotherapists. 
They understand and they know that this is not part of the national bill. They know that those areas of practice 
are decided by the national boards and recommended to the ministers. I have said that they have to convince 
other states and convince their own board that that is the way to go and that is the best way to do it.  

Mr R.H. Cook: I thought the physiotherapists were going to be sorted out with the dental people later in the 
year.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Were going to what? 

Mr R.H. Cook: I thought the final allocation or deliberation of the council was for dentists and physiotherapists. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have not heard of any problem with the dentists. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I never said there was any problem. I spoke to them and they confirmed that. In the 
communiqué that came out of the last council meeting, I thought you deferred physios and dentists.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We did. The physios were certainly deferred on the basis of my recommendation. The 
member is right; we deferred dentists as well. That is all to do with this argument of independence of dental 
therapists. When the former health minister was putting this recommendation to the Dental Board of Western 
Australia, that was one that did not get through. The opposition supported dental therapists having independence 
of practice from the dentists. The Dental Board strongly opposed that and started campaigning against us during 
the election. We still held that view. It is not up to us as a Liberal Party to champion that cause. The Dental 
Board will make the decision. It was about the final wording, and different states having different views about 
the wording and whether dental therapists must be independent or not.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Can you advise us where you think that one’s going? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think the outcome is likely to be that dental therapists will not be able to be independent, 
which is the status quo, although a couple of state ministers, me included and one other, do support that view. 
The chances of it getting up are not great, although it is not impossible. Does the member agree with 
independence?  

Mr R.H. Cook: I do.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The former minister did not agree.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Yes. We parted company on that one. Obviously, there are limitations with dental therapists. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: They need more training to be independent, without question. I do not see why they could not 
set up shop. I do not think it would take work away from the dentists. They have enough to do. The dental 
therapists would refer people to the dentists. They would find more stuff and they would treat more stuff but they 
would send the more complicated things on. It is a bit like the argument for nurse practitioners and doctors. 
Doctors are opposed to nurse practitioners but I think they would be of assistance. I do not support the AMA or 
the medical view on nurse practitioners. 
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Mr R.H. Cook: I find myself in the unfamiliar space of agreeing with you. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Within margins, of course. I will not get into that because in England we saw a totally 
independent nurse practitioner set-up where they were doing resuscitations on children on the way to hospital 
two or three times a week. GPs, doctors, would not be doing that. I thought that was beyond the boundaries.  

The member for Kwinana raised a couple of issues that I have not covered, including psychologists not having 
their own board and sharing the board with South Australia. That is the case in five of the 10. The ones that have 
the state boards are nursing, midwifery, dental, physiotherapy and medical. The national boards of the others 
have decided that the numbers are not sufficient in those states to warrant the cost of full boards for each state so 
they have opted to share between some states to reduce their overall costs. I was a bit concerned when I heard 
that. I understood that there would be individual state boards for each profession. The national boards have the 
power to make that decision with the others so they decided to share. I had no objections from any of those 
boards saying they do not agree with it. If they had, I would have been fighting on their behalf. None of them 
have complained. I presume they think that sharing boards is in the best interests of their profession. If 
complaints are made, they are still dealt with on the level of the state in which they are in. They have smaller 
agencies in each state that they share as a board but they deal with complaints and issues on a state level 
depending where the complaint comes from. That is correct.  

The other issue relates to costs. Again, this is an area of concern to me. When we went over to this first meeting 
and were told there would be national boards, we were told that the costs would come down, there would be 
efficiencies and everyone would work together. I said, “Yes, pull the other one.” People who set up 
bureaucracies never end up doing it cheaper. In most professions, while it is more expensive, it is not a lot more 
expensive. Three of them—medical, dental and one other—have almost doubled their costs. Again, I raised this 
at the ministerial council, saying I was extremely unhappy. We were told that costs would reduce. Those costs 
were decided by the boards themselves so the Medical Board decided that that would be the registration cost, 
about double what exists in this state and certainly higher than all other states, although one only marginally. 
Part of the argument was that because people are registered in multiple states, the issue of getting them onto a 
single register would require extra administration costs and extra paperwork and it would cost more. We said at 
the ministerial council that it was not acceptable. We have now written back to those three boards asking them to 
justify the costs that we are putting forward. If it is to be a higher cost up-front because of the increased costs, 
they need to show where they get those figures from and how they make those calculations. From that, they have 
to guarantee to reduce them in the future once those initial overhead costs are gone. I am told anecdotally—I 
should not reveal the source; the member for Alfred Cove probably knows what it is—that in that meeting the 
comments were, “Well, what should the fees be? Let’s do this: let’s make sure we’ve got room to move, and let’s 
make sure we don’t get caught out. What do you reckon is a reasonable figure?” That is an atrocious way to 
work out what should be charged for registration. In fact, they were covering their tails and making sure they 
charged the maximum that could possibly be acceptable, and giving themselves plenty of money to start off with. 
That is totally unacceptable, so we will call them to account over the way they make payments.  

I have very little time left so I will not go through all the issues raised by the AMA. There are about eight or 10 
in all. I am sure the member for Alfred Cove, at least, if not the opposition, will raise issues on each of them as 
we go through the bill. I will deal with them specifically during consideration in detail.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Mr R.H. COOK: I beg your indulgence, Madam Acting Speaker, to allow me to use the opportunity during 
debate on the short title to clarify the generalities involved with the legislation. As I am sure you are aware, 
Madam Acting Speaker, the bill is very complex and, indeed, the member for Forrestfield raised his concerns 
earlier about the impact of mirror versus template legislation. I am not sure whether this is the most appropriate 
time, but because it goes to the generality of the legislation and the way it would work, I am hoping that we can 
discuss it in the context of the short title of the bill.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Provided your discourse relates to the short title of the bill, I 
will allow it. This is not an opportunity for a second reading debate.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The short title of the bill is the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Bill. In the 
context of the bill’s national characteristics, I wonder whether the minister can provide some clarification. I 
gather that when the Queensland legislation is changed, it automatically changes other states’ legislation by 
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virtue of the fact that theirs is template legislation. What will happen in Western Australia when we introduce 
mirror legislation and the two acts are inconsistent?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member makes a good point. We have chosen not to have template legislation so that 
places an additional requirement on this state if there is agreement at ministerial council level to make 
amendments. When states have adopted template legislation, we at ministerial council agree there should be 
changes. In fact, we have done that because there have already been changes to that legislation. That then goes to 
the Queensland Parliament, is passed and automatically becomes law, without those other states having to do 
anything. In that case, Western Australia has to introduce amending legislation, which gives us the opportunity 
to debate the changes. If we do not agree to the changes, how that leaves us out of the national system and what 
power that national system has over us is a moot point. The national system is only as we agree to in this place. 
If, for example, it was decided to make the status of nurse practitioners next to God—it is probably there 
already—and we decided that we did not quite want them elevated to that level —  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am using an extreme example because I cannot think of another one. The Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition will understand what I am trying to say. Our position in Western Australia might not then be 
consistent with the positions in other states. If that is the case, so be it, in my view. I do not think we want to be 
specifically bound. Decisions at ministerial council do not require a unanimous vote; they largely require a 
majority, although we either agree or we disagree. If we do not like something, we say that we are not doing it. I 
am sure the same applies in a range of other areas of national inconsistency. It was a good idea to give the 
example of the gas bill. In some cases our legislation will be different if that is what we decide. I guess at the end 
of the day the ministerial council will have to make a decision about how it responds to that situation. I cannot 
imagine the council deciding that whatever the change is, we should not be part of that national agreement. 
Those are the things we would have to take into consideration. I cannot see any area where that might get to that 
degree of such extreme difference of opinion between ministers on what happens within professions. Remember 
the legislation has to pass through both houses of Parliament in this state. One would think that we would be 
consistent. It may be the case, though—we seem to have control of the other place—that there might be 
something the opposition wanted to put through that we would defeat in the other place and it would not get 
through. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I did not think of that scenario. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It might mean that there is something in which we are not consistent, and really there is 
nothing we can do about that. The alternative is to adopt template legislation. The downside of that is that the 
governments of states might change and it might be all Liberal ministers. Those ministers might decide to do 
something, and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who may then be the Western Australian minister, may not 
agree to that action, but he may get overridden. This state would then have to bring in whatever measure is 
involved. Therefore, it could work both ways. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I just want to clarify it. Certainly the approach that we are taking, and that the minister is 
encouraging us to take, with this legislation is not to amend anything past division 51 really. I guess it is a 
question of the minister asking us to go through now and implement mirror legislation, because, on that basis, it 
will essentially make the whole thing null and void. But what the minister is saying is that he can envisage a 
situation in which our legislation is different from the national legislation. Therefore, does that not defeat the 
minister’s argument? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That was a very tricky way to trap me into saying that, I must say! I think there are clear 
differences. This is a national law that we have agreed to in order to have national consistency across the 
professions. The member is right: we could have legislation that is different in Western Australia about a specific 
thing that affects only Western Australia. Remember that the national boards have that power. For example, if I 
put amendments in this legislation that provide that Western Australia will continue to manage its own 
disciplinary and complaints system, that has no binding effect on the national body. It has the power to make 
those decisions. If I want to get changes that make a difference to Western Australia, I have got to change the 
national law to have those effects. There is another example where, the member is right, there could be 
amendments. None of the amendments proposed by the Australian Medical Association could place Western 
Australia in a separate position, because the association in fact tried to buy into the national law on all those 
matters, and that cannot be done; it does not work like that. A good example is in the amendment that we are 
moving on contact lenses. All the states have agreed that contact lenses should be issued by prescription only. 
Some of the states—Western Australia included—were going to go further and say that people have to have a 
prescription to get them. Now people are putting coloured lenses in show bags and they are causing medical 
problems, such as ulceration and infections in eyes. I have to say that I was met with strong resistance from 
within my own party against having such a clause, because that is not part of the national agreement. Only three 
states were going to do that, and so I am moving to take that part out. Even though I in fact agree with it, I am 
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moving to take it out because it is not consistent across all the jurisdictions. Western Australia and, I think, South 
Australia and one other would be different from the other states and people could not provide coloured lenses at 
the chemist or whatever. In those cases, we could be different if we wanted to, but it has got to be something that 
specifically affects only things that happen here in Western Australia. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I will not hold the house up too much longer with these matters. In another place at another 
time, if we were so inclined, we could build onto these laws aspects of, for instance, psychology practices in 
which we believe we stand proudly separate from the rest of the country on standards, specialities or whatever. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, we could. I thought of doing that for the psychologists. What if we just moved that in 
Western Australia we had a specialist qualification? The problem with that is that it does not bind the national 
law, which recognises people from other states who do not have those qualifications. People coming from 
another state without necessarily those same conditions might come to Western Australia when they are 
registered nationally. They can call themselves whatever they are allowed to call themselves nationally but not in 
Western Australia That would make it difficult in terms of what they can do and cannot do. I am not saying that 
it is not an option. When I first thought of it, I thought that there was no way we could do that. Having looked 
now at what it says about people having to have those qualifications anyway, people coming from another state 
who had all those qualifications, if the qualifications required were the same, maybe could call themselves a 
specialist when they come here when they were not allowed to in other states. It is something that is worth 
thinking about. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I just refer the minister again to the intergovernmental agreement, because the 
intergovernmental agreement says that we will implement as soon as practical legislation that is substantially 
similar. Because the words “substantially similar” are in that intergovernmental agreement signed off by Western 
Australia, I believe the amendments that I will put forward to the house tonight are substantially similar—in fact, 
I think they improve practice but they are similar—and will ensure that there is a better standard of practice in 
Western Australia. If the minister accepts these amendments that I will put forward, I would hope that when the 
ministers in the other states see these modifications and realise the benefits of these modifications, they would 
also seek to enact similar modifications to their legislation. 

Mr R.H. COOK: In terms of the national legislation, I want to return momentarily to the example of dental 
therapists. What would be the interaction between the national board of dentists and the ministerial council on an 
inconsistency about how they wanted to apply practices across the profession? Say, for instance, the minister and 
the very wise Labor ministers for health wanted to introduce what the minister has talked about for dental 
therapists, and it was resisted by the national board on the basis that it wanted to defend or retain the status quo, 
how would that relationship work from the point of view of a national council and a national board having 
inconsistent views? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We are not as a ministerial council able to direct boards on what they do and do not register. 
We can stop them from doing some things but we cannot force them to do things that they do not want to do, so 
it would be up to the dental board to make decisions about the operation of dental therapists. 

Mr R.H. COOK: In that context, how does one actually implement reform in any area of health if we are not in 
a position to evolve or develop the circumstances in which the professions operate if we lose that capacity to 
direct? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The capacity to reform, in effect, needs to come from within the professions. We get to a 
point that it is whoever is on the board. As state ministers, there is no capacity for us. We, in effect, lose the 
capacity to force change on professions that do not want it.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I quote from Queensland’s Health Practitioner Regulation (Administrative 
Arrangements) National Law Act 2008 — 

Notification and publication of directions 

(1) A copy of any direction given by the Ministerial Council to the National Agency is to be given 
to the Chairperson of the Agency Management Committee. 

(2) A copy of any direction given by the Ministerial Council to a National Board is to be given to 
the Chairperson of the National Board. 

My understanding of that is that the ministerial council can tell the national board what to do. That is not what 
the minister has just put on the record. That is section 12, “Notification and publication of directions”, from 
Queensland’s Health Practitioner Regulation (Administrative Arrangements) National Law Act 2008. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Member for Alfred Cove, we are on clause 1, which is the 
short title of the bill.  
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: This is in relation to clause 1, because this is talking about the scope of the bill and why 
this bill has been titled as it has. The minister has just made a statement to this house. Unless he is able to explain 
that statement, the minister may have unwittingly misled the house.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have not misled the house. I have been able to find the clause that backs what I say, 
thankfully. There is a requirement to table, as the member says, when the ministerial council gives a direction, 
but there are limitations, as I said, on when and in what circumstances the ministerial council can give a 
direction. It comes a long way into the bill. I do not know if the house wants me to debate it now. I think we 
should deal with that when we get there.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I move — 

Page 2, line 6 — To delete “The local application provisions of this Act come” and substitute — 

This Act comes 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 3 to 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7: Exclusion of legislation of this jurisdiction — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have a concern about clause 7, “The exclusion of legislation of this jurisdiction”. It 
outlines matters relating to the Ombudsman; a body where people might reasonably expect that they could lodge 
a complaint. It outlines that that right to appeal to the Ombudsman would not exist any longer at a state level but 
it would be dealt with through national law. My concern is that that could be a very cumbersome process for 
someone in Western Australia, who would have to lodge a complaint through a national body. For it to be 
effective, we would need to have local representation. I am curious to hear from the minister how that might 
work.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: In relation to the commonwealth, there is a commonwealth Ombudsman. They will appoint a 
national registration accreditation system—from now on we will call it N-RAS. If someone needs an issue dealt 
with by an Ombudsman, they will access the national Ombudsman, who has a state representative to deal with 
those issues.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I seek further clarification that there would be somebody here in Western Australia, or 
in the north of the state, if the origin of the complaint was in the Pilbara or the Kimberley, who would be readily 
accessible to a complainant.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am advised that it will not necessarily be someone in Western Australia. That is the 
information I have been given. Sorry, just to clarify that: my earlier statement was incorrect. It is a nationally 
appointed Ombudsman. It is up to them then how they deal with issues in each state. They can send people over. 
They have the power to deal with those things.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I wonder if the minister will clarify this for the house: I believe that the powers under 
the federal Freedom of Information Act are very different from the state’s freedom of information powers. Could 
the minister clarify those powers and the differences that will make in terms of FOI requests?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do not know the differences between the national Freedom of Information Act and the 
state Freedom of Information Act.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I have been reading the two acts. The powers under those two acts are very different. I 
do not think we should be proceeding with this legislation if the minister is not able to explain to this house what 
we are going to lose in relation to health care by going from a state-controlled Freedom of Information Act to a 
commonwealth-controlled Freedom of Information Act. I believe the debate should be adjourned.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: My advice is that they both have the same fundamental aims and outcomes, but the actual 
individual details of comparison between the bills is not known, nor could we expect to know what those 
individual details are. We are adopting a national law on health, not debating the differences between freedom of 
information acts in different jurisdictions.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I think, however, that it is obviously appropriate that if we have a situation where people take 
a local complaint to a state board for resolution—and that is indeed why the ministerial council has asked all the 
national boards to delegate that complaint authority to the state boards—surely it would be captured under state 
legislation in terms of the freedom of information process. We could remedy this simply by deleting 
paragraph (c) of clause 7 to make sure the Freedom of Information Act in Western Australia remains in force.  
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I do not want to delay proceedings, but I ask that this clause lie on the table of the 
house so that the minister and other members of the house have an opportunity to look at the powers under both 
the federal and state Freedom of Information Acts to see whether this will make a difference to future 
applications.  

Further consideration of the clause postponed, on motion by Dr K.D. Hames (Minister for Health). 

Clause 8 put and passed.  

Clause 9: Minister’s direction —  

Mr R.H. COOK: I assume that this deals with the transfer of assets and incomes from the current state 
registration boards to the new national boards. As the minister would be well aware, the Western Australian 
branch of the Australian Medical Association is quite aggrieved about the transfer of assets under the minister’s 
direction to the national board. Is that the intent of the clause?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: This clause requires the transfer of local registration authority funds to the national boards. 
The member for Kwinana is right; some concern was expressed by the Australian Medical Association about 
transferring assets to the national board. However, the Medical Board of WA does not share that concern. I have 
had long discussions with Professor Con Michael who is, I am sure, well respected by all members in this house. 
There are different situations. Some states have more assets than others. In the end they are all held by the 
medical profession, if not by the medical profession in this state. The Medical Board of WA has accumulated 
funds through my registration, as a member of our medical profession, over the years, although it is not a huge 
amount of money. The reality is that we are adopting a national scheme. It was never going to be easy. There 
will be some minor winners and losers. If the body that will be affected the most by this was seriously 
concerned—I refer to the Medical Board of WA—it would have been extremely unhappy about it, but it is not. It 
accepts that it has to provide registration funds a year in advance and outstanding liabilities from accumulated 
registration funds, which go to part of the national pool rather than the state pool. There was no other way of 
doing it. The board has agreed to it.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I ask the minister to explain to the house how the amount of funds will be determined. 
Will the states be required to provide an equal amount? Will the money be based on the membership numbers for 
each of the states? The figure that has been bandied around as the amount that will be lost from Western 
Australia is $2 million. What will the amount be from each of the other states?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I understand that they need to pay one year of operating costs, plus any fees that are collected 
after the time of transfer.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: In the past the Nurses Board of WA has been very active in developing standards and 
competencies. I am disappointed to hear that this commonwealth grab for power is accompanied by a 
commonwealth grab for WA money.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is obviously not correct. This has nothing to do with the commonwealth. As much as I 
enjoy bagging the commonwealth at any given opportunity, this is not a commonwealth grab for money. It is not 
commonwealth funded. The nursing money will go to the national nurses board. The Medical Board money will 
go to the national medical board. The money will still be owned by the nurses, albeit it will be owned by all 
nurses in Australia. The Nurses Board of WA has done an excellent job in fundraising over the years. We had 
discussions with the national body to try to work out a way to keep some of the nurses’ money here and to use it 
for scholarships, which the Nurses Board pays for at present. Some jurisdictions have far greater amounts of 
money than we have in Western Australia and that money is going to the pool. We have agreed to look at 
funding those scholarships through the Department of Health to assist nurses with scholarships.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Given that we have mutual recognition in WA and that we already have excellent 
boards in WA, it remains that local money from local boards will be used to create an empire in the eastern 
states.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 10: Police Commissioner may give criminal history information —  

Mr R.H. COOK: Clause 10 refers to the powers of the Commissioner of Police to give criminal history 
information to national boards under the new legislation. Section 79 of the new act will require a national board 
to check a person’s criminal history before giving that person medical professional registration. It is interesting 
that proposed section 135 refers to the board having that power but it does not refer to it having to use it. Clause 
10 provides that the Commissioner of Police has the authority to provide a national board or other such agency 
with the criminal history of an applicant for registration or someone for whom they are doing a random check 
when that person is already registered. It is simply says that the Commissioner of Police may give criminal 
history information. It has been suggested that someone who has a spent conviction or who has served his time 
for a misdemeanour may have his health professional career held in check by an examination of his criminal 
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history, even though the offence may have been committed a long time ago. It was also put to me—this is a point 
about which I will need clarification—that it is simply a question of whether someone has been charged. That 
struck me as being an extraordinary if that is the case. I very much doubt it. I ask the minister to clarify that.  

Will the minister clarify for the house under clause 10(2) the circumstances in which a police commissioner 
would provide that information to the national board or to those other agencies, given that it is clearly an option 
that he or she may or may not execute? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am advised that the reason for this clause is that without it, under our state law, the 
Commissioner of Police is not allowed to give information. This provision just clears the way for him to provide 
that information. In later parts of the bill, we will deal with what the national board has to do in terms of seeking 
criminal history background. I guess the Commissioner of Police may decide not to give criminal history 
information, but why would he? I do not think it is appropriate in this bill for us to be forcing the Commissioner 
of Police to do something, but this just allows him to do it; it is then up to the national board to seek that 
information. I can give no reason why a police minister, when someone is seeking registration of a doctor, might 
fail to reveal a particular criminal history. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: This in fact relates to proposed sections 77 and 79 of the national law, which I briefly 
discussed with the Attorney General; I believe he will come into the chamber when we discuss these clauses of 
the bill. I believe the government has signed another intergovernmental agreement in which Western Australia 
will provide to the other states information in relation to spent convictions. I am not sure whether the minister 
would like to discuss the issue of spent convictions now or later. For mature-aged nursing and medical graduates, 
who might be 50 or 60 years of age, this will mean that a minor offence in which they were involved 30 or 40 
years ago will now go down on their record and become part of that national register. I have discussed with the 
Attorney General the fairness of including a serious offence or a recent offence in, say, the past 10 to 15 years. 
But it does seem to be pushing the boundaries to include a spent conviction from 30 or 40 years ago. People who 
have made an early mistake, which could be a minor mistake, will now have it included in their registration. 

Quorum 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the house. 

The SPEAKER: Ring the bells. A quorum is not present. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Why? Why are you doing this? 

Mr R.H. Cook: Because the Whip has a cunning plan! 

Dr K.D. Hames: The Whip has a cunning plan! 

Mr R.H. Cook: I don’t know. 

Dr K.D. Hames: What are you up to, member for Mandurah? It is not like we need extra people here. Are you 
planning a division? Just in relation to that, do you want to deal with it now or later? I will not be responding 
because I would prefer to deal with it when we get to the actual clause. 

The SPEAKER: A quorum is present. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.H. COOK: I might be chasing a technical rabbit down a hypothetical burrow, but proposed section 79 of 
the national law states that the board must check the criminal record of a person seeking registration; whereas 
clause 10 states that the police commissioner has discretion on whether that information will be provided. It is 
also not clear, as the member for Alfred Cove said, what the nature of that criminal history would be—whether it 
would be spent convictions, charges or things of that nature. I am not trying to hold up the discussion more than 
necessary. I am just curious about that aspect. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I wonder whether I could draw to the minister’s attention the fact that the Attorney 
General has come into the chamber, and ask the minister to give him a minute or two, as he is looking at clause 
10 and proposed sections 77 and 79. 

The SPEAKER: The question is that clause 10 stand as printed. All those in favour say aye — 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Mr Speaker, this section — 

Dr K.D. Hames: Didn’t she just speak? She has just spoken, I think. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Alfred Cove, there has not been an intervening speaker and I need to put the 
question to the house that clause 10 stand as printed. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I just asked the minister what he might have thought was a fairly trivial question, but it is one 
about which we should be quite clear, given the work that one of the health professionals has done in raising this 
issue; that is, the nature of the information that the police commissioner would provide under this clause, and 
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indeed whether we may find that someone cannot be registered because the police commissioner may or may not 
provide that information. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: As I said before, this clause is to allow the police commissioner to provide that information. 
There is a subsequent clause that deals with what the registration board does with that information. There are 
components that are required in terms of criminal history, and these are contained in the schedule. Members are 
getting to the schedule already. It refers to the meaning as — 

criminal history, of a person, means the following — 

(a) every conviction of the person for an offence, in a participating jurisdiction of elsewhere, and 
whether before or after the commencement of this Law; 

(b) every plea of guilty or finding of guilt by a court … 

(c) every charge made against the person for an offence, in a participating jurisdiction … before or 
after the commencement of this Law;  

criminal history law means a law of a participating jurisdiction that provides that spent or other 
convictions … 

The schedule goes on to refer to those criminal activities. However, whatever the member or I have on our 
criminal history is either recorded or it is not. Whether it is recorded as a finding of the court, depending on its 
nature—I really need the Attorney General here to help me with this—is whatever is recorded as a conviction. 
This gives the authority for the Commissioner of Police to provide that information to the national board. We 
will come later to what the national board has to do with that information and the decisions it can make based on 
that criminal history. It provides options for appeal so that someone who fails to be registered based on a 
criminal record can appeal that decision. There is a range of issues that we will deal with later. It is similar to 
what the national board does in relation to a spent conviction. 

Mr R.H. Cook: What schedule was that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is in part 1, proposed section 5, of the schedule. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 11 put and passed. 

Clause 12: Restriction on retail sale of contact lenses — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I signal my intention to oppose this clause. This clause on contact lenses was the one I spoke 
about earlier. It was opposed in our party room as something that should not be part of the national law. It 
prevents people from providing contact lenses to people in the same way that they were provided through a store. 
This is a clause that only a few states were putting in their legislation and I have agreed with our members that 
we will delete it.  

Clause put and negatived. 

Clauses 13 and 14 put and passed. 

Clause 15: Acts repealed — 

Mr R.H. COOK: Clause 15 repeals the state acts of Parliament that will no longer be necessary under the 
national scheme. Clause 15(m), which deals with the Psychologists Act, is of particular interest to me. It has 
been put to us by a number of psychology specialists that we should be simply leaving the Psychologists Act in 
place. That, as the minister observed, would create a dual system, but it may in fact strengthen the minister’s 
hand in being able to negotiate on a more fulsome basis, for want of a better description, with his colleagues in 
other states. We could revisit a very small bill later in the year, once he had achieved the agreement of his 
colleagues to remove the Psychologists Act. But perhaps in the context of these discussions, he needs a bigger 
stick to bring about the reforms that I think everyone in this place has been nodding their heads in furious 
agreement over—that is, we want to preserve the specialist nature of the psychology profession. As I have said 
before, I acknowledge the minister’s support for the retention of the specialist category for the psychology 
profession, and I ask him what would be the material effect of deleting clause 15(m), and also, to foreshadow, 
the effect of clause 16(2)(n). 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have two issues about that. Firstly, it is not possible, obviously, to separate those who are 
concerned about what is in the law and those who are not—that is, the rest of the psychologists who are in 
agreement with a national registration system. They have not approached the member for Kwinana because they 
do not have an issue. The member might find that just as many people would be beating on the member’s door 
and saying, “Why are you doing this?” as the ones beating on the door saying, “No.”  

Mr R.H. Cook: Indeed. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: As far as they are concerned, they are of the view that the legislation is going through and 
they will be part of a national registration system, which, to my understanding, is what they want.  

Secondly, I am advised by my legal advisers that it would create a significant anomaly in how the state operates. 
This bill is being put through as state law, so there would be one state law that states one thing and another state 
law that states something totally different with different requirements. There would be two state laws affecting 
the same psychologists. All that is being done is not deleting the word “psychologist”; all the other things that 
relate to national registration, including the National Psychology Board, are still in place and still doing all those 
things they do, yet I still have a requirement, as state minister, to continue to operate the State Psychology Board. 
I think having a twin system such as that is not good practice or good management. We need to work on the 
issue that the psychologists have, which comes from the national board, not specifically from the legislation. We 
need to work in that forum and with the other ministers to achieve change. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I accept the minister’s arguments that this is not perhaps the best situation that we find 
ourselves in, but we find ourselves in a very bad situation indeed. It is a situation whereby we risk losing the 
standards we have in Western Australia in the recognition of a specialist if the minister is not successful in his 
negotiation with the other ministers later in the year. If the minister is not successful, what then?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I need to go back to the copy of the requirements of the Psychology Board of Australia. It is 
my contention that in the worst case scenario—that is, if we do not get that profession called a “specialist clinical 
psychologist”—in an actual practical sense there will be no difference in the requirement for educational 
qualifications. The national board requires that someone who wants to be a clinical psychologist has to do all of 
those things that they currently do. The same standard of training and education is required under the 
endorsement side of it as would be required without calling them a specialist. To be eligible for endorsement in 
one of the approved practices, an accredited doctorate in one of the approved areas of practice and a minimum 
one year of approved supervision, or, alternatively, an accredited masters degree, is required. I understand from 
the psychologists who I have talked to that that is what most of them have. On top of their normal psychology 
degree, they had done a three-year or four-year masters degree, and then a further two years of supervision 
approved by the board. They told me that they had done 10 years of training, which is amazing really when we 
think that in medicine we do six years, plus then we can do three more if we want to. That is an amazing degree 
of training, and I think they deserve to be recognised as specialists, having done that amount. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Then why haven’t we got to that point? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know why. A lot of the psychologists on the board are from other states and they do 
not understand how our system works and do not see the need for using the word “specialist”. The view they 
gave to one of my staff who was in contact with them is that the requirements are exactly the same, and what is 
everyone complaining about. The requirements for training for the education — 

Mr R.H. Cook: If there is no complaint about it, they should just comply with the higher standard. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member and I both agree on that. But I return to the statement the member made about 
the standard being lower—that is not correct. The standard will remain the same; it is the terminology that is 
different. I agree that the terminology should be “specialist”, but it does not change the standard of education 
required.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Can the minister clarify whether, nationally, we will have “clinical psychologists”, or 
“psychologists (clinical endorsed)”? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No; in every other state and territory, if people want to call themselves clinical psychologists, 
they have to meet the standard of training. They cannot call themselves a clinical psychologist in another state 
unless they have done all this training; they would be just psychologists. This legislation creates a national 
standard that states that if a person wants to be a clinical psychologist or any of those other listed specialities 
such as clinical, counselling, forensic, clinical neuropsychology or organisational psychology, these are the only 
ways that can be achieved. A transition clause has been incorporated that enables a clinical psychologist to 
continue to use the title for three years—sorry, I misunderstood the advice I was given. The transition clause 
allows them to call themselves specialist psychologists for three years, but that does not seem to help because, to 
me, it is silly if they can call themselves a specialist for three years and then they have to stop. I will continue to 
pursue that. The only reason I stood was to reiterate that, from what I can see, in my view the standard of 
training required will not be any less. Other states will have to meet that standard and to be a clinical 
psychologist or work in any of those other areas a person will have to do that degree of training.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Are there psychologists practising in other states who call themselves clinical psychologists, 
who do not have the same level of qualifications as those practising in Western Australia but who call 
themselves clinical psychologists?  
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Dr K.D. HAMES: My advice is that there may be some area of endorsement, but I do not know whether the 
term “clinical psychologist” is used in other states. In order to call themselves clinical psychologists, they would 
still need to meet those requirements. I presume they would have a transitional option—the same as our people 
do.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clauses 16 to 39 put and passed.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

APPROVALS AND RELATED REFORMS (NO. 4) (PLANNING) BILL 2009 

Third Reading 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [9.42 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [9.43 pm]: I rise to add some comments to this debate following the 
consideration in detail stage of this legislation. I believe that this legislation will improve the planning process in 
Western Australia. I saw some external commentary on our debate as we went through the second reading stage 
and consideration in detail. There is a view in some local government areas that this legislation could lead to 
excessive lobbying of local government members on the development assessment panels and of the expert 
people who would also be appointed to the DAPs. That is a concern that some local governments, mostly 
western suburbs local governments, have but I do not think it is a well-founded concern. The reality is that our 
present planning process is just as vulnerable to the lobbying that the mayors of the Town of Cottesloe and the 
Town of Claremont have been putting forward. The fact is that local government presently has a process that 
requires that declarations are made. I am sure that the same process will be followed when it comes to dealing 
with the DAPs in the future. There will be a clear need for either the experts or the councillors appointed to the 
DAPs to make declarations about the sorts of lobbying representations they receive. I hope that the experts will 
be very careful and very circumspect about the sorts of people they meet when it comes to hearing about 
developments that they may be considering.  

I think we will see an improvement in the present situation because we are talking about heightening the level of 
professionalism. If this legislation is properly implemented, it will result in a better planning process. It will have 
a degree of streamlining associated with it, but we will have a high degree of professionalism. That is not a slight 
on those who are engaged in the present process but a recognition of the reality. Local government in Western 
Australia today is staffed at officer level. It is represented at the elected councillor level by people who are very 
well intentioned. They are committed to delivering the best possible outcomes for their communities but they are 
already overstretched. Councillors at that elected councillor level do their very best but they are generally not in 
full-time positions; they have to hold down other jobs. It is unreasonable to expect them to grapple with the 
complexities that go with some of these very complex developments that come before them—developments so 
major that they really will shape the way our state looks in the future. It is vital that we have an increasing level 
of professionalism. I urge those local governments that have raised doubts about this legislation to seriously 
consider where the present situation has got us. It could be greatly improved. Our present planning system has let 
us down from time to time. This is an opportunity for dramatic improvement.  

When we are dealing with $7 million and $15 million projects and beyond—big scale developments that will 
capture the public’s imagination; projects that the community will expect to have input into—that is a good 
thing. With an increased level of professionalism, we will be able to see a greater level of community input. I 
mentioned in my speech on the second reading — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: This is not a third reading speech. You realise that, don’t you? It is more like another second 
reading speech. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am just going over some of the ground that we have touched on. I have made the 
point that we have seen some external commentary since we debated the issue and I think it is important that that 
be part of our discussions in this place. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It’s supposed to be in relation to consideration in detail. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: As far as the consideration in detail debate is concerned, we have made some 
suggestions and changes. One of the points that I really wanted to get to was the role of state planning policies 
and how they are a check in the system that enables us to ensure that the views of people are properly 
considered; I refer to not only those who live in a particular geographic area, but those people across the state 
who can contribute to a state planning policy. That is important. We saw an amendment go through in 
consideration in detail that means if the minister decides for some reason to not respect the terms of a Western 
Australian Planning Commission – developed state planning policy, the reasons why the minister has decided 
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not to respect that policy will be published. We have seen an improvement in this legislation during 
consideration in detail. In my short time in this place I have not seen that happen enough—that is, instances in 
which ministers have taken on board some of the comments, suggestions and amendments that have been put 
forward. As a result of doing it with this legislation, we have improved the legislation. I hope other ministers 
take note. As a result, we will have much better legislation.  

The substance of state planning policies means that they are very powerful documents. I think we need further 
development of state planning policies in a range of other areas to make sure we are covering all sorts of other 
concerns. The member for Alfred Cove moved amendments to provide height restrictions. Perhaps in some areas 
that is something that could be looked at through state planning policies. That is a very powerful mechanism 
through which to do things. The ideal for many would be an obligation on people to respect the terms of the state 
planning policy. A development assessment panel would have to heed, not just have due regard for, the content 
of a state planning policy. However, I think the accountability mechanisms adopted through the amendment 
process will provide greater clarity. If the terms of the state planning policy are not respected, the reasons will be 
publicised and, ultimately, those who do not respect the terms will be held to account through the democratic 
process. I see this legislation as a means of increasing the democratisation of our planning process. I do not go 
along with those who believe it could expose the system to greater lobbying efforts. I can understand that that 
could be a concern to people, but I thing those concerns are not well founded. I support this legislation.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [9.51 pm]: I think this is the worst piece of planning legislation to have 
been introduced into this house during my term as a member of this Parliament. As I have said before, the 
unintended consequences of this legislation could be the destruction of my area and the areas of many other 
members. If there were more Independent members in this house they would be standing up opposing this 
legislation because they would be acknowledging that their community wants to have a say about the way 
developments occur within their areas. This bill will take away the capacity for the local community to be 
involved. As I have said before, this bill will allow the WA Planning Commission to go to the minister and for 
the minister to say, “Go ahead, develop a scheme.” The minister might seek feedback from the Environmental 
Protection Authority, the Swan River Trust and whatever else, but the WAPC does not have to act on 
submissions from those bodies. In fact, another bill that will be introduced here soon will take away the right of 
appeal to the EPA so the situation will be even worse. This is not good legislation.  

The government could have agreed to my amendment. It was not a major amendment; it was a minor amendment 
that sought to have a proposal of more than 36 metres or 12 storeys sit on the table of both houses so that the 
community would know about it. The community could have let their local members know what they thought of 
proposed planning schemes. I am sure people like to think they have an opportunity through their local members 
to oppose developments they believe will destroy the amenity of their area. As members of this place we are 
meant to represent our communities.  

Mr M. McGowan: Hear, hear!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Gosnells expressed concern for the western suburbs and referred to 
WA Inc revisited. It is not just the western suburbs that are fund raising because of this legislation. My 
constituents and those in South Perth are also fund raising and hoping that, although the government did not 
accept my amendment in this house, through continued lobbying it might be accepted by the government in the 
upper house. Without that amendment, the people at the WAPC, who believe they know best, could make 
decisions that destroy the amenity of areas around Perth. I showed members diagrams of what is proposed in my 
area. Developments in Applecross – Mt Pleasant could be as high as 30 storeys. In briefings with the minister’s 
staff they said they thought the limit would be only 20 storeys. But I gather from the project team that if a certain 
number of floors accommodate community facilities the height could be greater. Rather than a building being 20 
storeys it could be 25 or 30 storeys high. My community members do not want that; they want an opportunity to 
say to this Parliament that they disagree with a scheme that has been proposed by the WAPC. My community 
wants that opportunity through me as their local member and through the member for South Perth. At the 
moment, under that scheme, only 10 storeys are proposed for his area next to the river. I must admit that I am 
disappointed that the member for South Perth did not support my amendment. I am sure some of his constituents 
will be disappointed too.  

This is not good legislation. There are no checks and balances on the provisions in this legislation. The 
government has sat in this house and complained about the federal government’s grab for this state’s share of the 
GST. What will this legislation do? It will take away the right of the average person who lives next door to each 
of us to have a say on what developments happen in their area. We are being told that they do not have a right to 
have a say because Perth’s population is increasing. We are being told that this legislation is necessary due to 
transport-oriented development. As I showed members that very first day we debated the second reading, 
transport oriented development is meant to be up to 800 metres from the station; it should not comprise 20 or 30-
storey buildings more than one kilometre away from the station.  
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The other nonsense raised by members opposite was that this legislation will provide accommodation for 
students. I do not know where members opposite are coming from; no student will be able to afford an apartment 
in a 20 to 25-storey block. Think what the price will be. As I said, I know the minister does not intend the 
devastating consequences that this legislation will cause. People are saying to me that they cannot believe that a 
Liberal minister introduced this legislation. They said that they might have expected it from the member for 
Armadale, had she still occupied that portfolio. They are asking why on earth the Liberal government did not 
knock this legislation on the head or modify it when it came into power. It will not affect just my electorate. I 
referred in the house to the Canning Bridge precinct vision. The minister sat at the table and said there was no 
guarantee there would not be a scheme for my area. If he cannot guarantee that a scheme will not be developed 
in my area, as I said before, he cannot guarantee there will not be a scheme for Cottesloe, Peppermint Grove, 
Claremont, Nedlands and Mosman Park. I will put the names of those suburbs on the table. 

Members opposite may be unhappy because property prices might be a bit higher in those areas. I have had 
people come into my office to tell me how they have saved up, retired and bought property in what they thought 
was a beautiful green area near the river. Now they have the fear of 20 and 30-storey concrete buildings being 
built next to them. 

Mr M. McGowan: Maybe 40 storeys. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: What a joke the member for Rockingham’s comments were. He said that this is good 
legislation. He said that in his electorate there are 12-storey developments near the foreshore. He said that has 
done wonders. What would his constituents say if on the table was the Rockingham precinct vision with 30-
storey skyscrapers along the foreshore? 

This legislation is very disappointing. The community is now starting to lobby upper house members. It has not 
yet given up hope on this government. I have not yet given up hope on this government. I know that there are 
members on this side of the house who agree with me about this legislation and who believe that there should be 
checks and balances and that we should not just allow the Western Australian Planning Commission to do this. 
One day the pendulum is going to swing. This government will not be sitting on this side of the house. It will not 
be able to stop what is being put forward now as transport-oriented development, which will affect those western 
suburbs and is the reason this “Draft Canning Bridge Precinct Vision” is on the table for my area. It is transport-
oriented development. The member for Gosnells—what a joke—said that we should have more state planning 
policies. The “State Planning Policy” states, I think, that because of the increase in Perth’s density, and maybe in 
metropolitan areas—I do not have the legislation with me—there can be an increase in density of up to R30. The 
increase in density that is being put forward for my area, I think, takes the density to R60 or R100. It does not fit 
with the “State Planning Policy”.  

Comments such as “We can develop state planning policies and we could have policies to protect areas,” are 
garbage. We know that a lot of the policies that are put out by government departments are not worth the paper 
they are written on. They may be worth the paper they are written on only for the objectives of the government 
of the day. Again, I take members back to development of the apartment block at the Raffles. The Swan River 
Trust policy at that time was that there should be no development six metres from the river’s edge, yet we have a 
17-storey tower within those boundaries, so that policy was just ignored. It is no good saying that we will 
develop policies and we will make sure that the community has some say on those policies. This is legislation, 
and it is what we are meant to be here for. We are meant to be here acting in the best interests — 

Mr P.B. Watson: Of everybody. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: — of everybody. We are not put here as gods. This legislation takes all the power away 
from the community. The community will have no say in planning developments when this legislation passes 
through Parliament, because we know that WAPC has ignored community comments in the past. I certainly have 
no faith in its doing an about-turn and listening to what the community has to say. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: We have absolute faith in the minister. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: How long is he going to be the minister for? How long will it be before the pendulum 
swings and he is going to be back on the other side of the house? Those people in Mosman Park, Cottesloe and 
Claremont will then be exposed to the same thing that my residents are being exposed to now, which is 
transport-oriented development of 20 and 30 storeys. 

This is a sad day — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: A dark day. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It is a dark day for this Parliament. It is a dark day for the Liberal Party. How many 
times did I tell the Minister for Police when he was on the other side of the house that as an Independent Liberal 
I believe that I adhere more to the true Liberal values than do many members of the Liberal Party. This bill 
shows just that. What is the philosophy of the Liberal Party? The philosophy is about people’s rights and 
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freedoms. The government is just taking them away. Members of both parties laugh because they like the idea. 
Labor Party members love the idea because they know that one day the pendulum is going to swing, and when it 
does, they will have power with this legislation. They know what they could not get through previously because 
the community would be up in arms about developments. It does not matter what the community thinks now 
because the community will not have a say. This legislation is taking power away from local communities. This 
is a dark day. What was the Labor Party philosophy? It was local decisions and local leaders. Labor members do 
not want local decisions. This bill does not allow for local decisions. It does not allow for local input. The only 
thing this bill does is state that a few people who sit on the WAPC can go to the minister of the day and say that 
they would like to develop a planning scheme for an area. They can give the minister of the day a reason. For my 
area it is transport-oriented development, but they will have other reasons for other areas. They will have the 
reasons they will need to develop a beach or a national park. The Planning Commission will put up lots of 
reasons for developments. I am disappointed with the member for Gosnells because I have argued on behalf of 
my area. Here sits the ex-president of the Conservation Council. I had a briefing with representatives of the 
council yesterday and they were horrified. I said they needed to go and see the member for Gosnells. I cannot 
believe that he came from a body like that. It is a bit like the federal Minister for Environment Protection, 
Heritage and the Arts. Before he became a federal minister, he had been the federal president of the 
Conservation Council. All of a sudden the member for Gosnells joins a party and runs with the party line. He 
forgets about the principles that he held in his former life. Members have forgotten where they have come from. 
They have forgotten why they are here, with this legislation. Who was it who just mentioned democracy? What a 
joke! This legislation is not about democracy. This is not about giving anything to the people —  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I think it is about democracy. The majority of the house supports it.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The majority of the house is ignoring it. This will not go away. Minister for Police, 
people will remember when these developments —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: How can the member support a government that brings in a piece of legislation like this! You 
should think about joining another political party!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Minister for Police, people will remember that it was a Liberal government that put this 
legislation on the table. People will remember that it was a Liberal government that allowed this to happen; that 
allowed the Western Australian Planning Commission to take over the planning and development of Perth and to 
take over the destruction of beautiful suburbs. My electorate contains beautiful suburbs. I have a wonderful 
community and beautiful suburbs, the amenity of which could be destroyed. Maybe not—I have confidence in 
this minister. I do not think he is out to destroy the amenity of my area —  

Mr M. McGowan: Look at him—he is an evil genius!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Although I do not believe that the Minister for Planning wants to destroy my area, 
putting this bill on the table will allow destruction in the future based on this silly notion of transport-oriented 
development. Elderly people cannot walk across Canning Bridge to get to that train station. When the 
temperature is 35 to 40 degrees and I am carrying a computer and a bag of books, it is difficult to walk over the 
Canning Bridge to get to the train station. We should not support legislation that takes power away from local 
communities because residents in local communities have a say when it is local councils. 

Mr C.C. Porter interjected.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I do not need a bigger local community. I have a wonderful local community as it is.  

Going back to my area, do members know what the biggest problem is in my area? It is traffic. It banks up to 
North Lake Road. The Canning Bridge precinct vision does not even address the traffic problems. I will be 
interested to see what is in the budget this year. Maybe I will be surprised and there will be money in the budget 
for a tunnel from Sleat Road onto the freeway and over to South Perth. The number one problem in my area is 
traffic congestion. Maybe the minister, knowing that this is a problem, has been in discussions with the 
Treasurer. Maybe we are going to see that funding.  

I will not support this legislation. I am very hopeful that members have listened carefully, particularly the 
member for South Perth — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I will call a division on this bill because it is so important.  

Mr M. McGowan: Have we got the numbers, boys?  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I am not sure if the member for Fremantle is still here at the moment. If she was here, I 
know it would be the two of us as Independents on one side. We believe our communities should come first and 
that we should be listening to community opinions. It will be a sad day for this government and this Parliament if 
this legislation goes through. As I said, it may be five years, it may be 10 years, but this legislation will come 
back to bite members on this side.  
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MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.14 pm]: The opposition, as the member for Gosnells indicated, will 
support this legislation. But, having heard the oratory of the member for Alfred Cove, I am now wavering. I have 
listened to the arguments in favour of the Woollard way from Sleat Road through to —  

Dr J.M. Woollard: The community way!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The force and power of the oratory is starting to make people on all sides waver on this 
important issue. The other thing I note is how appallingly badly the member for Alfred Cove’s colleagues on that 
side treat her. It is shocking to watch.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: I am an Independent.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: They laugh when she speaks. They make fun, with wisecracks around the chamber. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What were you doing?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: They mock. They are things we would never do!  

Dr J.M. Woollard: What a joke!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: We treat the member for Alfred Cove with the utmost respect in this place. We consult, 
listen and vote, when possible, in relation to how she would like us to vote. All I hear from the Liberal Party is 
scorn and derision, particularly from the member for South Perth. He treats the member for Alfred Cove like 
rubbish in this place. I am, for one, appalled. I hope other members are. I seek some support here from other 
members about how appalled they are about the way she is treated.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Appalled! It is a dark day.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Whilst the member’s speech was extraordinary, the best suggestion I heard was from the 
member for Mandurah when he said that the member for Alfred Cove should put it to the Premier that she 
become the new Treasurer of Western Australia! I know the Premier is handing over the portfolio at 
Christmastime. He said that on radio the other morning. The member just needs to put her case. I think the 
member for Alfred Cove is the one! She could very well be the dark horse in relation to this issue. The member 
kept saying it was a dark day—I think she is the dark horse when it comes to the next Treasurer. No wonder the 
member for Bateman has left the chamber—he is upset that his prospects of becoming the new Treasurer of 
Western Australia are now somewhat under a cloud because of the prospect that the member for Alfred Cove 
will come through the middle and assume the Treasury! 

Having listened to the member for Alfred Cove’s oratory, and the force and power of her arguments that Alfred 
Cove will be turned into a wasteland under the evil genius over here, the member for Darling Range, whilst I am 
wavering, I am still not convinced. I cannot see Alfred Cove turning into a wasteland despite the powerful 
imagery the member put into my mind that this legislation would cause Alfred Cove to become a wasteland. 
What was a beautiful, green area alongside the river will become a cement-covered 30-storey-high ghetto under 
the administration of the Minister for Planning. Whilst some people might have those thoughts in their heads, I 
do not think that is going to happen. What I can say is this: we support this legislation for a few reasons—one is 
we think the planning processes need to be streamlined. We think the processes need to be quickened and 
improved. We acknowledge that there has been an enormous amount of development in the city. The sprawl has 
gone on and on. We went through that in the second reading debate. It has gone on and on. There has to be an 
increased effort to provide higher density living in proximity to where people work and where transport options 
are. The principal reason we support this legislation is that we see the need for that style of development here in 
Perth, Western Australia. I read the statistics somewhere that Perth is the most spread-out city in the world. The 
size and geography of the city is somewhere in the vicinity of London, which is a city up to 15 times the 
population of Perth. Something needs to be done about that. The former Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 
did a lot about that. The Member for Armadale had a genuine commitment to providing higher density 
developments around public transport options, which was a good thing. This legislation might improve the 
prospect of that happening in the future, and therefore it has an environmental aspect. Anyone who has been to 
Europe or the United States of America will know that the natural environment will suffer if cities continue to 
sprawl and expand. The other day I saw a story on the effect that urban development is having on the Peel–
Harvey estuary. That development will sprawl because of the landholdings there. We need to improve it at some 
level in whatever way we can. 

Another point that we made initially in the briefings and in our public statements was that changes needed to be 
made to the development assessment panels because the amount involved with the developments at which it 
kicked in was too low. I am pleased that the minister has agreed that that is appropriate and has lifted the 
amounts at which the development assessment panels will kick in. We suggested that the cost needed to be borne 
by the state, or at least not by local government, and that has happened. We also wanted to remove the prospect 
of the resurrection or reinstatement of the ministerial appeals process, and that has happened under the 
legislation. They were the principal changes to the legislation that we suggested. To his credit, the minister 
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listened to what we said and has made the appropriate changes. When we make demands about the way in which 
legislation should be changed, and those demands are met, we can hardly say that we will not support the 
legislation. 

We appreciate what the minister has done. He is a decent fellow. We gave him a hard time last Thursday 
afternoon but he took it in relatively good spirits, although he was somewhat comatose and kept talking about his 
dentistry practice. I wonder whether he has some happy gas in his office to keep him in the good manner in 
which he conducts himself in this place! We could probably attach some to the door; we would all enjoy 
ourselves a lot more! The chamber is sealed these days. It would be quite an enjoyable and interesting experience 
during debates. I appreciate that the minister made the changes that we suggested. 

The member for Alfred Cove said that there would be no community input. Local government councillors sit on 
the development assessment panels. They may not be in the majority but they nearly are. They also will be from 
the relevant local government in which the development will take place. To say that there is no local input does 
not recognise that reality. I know that the member is a forceful, logical, considered and reasonable advocate but 
there will be local input by elected people on the development assessment panels. That will ameliorate some of 
the concerns about the level of local input. I accept some concerns about the Western Australian Planning 
Commission, but I had them already. In my only experience with the WAPC, it did exactly what my community 
and I did not want. I was a minister at that time and the WAPC allowed the approval of an electrical substation 
on a piece of land that I did not want it on. The WAPC could have put it elsewhere, which is what I understood 
was going to happen, but the commission held a meeting and decided to put it there. 

Dr J.M. Woollard: Now you are giving it the power to do whatever it wants. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It has done things of that nature before and perhaps it does need to listen more to the 
views of the community. I do not believe that this legislation will make it any more or less likely that the WAPC 
will do that. In any event, we support improving and streamlining the planning approvals process so that 
hopefully we can stop the endless sprawl of Perth and make it easier for applicants, particularly homeowners or 
builders and people who want to create economic activity, to get things done, and we can reduce the costs for the 
ordinary, good citizens in Alfred Cove and in Duncraig Road, Applecross, who want to build their houses. We 
want to achieve more certainty about the process and perhaps a less expensive outcome. They are the reasons 
why the opposition supports the government’s legislation. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [10.25 pm]: I will make a short contribution to the debate because I could not let 
the opportunity go past. As has already been mentioned, this side of the house will support the Approvals and 
Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Bill 2009. From a personal perspective, I believe that this bill is long 
overdue. I will present to the house an example of why a greater hand in planning is absolutely needed, 
particularly for urban design. The short title of this bill could have been renamed the “Fremantle Amendment”. 
Since 1987, the City of Fremantle has been in terminal decline and in the grip of fundamentalist nay-sayers and 
people who will not allow the city to grow. That underscores the need for this sort of plan. There is no more 
evidence for that than the Mayor of Fremantle’s own statement in which he said that because of the neglect of 
Fremantle and its commercial space, Fremantle is now 120 000 square metres short of the required demand. I 
note from the second reading speech that by 2031 there will be 556 000 new residents in the southern corridor. It 
would be intolerable if there was not a commercial centre from which businesses could launch themselves in 
support of not only the residents in that corridor, but also the greater needs of the state in creating a visionary and 
contemporary city in the City of Fremantle. 

We have seen in Fremantle fundamentalist nay-sayers who will stop any attempt by the business community in 
particular to establish a commercial centre that supports their businesses. A good case in point was the Alcoa 
headquarters. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What about live sheep exports? 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: The exporting live sheep is always an issue down there. There are sheep everywhere. 

Alcoa headquarters put its hands up in the air because of a dispute over one storey and it headed to Garden City 
where it set up its major headquarters. That was a loss to Fremantle. The fact that Fremantle is not the 
commercial centre for the whole southern corridor is a very good example of why this legislation is required. 

I could not let the member for Alfred Cove get away scot-free. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What is your view on the exporting of live sheep? 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I like sheep but I am not a Kiwi! 

The member for Alfred Cove has been running what I can only describe as a woolly sham of a campaign in her 
own little patch in Alfred Cove. What she has perpetrated on her own constituents is a very shallow attempt to 
ingratiate herself in her own electorate for her own electoral gain. I am talking specifically about how she created 
her own vision for Alfred Cove, which she calls the “Vision for Canning Bridge”. It was presented by her and 
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was advertised at great length at every and any possible opportunity. She states that the sun will be blocked out 
and that the entire foreshore will be in continual shade. That would worry the member for Alfred Cove, I am 
sure. She said there will be 20-plus storey towers wherever one turns. She says that the density created would be 
so great that there would not be any room for streets. She made no allocation for roads in her vision. She is also 
saying that in this 20-storey jungle there will be no opportunity for additional road leverage; that is, road 
easement. That, in itself, is completely refuted by the council and the hard–put–upon mayor and chief executive 
officer of the City of Melville who are at their wits’ end with their local member and the lack of support they get 
out of her. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: There are guidelines set down by the Melville council that will be taken into consideration 
by this legislation to ensure the protection of view corridors, plot ratios and solar orientation. I therefore do not 
know how that all gets sorted out in the concrete mass that the member for Alfred Cove would have us believe 
in. Her vision also shows 20 storeys sitting on a single lot. There is not a planning scheme out there that allows 
for that to occur in Alfred Cove. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Please, in the future, the member for Alfred Cove should just stick up for her constituents 
and look after them with a little bit of honesty and a little bit of tact, and not just look after her own self-serving 
needs. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [10.30 pm]: I did not intend to speak in this third reading debate, as I have 
spoken before, but the opposition is doing its best to wedge me and the member for Alfred Cove. Alfred Cove is 
my neighbouring constituency and I have to say that as my electorate borders one side of Canning Bridge and the 
member for Alfred Cove’s constituency is on the other side, I think I have more knowledge of what happens at 
Canning Bridge than any other member, including the member for, is it Thornlie? 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Gosnells. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: The member for Gosnells. I support this legislation. 

Mr M. McGowan: Can you walk across the bridge, or is it too hot? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have spent a great deal of time at Canning Bridge with elderly constituents in my 
electorate who complain to me regularly about the dangers of trying to get to the station across five and six lanes 
of traffic. They have complained to me so much so that I met the Minister for Transport and members of the City 
of South Perth at Canning Bridge on Friday afternoon a few weeks ago where we spent an hour and a half. To 
whoever put a bus station at Canning Bridge, which I think happened under a previous coalition government: it 
is the worst bit of planning I have ever seen. After that was built, the previous government put a train station 
there. The train station is working for commuters going to Curtin University of Technology — 

Mr M. McGowan: At the demand of your predecessor. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: My predecessor did not want the train line to go along the freeway. 

Mr M. McGowan: No, but he demanded a station. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, he wanted a station at South Perth, not at Canning Bridge, but that is history. There 
is an interesting story in The West Australian this week. 

Mr M. McGowan: He wanted the whole project. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: That was not such a crazy idea. If the member for Rockingham went to Sydney, he would 
see that the government there has actually tunnelled under Sydney Harbour. 

Mr M. McGowan: That was about 25 years ago. Sydney Harbour Tunnel was opened in 1988. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: The member for Rockingham is saying we cannot tunnel. Phil Pendal was a visionary. 

I am saying that I understand what the planners of Perth are trying to do with transport-orientated development. 
It makes sense to have people living alongside stations, but not at a station such as the one at Canning Bridge 
where there is a river, a freeway, many lanes of interconnecting traffic and a crazy system where people cannot 
even get onto the freeway going south. At Manning Road people have to go to Canning Bridge, turn around and 
go back again. It is chaotic. What we are trying to do is put high-rise development around this transport node. 
There was a story in The West Australian this week, and that is why I am very reassured by my very good friend 
the Minister for Planning who says that this is only an idea. It is something that the department is looking at, but 
it will have to go through all the proper processes of consultation with people in both my electorate and the 
electorate of the member for Alfred Cove. A person called David Dale, a former planner, wrote a piece in The 
West Australian this week saying that Canning Bridge is not the ideal place for this type of development. He said 
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that the development should be at Burswood, which I think makes a lot of sense. Why are we not packing more 
people into a place like Burswood, where there is much easier access and we do not have the difficulties — 

Mr M. McGowan: We are! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We are packing them in around a racecourse. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: We might need to do both. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We probably will one day, but we are saying, “Let’s fix the transport situation at Canning 
Bridge first; let’s sort out what we want to do there.” The member for Alfred Cove has mentioned tunnelling; 
one day we might need some sort of a tunnel at Canning Bridge, because there is so much traffic. People who go 
south of the river to Rockingham jump on the freeway and whiz straight through. People who live around that 
area understand that there is a lot of traffic around Canning Bridge. I am not against high-rise developments in 
the right places, and I think we do need consultation. I support this legislation because I think we also need to 
streamline the planning process. If we are going to have a future planned vision for Perth, we need to do things 
like this. But we need to look at it properly, and we need to give the residents some say in the consultation 
process. Why, for instance, are we not putting more high-rise buildings in Northbridge? The member for 
Willagee complains that we cannot get any planning approval processes in Fremantle. Who is going to complain 
about a 30-storey apartment block in Fremantle? No-one. But if you go to an area like South Perth, Como or 
Applecross — 

Mr M. McGowan: Are you serious? Good luck! Are you saying that people won’t complain about a 30-storey 
apartment block in Fremantle? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am saying that it is a lot easier to construct a high-rise development in a built-up area — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Not in Freo, mate! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: — than in a place like Applecross or Como, which are leafy residential areas where 
people have been living for a long time; people have bought properties with a view of the Canning River or the 
Swan River. It is different from East Perth, as I said before, which was a degraded part of Perth. It was very easy 
to do a redevelopment there, or in Subiaco, where they knocked down old factories. That was a lot easier. We are 
looking at a place where people have very expensive properties. I do not think the member for Alfred Cove has 
anything to worry about because I do not think that this will happen. I think that commonsense will win the day. 
I would have no objection to high-rise developments along Canning Highway on your side of the river—sorry, 
on my side of the river! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I do not really have a problem with high-rise developments, provided they are in the right 
place. I would not mind if there were a hotel like the Raffles over on my side of the river, because I actually 
think the Raffles is a pretty good place to go. I support the member’s right to support her constituents in having a 
say in the process. I have confidence in the Minister for Planning, and I think we need to fix the planning system; 
we need to streamline it more. I do not think that any government would ride roughshod over a community that 
was so against something it was trying to put through. For instance, why do we not have more high-rise 
developments in Scarborough? It is because the residents fought against it. Why do we not have more high-rise 
developments in Cottesloe? It is because the residents said they did not want it. These are commonsense 
decisions made by governments. Although I understand the need for people to live around train stations, I think a 
lot of work needs to be done at Canning Bridge before we will even see the first shovel of soil turned. The 
member for Alfred Cove can relax, listen to me, and we will keep moving forward. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [10.39 pm]: — in reply: I thank members for their 
contribution to this debate, not only during the third reading stage but also previously. It has been wonderful to 
see some of the passion and enthusiasm displayed by members about planning law in this state and the quite 
significant amendments that are being made primarily to the Planning and Development Act 2005. A good 
collaborative and cooperative approach has been evident between government and opposition members for most 
of the debate, and, as I have said previously, I welcome the support of the opposition for this Approvals and 
Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Bill 2009. It will give the state greater ability to act in relation to the growth 
pressures in the state. It will put in place a better system than we have at the moment so that we can respond to 
the community’s genuine needs to strike an appropriate balance between catering for growth in population and 
economic growth in our state on the one hand, and providing for sustainable development and environmental 
protection, in which I am sure all members, including the member for Alfred Cove, are interested. 

I will not go through all issues raised because extensive debate took place during the second reading and 
consideration in detail stages, but I reiterate that there were some quite significant amendments moved by me pro 
forma prior to consideration in detail that addressed some of the issues raised by the opposition, as mentioned by 
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the member for Rockingham, and other issues identified by the government that needed to be incorporated into 
the bill.  

During consideration in detail, there were two opposition amendments, the intent of which I supported—
one from the member for Gosnells and one from the member for Nollamara. I thought they were worthy of 
support and they have been incorporated into the bill. The member for Gosnells’ amendment required that if a 
recommendation for a state planning policy to be adopted is rejected by the minister or by the government, the 
reasons for that decision need to be laid before both houses of Parliament. The member for Nollamara’s 
amendment was to ensure that members of development assessment panels will be paid for the time they are 
engaged in training to be members of those panels. 

Once again, I thank members, and also observe the fact that there has been quite a bit of debate in relation to the 
Canning Bridge precinct. I reiterate that there is a long way to go before the finalisation of plans for the precinct 
around Canning Bridge. There will be a lot more community discussion and opportunity for members of the 
local community, and indeed the wider community, to make submissions on the vision that has been put out 
there so far. It will be necessary to do a lot more work around the development of the plan for that area, not the 
least being traffic studies, and, as I think was pointed out to the member for Alfred Cove in a briefing we 
provided, the assessment of traffic management issues will be one of the next major stages to be undertaken. 
These issues will certainly not be ignored, and I am sure there will be a consultative but also a professional 
planning process undertaken by the Department of Planning and the WA Planning Commission in relation to the 
Canning Bridge precinct.  

Once again, I thank the clear majority of members of this house who showed their support for this bill. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (46) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr K.D. Hames Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr F.A. Alban Mrs L.M. Harvey Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.N. Hyde Mr P.T. Miles Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr I.C. Blayney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr M.P. Murray Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr M.D. Nahan Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr E. Constable Mr A. Krsticevic Mr C.C. Porter Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr M.J. Cowper Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr D.T. Redman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson  

Noes (2) 

Dr J.M. Woollard Ms A.S. Carles (Teller)  

Question thus passed.  

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  

ABORIGINAL HOUSING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment.  

House adjourned at 10.48 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 

SUBIACO REDEVELOPMENT SCHEME — BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT 

2549. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Planning 

When the Minister recently approved the amendment of the Subiaco Redevelopment Scheme to allow for the 
Australian Fine China precinct, he specifically set absolute height limits of five and six storeys for seven of the 
eight super lots. Why was this not done for Lot 207 which is on Darbon Crescent and across the road from two-
storey houses? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

The building heights for Lot 207, as prescribed within the Australian Fine China Design Guidelines provide 
specific restrictions on the height of future developments. Through the use of illustrated building envelopes and 
associated text, the controls for this site nominate maximum height limits that vary between three storeys and 
five storeys. The variation in height limits is designed to provide a transition in height from the central public 
open space within AFC down to an appropriate integration with the existing townhouses in Darbon 
Crescent. This is achieved with a three storey limit along Darbon Cresent and the five storey section being set 
back 15 metres to reduce the impact on Darbon Crescent.  

Given Lot 207 has a direct interface with the existing Darbon Crescent homes, as opposed to Lot 204 that will be 
separated by new townhouses for example, it was considered more appropriate to control this development by 
way of the detailed and specific requirements of the Design Guidelines rather than the more generic provisions 
of the Redevelopment Scheme. 

ACACIA PRISON — SERCO CONTRACT 

2553. Ms L.L. Baker to the Minister for Corrective Services 

With respect to the Acacia Prison contract between the State Government and Serco, will the Minister provide 
the details on: 

(a) the criteria used in the contract to determine when and how additional payments are made to achieve 
wage parity between public sector employees and those employed by Serco; and 

(b) which staff (levels and areas of employment or prescribed callings) are covered by this wage parity 
arrangement? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(a) Schedule 2, part 4 (a) — Wages Adjustment, of the Acacia Prison Services Agreement refers and states 
the following: 

(i) any Prison Workers (Relevant Prison Workers) are granted an increase in wages after the 
Commencement Date or after the date of any previous adjustment under this section, which 
increase exceeds the increase in CPI over that period; and 

(ii) within 6 months after that wage increase, the Contractor grants a wage increase (the Relevant 
Wage Increase) to Contract Workers holding equivalent positions to the Relevant Prison 
Workers (Relevant Contract Workers) which increase exceeds the increase in CPI over that 
period (the Relevant Period), 

The Contractor may apply to the State for a wages adjustment. 

In respect to the criteria used to determine the parity, Schedule 2 part (c) refers and states the following: 

(c) The Contractor's application must: 

(i) demonstrate that this section 4 applies; 

(ii) specify the percentage wage increase granted to Relevant Prison Workers (Prison 
Workers Percentage Increase); 

(iii) specify the percentage wage increase granted to Relevant Contract Workers 
(Contract Worker Percentage Increase); 

(iv) specify the increase in CPI over the Relevant Period as a percentage (CPI 
Percentage Increase); 
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(v) calculate a wages adjustment equal to that part of the increase in the Contractor's 
monthly wages costs which is attributable to the difference between: 

(A) the CPI Percentage Increase; and 

(B) the lower of the Prison Worker Percentage Increase and the Contract Worker 
Percentage Increase; 

(vi) identify the date from which the Relevant Wages Increase took effect (the Wages 
Adjustment Date) and provide a sufficient level of detail and supporting evidence to 
enable the State to verify the Contractor's application and calculations. 

The State currently pays Serco the parity in equal monthly instalments which in total equate to 90% of 
the estimated parity for the financial year period. At the end of the period the parity is recalculated, 
taking into account any changes to staffing and wages, and the balance of the parity is then paid. 

(b) Schedule 2, part 4 (b) — Wages Adjustment, of the Acacia Prison Services Agreement refers and states: 

In this section 4, Prison Workers means any employees employed by the State in a State 
operated prison and engaged in any of the following services or duties: 

Catering, Facilities Management, Residential, Security and Operations, Health Care, Sentence 
Management, Offending Behaviour Units, Education and Vocational Training, Prison 
Industries or Nightshift 

PERTH THEATRE TRUST — WORKS BUDGET 

2554. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 refers to Item 161 Perth Theatre Trust, a revised capital 
allocation adjustment, and in relation to this, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose of this $359,000 cost increase; 

(b) does this refer to the planned building works at His Majesty’s Theatre; and 

(c) what is the current detailed budget for works at His Majesty’s Theatre and what are the starting and 
completion dates? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(a) At the time of the 2009-10 budget being presented, the final Capital Heritage and Maintenance 
allocation for Culture and the Arts portfolio agencies had not been completed. The increase relates to an 
internal reallocation to reflect the actual 2009-10 capital funding received by the Perth Theatre Trust. 
 The net effect within the portfolio is a nil increase in capital funding. The funding is to be used for 
general maintenance issues.  

(b) No 

(c) The budget for this project is $1.6million and will include the restoration of the façade and associated 
costs. The start date is May 2010 and the completion date is November 2010 

STATE LIBRARY BOARD — CAPITAL ALLOCATION 

2555. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

The Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010 refers to Item 160 Library Board, a revised capital allocation 
adjustment, and in relation to this, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose of this $29,000 cost increase; and 

(b) what other extra capital allocations have the Library Board requested since the 2009 budget was 
brought down? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(a) At the time of the 2009-10 budget being presented, the final Capital Heritage and Maintenance 
allocation for Culture and the Arts portfolio agencies had not been completed. The increase relates to an 
internal reallocation to reflect the actual 2009-10 capital funding received by the State Library of 
WA. The net effect within the portfolio is a nil increase in capital funding. The funding is to be used for 
general maintenance issues. 

(b) Nil. 
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HIGHGATE PRIMARY SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2556. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Highgate Primary School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The school is receiving a purpose-designed two storey building to fit with the existing buildings. The 
new building comprises of multi-purpose art and music facilities on the ground floor with two general 
classrooms on the upper level. The approved allocation for the school is $3.0 million. The final total 
cost of the project is not yet known. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Not known until the project is completed. 

(d) Anticipated completion is October 2010. 

KYILLA PRIMARY SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2557. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Kyilla Primary School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The school is receiving a four classroom block and a multi-purpose music and art block. The approved 
allocation for the school is $2.25 million.  The final total cost of the project is not yet known. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Not known until the project is completed. 

(d) Anticipated completion is May 2010. 

NORTH PERTH PRIMARY SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2558. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at North Perth Primary School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The school is receiving a library resource centre and a multi-purpose music and art block.  The 
approved allocation for the school is $2.0 million. The final total cost of the project is not yet known. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Not known until the project is completed. 

(d) Anticipated completion date is September 2010. 
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MOUNT HAWTHORN PRIMARY SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2559. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Mt Hawthorn Primary School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The school is receiving a three classroom early childhood block and a multi- purpose music and art 
block. The approved allocation for the school is $2.15 million. The final total cost of the project is not 
yet known. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Not known until the project is completed. 

(d) Anticipated completion is September 2010. 

MOUNT LAWLEY SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2560. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Mt Lawley Senior High School, which is the 
catchment high school for my constituents, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) An amount of $200 000 was allocated to Mount Lawley Senior High School under the Building the 
Education Revolution — National School Pride Program. The funds were used to provide a shade 
structure, storeroom, painting, paving and new turf. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) No. 

(d) The above works were completed in February 2010. 

PERTH MODERN SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2561. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Perth Modern School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) There are no new buildings. The school received $200 000 through the School Pride Program for repair 
of timber stairs and ramps, replacement of treads on steps, repair of mortar, replacement of gutters and 
downpipes, replacement of paving; and various other minor maintenance items. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) No. 

(d) Work has been completed.  
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MOUNT LAWLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2562. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Mt Lawley Primary School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The school is receiving a three classroom early childhood block and a multi-purpose music and art 
block. The approved allocation for the school is $2.5 million. The final cost of the project is not yet 
known. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Not known until the project is completed. 

(d) Anticipated completion date is November 2010. 

SUBIACO PRIMARY SCHOOL — NEW BUILDINGS 

2563. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Education 

In relation to Building the Education Revolution (BER) funding at Subiaco Primary School, I ask: 

(a) what is the purpose and total cost of new buildings at the school; 

(b) what financial contribution has the Western Australian Government made to these new buildings and 
works; 

(c) has the final cost exceeded the original budget; and 

(d) when will the works be completed? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) The school is receiving a four classroom teaching block. The approved allocation for the school is 
$2.0 million. The final total cost is not yet known. 

(b) Nil. 

(c) Not known until the project is completed. 

(d) Anticipated completion is September 2010. 

WEST AUSTRALIAN BALLET — GOVERNMENT FUNDING 

2564. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

(1) In relation to the $2 million raised by the Western Australian Ballet to fund the company’s fit-out of the 
former Blind Institute building in Maylands, I ask: 

(a) has the Minister received any request for matching funding; and 

(i) if so, what is the Government’s response to this request? 

(2) With the Western Australian Ballet no longer using His Majesty’s Theatre, and noting that the City of 
Bayswater is providing the new venue at a minimal rent, please advise what other assistance above tied 
Major Organisation Board (MOB) funding is the State Government providing to the Western Australian 
Ballet. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(1) (a)  Yes. 

(i)  The Government is yet to respond. 

(2)  The Ballet is still using His Majesty's Theatre. 

$1.2 million dollars per annum has been allocated in the forward estimates. 
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ALBANY SUBDIVISION APPLICATION — LAND DESCRIPTION 

2569. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Planning 

With regard to the subdivision application for Lot 189, Lower Denmark Road, Bornholm, Albany, I ask: 

(a) given that the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) judgement on this matter stated that the proposed 
subdivision was in an area of high quality agricultural land, and that the Cuppup Creek system drains 
directly into Wilson Inlet, why was the initial application not referred to the Department of Agriculture 
and Food and the Department of Water as an accurate assessment of the land description which was 
essential to the SAT finding; and 

(b) what determines the policy to which relevant local government, public body or private utility and 
service provider subdivision applications may be referred to by the Western Australian Planning 
Commission for any objections or recommendations affecting the subject land?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(a)  The land is 11.6 ha in area. In 1995 the owner applied to subdivide the land into 2 lots of about 2.5 ha 
and 9 ha. The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) refused the application and a 
subsequent appeal to the then Minister was dismissed by the Minister. In 1999 the owner applied to 
subdivide the land into 2 lots of approximately 5.2 ha and 6.4 ha. The WAPC again refused the 
application, with no appeal lodged against the decision. The owner lodged the latest application to 
subdivide the land in 2006 which the WAPC refused. A subsequent application for review of that 
decision by the State Administration Tribunal (SAT) was dismissed in 2007. 

The subdivision applications proposed the creation of two rural small holding lots within a locality 
identified in operative planning documents, the Local Rural Strategy and the then draft Local Planning 
Strategy for the City of Albany, to be retained for agricultural purposes and to resist the intrusion of 
land uses which may cause land use conflicts into the locality. The agricultural value of the land was 
not in question, and in the 2007 decision SAT (para 70) took the view of the owner in this regard: 

The Tribunal is inclined to favour the applicant's position on the horticultural potential of the 
site. 

which the owner had advised the Tribunal (para 47)  

....the site was too small, and the soil too poor and waterlogged to have any potential as a 
viable agricultural lot.  

The Tribunal's consideration of the proposed subdivision rested on planning principles including the 
impact of rural small holding lots into a locality identified for the protection of continued agricultural 
activities.  

As the site was known to the Department of Planning (DoP), and consideration of the planning merits 
of the proposed subdivision did not rest on the agricultural qualities of the land, the proposed 
subdivision's referral to the Department of Agriculture and Food for an assessment of the agricultural 
value of the land was not sought.  

Moreover, the Department of Agriculture and Food has for many years advised DoP that as a general 
rule their role in land use planning is limited to providing higher level advice in relation to a strategic 
approach to rural land, not on providing comment in relation to individual subdivision proposals.  

Advice on the impact of the proposed subdivision on the water resources in the locality was sought 
from the Department of Environment and Conservation which advised that it did not object to the 
proposed subdivision and provided advice including: 

In the event of future residential development occurring, storm water and waste water needs to 
be carefully controlled to prevent ingress of additional water and nutrients into the natural 
drainage system on the property which is part of the Hay River / Wilson Inlet catchment.  

The Tribunal's consideration of the proposed subdivision did not rest on the impact of the proposed 
subdivision on the water resources in the locality. 

(b) Departmental officers use their professional assessment to determine the planning issues associated 
with a subdivision application, and those referral agencies which are to be consulted in relation to the 
application, unless guidance is provided via an operational arrangement between agencies e.g. 
mandatory referral of applications for unexploded ordnance in predetermined areas to a designated 
agency.  
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ALBANY REGIONAL PRISON — EMERGENCY EVACUATION PROCEDURE 

2570. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Corrective Services 

(1) What emergency procedures are in place for the protection and/or evacuation of Albany Regional 
Prison when threatened by bushfire, given that Princess Avenue is the only access road to the prison, 
and that during the recent bushfire in the area this road was blocked by the fire? 

(2) What procedures are in place to ensure the safety of local residents during any evacuation of Albany 
Regional Prison? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1)-(2) Albany Regional Prison has emergency procedures in place for response to emergency situations and 
the safety of the public is a key consideration within those procedures. For security reasons, these 
procedures cannot be discussed. It should, however, be noted that the evacuation of the prison would 
only be considered as a last resort. While Princess Avenue is the main access road to the prison, there is 
an alternative route, via a gravel road at the rear of the prison, to the Robinson Estate. 

In addition, however, I can appreciate the Member's natural interest in this matter and, should the 
Member so desire, I would be willing to arrange a personal briefing for him on this issue. 

PUBLIC HEALTH CARE UNITS — BUY LOCAL POLICY 

2571. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Commerce 

In regard to contract HCNS 213606 for the supply of Patient Aids and Appliances to Western Australian Public 
Health Care Units and the application of the Government’s Buy Local Policy, I ask: 

(a) why does an overseas manufacturer of the products who distributes them in Perth have preference to a 
Western Australian company with a regional distributor; 

(b) why does the freight clause included in the policy have no detriment to Perth-based suppliers who can 
tender freight free while regional suppliers must include the cost of freight in the tender; and 

(c) why is there no recognition and support for regional suppliers specified in contract negotiations so that 
they can compete on the same freight terms as Perth-based suppliers? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

Department of Treasury and Finance 

(a) There is no preference for an overseas manufacturer. 

(b) In cases such as HCNS 213606, the cost of freight is still included in the "free to store" tendered price 
— it is just not identified separately. 

(c) See (b) 

WELLINGTON DAM — HYDROPOWER EQUIPMENT 

2572. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

In relation to the heritage hydro-power equipment at Wellington Dam, I ask: 

(a) what funding has the Minister provided for the restoration of the heritage hydro-power equipment to 
enable it to be restored as working heritage and provide clean renewable energy; and 

(b) what representations has the Minister made to the Minister for Energy or the Treasurer regarding 
restoration of the hydro-power equipment? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(a) I have not received a formal request to provide funding for this purpose; I have received a request to 
support funding applications and am waiting on a detailed proposal from the National Trust of Australia 
(WA) for that information. 

(b) I have not made representations to the Minister for Energy or the Treasurer regarding restoration of the 
hydro-power equipment. 

HERITAGE GRANTS PROGRAM — BUDGET ALLOCATIONS FOR CURRENT AND PAST YEARS 

2573. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

What was the Budget allocation by the Liberal Government for the Heritage Grants Program 1995–1996, 1996–
1997 and 2009–2010?  



2810 [ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 18 May 2010] 

 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

The Liberal National Government came to office on 23 September 2008 and as such, cannot provide answers for 
previous Government administrations.  

For the 2009-2010 financial year the Budget allocation for the Heritage Grants Program was $1 million.  

KALGOORLIE — SUPREME AND DISTRICT COURT CIRCUIT TRIALS 

2575. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Attorney General 

(1) Can the Attorney General confirm  that the District and  Supreme Courts will no longer conduct trials in 
Kalgoorlie on circuit; and 

(a) if so, what alternative arrangements will be made? 

(2) What is the reason for this? 

(3) Has an estimate been made of cost savings for the courts by this measure; and 

(a) if so, what amount is anticipated as the annual cost savings by the courts? 

(4) Have calculations been made of the likely costs incurred by police who will have to travel to Perth to 
give evidence at trial; and 

(a) if so, what are the annual costs anticipated to be incurred by police? 

(5) Will the Attorney General’s department make payment to police to offset these additional costs? 

(6) Given the difficulty of having witnesses attend hearings in Kalgoorlie, what measures will be 
implemented to ensure their appearance to give evidence in court elsewhere? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1) There are no plans to cease Supreme and District Court Circuit sittings at Kalgoorlie. 

(2)-(6) Not applicable. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS — GOLDFIELDS AND MID-WEST 

2576. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

(1) How many juveniles are being supervised under the juvenile justice programs: 

(a) in Kalgoorlie/ Eastern Goldfields; and 

(b) in the Geraldton/Mid-West region? 

(2) Of those at each location,  please outline  how many are participating in the Intensive Supervision 
Program (ISP)? 

(3) Please outline what components of the ISP are given to each participating juvenile? 

(4) Are there any participants who are receiving partial delivery of ISP; and 

(a) if so, how many; and 

(b) if so, what components are being delivered and what are the impediments to full delivery? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1) Note: A statutory client is subject to an order, usually imposed by a court or releasing authority. 

(a) 68 statutory clients. 

(b) 133 statutory clients. 

(2) The Geraldton Family Intensive Team (FIT, formerly ISP) currently has 9 clients, 4 of which are 
supervised as statutory clients. The Kalgoorlie FIT team has 7 clients, 4 of which are statutory clients. 

(3) FIT is an 'all or none' intensive service based on the Multisystemic Therapy program (MST). All clients 
are therefore provided with all components of the MST program. 

(4) No. All participants receive all components of the program. 

(a)-(b) Not applicable. 

DISTRICT COURT — SENTENCE DISCOUNT FOR FAST-TRACK PLEAS 

2579. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Attorney General 

(1) In the calendar year 2009, how many defendants in District Court criminal cases were given a discount 
in sentence by entering a fast-track plea? 
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(2) What percentage is that of the total number of cases finalised in that period? 

(3) At what stage in the process is the option of a fast-track plea no longer available to a defendant? 

(4) Has the fast-track process led to additional workload in the magistrate’s courts; and 

(a) if so, how is that being monitored? 

(5) What has been the longest period since a matter was first mentioned in court that a defendant has still 
been able to avail himself of the fast-track option? 

(6) Were there any cases where the prosecution had disclosed the full trial brief and a defendant was still 
able to enter a fast-track plea and receive a discount on sentence; and 

(a) if so, how many cases of this were there in the abovementioned period? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1) In the calendar year 2009, 1213 accused were committed to the District Court for sentence having 
pleaded guilty in the Magistrates Court. In accordance with section 8(2) of the Sentencing Act 1995 
(WA), a plea of guilty by an offender is a mitigating factor and the earlier in the proceedings that this is 
made, the greater the mitigation. Of the 1213 accused committed to the District Court, 585 were the 
subject of a fast-track guilty plea. 

(2) 23% 

(3) The option of a fast-track plea ceases to be available to an accused beyond a committal mention hearing 
in the Magistrates Court. 

(4) No 

(a) Not applicable. 

(5)-(6) This information is not available. 

PRISONS — LEGAL PROFESSIONAL PRIVILEGE 

2581. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

(1) What is the current policy applying to legal advisers receiving instructions in private from their clients 
held in Western Australian prisons?  

(2) Are these conversations subject to oversight by, or within hearing of, custodial/prison officers? 

(3) What instructions are given to custodial/prison officers to observe the requirements of legal professional 
privilege? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1)-(2) Section 62(1) of the Prisons Act 1981 (WA) states: 

"A legal practitioner may for the purposes of pending court proceedings interview a prisoner 
who is his client at a reasonable hour, or as otherwise authorised by the superintendent, within 
the view but not the hearing of an officer". 

(3) Each prison has a Local Order that covers "Official Visits" providing instruction to staff in regards to 
the management and local requirements for their staff to observe. These Local Orders ensure that all 
necessary prison resources are committed in ensuring attorney-client privileges. 

WESTERN POWER — ONLINE BILLS 

2582. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister representing the Minister for Energy 

Are  proposals currently being developed to permit Western Power customers to view their bill online; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

Synergy has advised it has been providing the facility for customers to view bills online for a number of 
years. Through the My Account service, Synergy customers can view online bills for the previous twelve 
months. Currently, 29,370 customers are registered with this service. 

Customers can register for My Account at www.synergy.net.au.  

(a) Not applicable.  
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CUSTODIAL SERVICES JURISDICTION — POLICE LOCK-UPS 

2583. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

Are there plans to extend the Inspector of Custodial Services jurisdiction to police lock-ups; and 

(a) if not, why not; and 

(b) if so, what is the timeframe for introducing the same? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

A number of elements of the jurisdiction of the Inspector of Custodial Services are currently under consideration 
in light of the findings of the Coronial Inquiry into the Death of Mr Ward, and also as a result of Australia 
becoming a signatory to the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or 
Degrading Treatment. 

The question of the extent of the Inspector's jurisdiction will be addressed as part of this process. The specific 
model or plan to be adopted is subject to cabinet processes. 

ABORIGINAL INTERPRETER SERVICE — PROPOSAL 

2584. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

Has the Minister received proposals or advice for the establishment of an Aboriginal interpreter service in 
Western Australia; and 

(a) if so, what is the current status of that proposal? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

No. 
(a) N/A. 

SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS — REGIONAL ALLOCATION 

2585. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Education 

In relation to school psychologists, I ask:  

(a) are all schools in Western Australia, irrespective of being an Independent Public School (IPS) or not, 
guaranteed a school psychologist; 

(b) if three IPSs cluster together and cannot attract a school psychologist into the regional or remote 
location, what will happen to: 

(i) those children identified in need of psychological support; and 

(ii) the money targeted for school psychology purposes; 

(c) are school psychologists able to access government cars in regional locations to service IPSs; 

(d) if a school psychologist has to travel between IPSs, who pays for the travel; 

(e) if a school psychologist in an IPS needs testing materials to undertake quality assessments for identified 
children at risk, who pays for this; and 

(f) if a school psychologist in a regional district seeks a transfer back to Perth, will they be guaranteed a 
transfer; and 

(i) if not, why not? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) All schools are guaranteed access to a school psychologist. 

(b) (i)  The School Psychology Service will support all schools to ensure access to psychological 
support for such children. 

(ii)  This funding will be used for the provision of access to psychological services. 

(c) Yes. 

(d) When an officer travels for work purposes during the working day they will be eligible to claim as per 
Departmental policies. 

(e) As is the case for all schools, the School Psychology Service pays for such materials. 

(f) Transfers are determined on a case by case basis in accordance with the relevant Departmental policies. 

(i)  Not applicable. 
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SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS — REGIONAL ALLOCATION 

2586. Mr P.B. Watson to the Minister for Education 

In relation to school psychologists, I ask:  

(a) who, in rural and remote districts, will manage school psychologists, both in an Independent Public 
School (IPS) and those working from district schools; 

(b) who, in rural and remote districts, will quality assure the school psychology service delivery to IPSs and 
district schools; 

(c) who, in rural and remote districts, will manage critical incidents and deploy school psychologists to 
schools as necessary; 

(d) if a school psychologist requires formalised supervision (as part of Department of Education 
requirements and the Psychology Registration Board) who meets the cost of this extensive process and 
how will it be achieved in rural and remote locations; 

(e) will school psychologists attached to districts in rural and remote locations be eligible for Government 
Regional Officers’ Housing (GROH) housing; 

(f) will school psychologists in IPSs in rural and remote locations be eligible for GROH housing; 

(g) within the Enterprise Bargaining Agreement, will school psychologists in an IPS maintain current 
conditions for time in lieu for travel, holiday arrangements, work hours, long service leave, maternity 
leave and sick leave; 

(h) if a school psychologist accepts a contract in an IPS, will they retain their permanency; and 

(i) if an IPS contract ceases, will the school psychologist be able to return to their previous position within 
the department? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) Current arrangements continue to apply. All school psychologists are part of the School Psychology 
Service. School psychologists currently have professional management through their district office with 
the day-to-day management at the school level. 

(b) The Manager Student Services currently provides quality assurance of School Psychology Services to 
schools.  

(c) Directors' Schools currently undertake this role.  

(d) The School Psychology Service provides supervision and funding for school psychologists requiring 
formal supervision towards registration. 

(e)-(f) Yes, subject to availability and the eligibility criteria set out by Government Regional Officers' 
Housing. 

(g)-h)  Yes. All industrial entitlements remain the same. 

(i) Permanent school psychologists will retain permanency, at level, with the Department. For fixed term 
school psychologists, the provisions of their contract of employment will be maintained. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — WAIT LIST 

2625. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

(1) Could the Minister advise the number of applicants per district on the wait-list for Department of 
Housing accommodation as at 16 April 2010? 

(2) Could the Minister advise the number of children and dependants associated with applicants per district 
on the wait-list for Department of Housing accommodation as at 16 April 2010? 

(3) Could the Minister advise the number of applicants per district on the priority housing wait-list as at 16 
April 2010? 

(4) Could the Minister advise the number of children and dependants associated with applicants per district 
on the priority housing wait-list as at 16 April 2010? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(a) Wait list by application per district (as at 31 March 2010): 

Metro North  8740 
Metro Fremantle  3837 
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Metro South East  4635 
Southern  753 
South West  1627 
Goldfields  530 
Mid West/Gascoyne  1155 
Pilbara  807 
Kimberley  1332 
Wheatbelt  431 

(b) Children and dependents on waitlist per district (as at 31 March 2010): 

Metro North  9593 
Metro Fremantle  3130 
Metro South East  5293 
Southern  624 
South West  1496 
Goldfields  405 
Mid West/Gascoyne  1205 
Pilbara  894 
Kimberley  1469 
Wheatbelt  306 

(The figures above consist of children which includes dependent children, adult non dependent children 
and shared custody children). 

(c) Priority Wait list by application per district (as at 31 March 2010): 

Metro North  1708 
Metro Fremantle  671 
Metro South East  608 
Southern  138 
South West  54 
Goldfields  31 
Mid West/Gascoyne  125 
Pilbara  142 
Kimberley  246 
Wheatbelt  36 

(d) Children and dependents on priority waitlist per district (as at 31 March 2010): 

Metro North  2050 
Metro Fremantle  696 
Metro South East  704 
Southern  139 
South West  80 
Goldfields  21 
Mid West/Gascoyne  212 
Pilbara  238 
Kimberley  326 
Wheatbelt  57 

(The figures above consist of children which includes dependent children, adult non dependent children 
and shared custody children). 

PUBLIC HOUSING — WAIT LIST 

2627. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

I refer to the Minister’s response to Question On Notice No. 1999 and the 52,915 people associated with the 
wait-list for public housing, and ask, as at 16 April 2010, has this number increased; and 

(a) if yes, what is the number as at 16 April 2010; and 

(b) how many of these are on the priority wait-list for public housing? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(a) The Department collates its waiting list data on a monthly basis. The number as at 31 March 2010 was 
53,864. 
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(b) 9,104 (as at 31 March 2010). 

PUBLIC HOUSING — AFTER-HOURS MAINTENANCE 

2630. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

I refer to the procedure for Department of Housing clients to report after-hours emergency maintenance issues, 
and ask: 

(a) who operates the call centre for after-hours emergency maintenance calls from Housing clients; 

(b) if the service is operated by a contracted service provider, when was the contract awarded, on what date 
was the contract awarded and what is the cost of the contract; 

(c) what was the average response time to answer calls to the after-hours number for the month of 
March 2010; 

(d) what was the total number of calls made to the call centre for the month of March 2010; 

(e) what was the average number of staff on duty for calls made to the call centre between the hours of 5.00 
pm and 8.00 am for normal working days in the month of March; 

(f) what was the average number of staff on duty for calls made to the call centre on all weekends during 
the month of March; and 

(g) how many staff were on duty to take maintenance calls for the Labor Day public holiday on Monday, 
1 March 2010? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(a) 3 Messaging (Vodafone Hutchison Australia Pty Ltd) are the Department of Housing after hours 
emergency maintenance call centre. 

(b) The contract to 3 Messaging was awarded on 10 March 2010.  The contract commenced on 1 April 
2010. The total cost of the five year contract is $286,440 including extension options. 

(c) The average response time to answer calls to the after-hours number for the month of March was 82 
seconds. 

(d) The total number of calls made to the call centre for the month of March 2010 was 610. 

(e) The average number of staff on duty for calls made to the call centre between the hours of 5.00pm 
and 8.00am for normal working days in the month of March was 2.06 staff. 

(f) The average number of staff on duty for calls made to the call centre on all weekends during the month 
of March was 2.44 staff. 

(g) 2.5 staff were on duty to take maintenance calls for the Labour Day public holiday on Monday, 1 March 
2010. 

PUBLIC SECTOR — ACCOMMODATION AT GOVERNOR STIRLING TOWER 

2632. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

I refer to the expiration of the lease on the Governor Stirling Tower (GST), and ask: 

(a) which State Government Ministers are currently accommodated in the GST; 

(b) what is the floor size of each Minister’s ministerial office in square metres; 

(c) what is the rental price for each ministerial office per square metre; 

(d) how many car bays are allocated to each ministerial office; 

(e) how many of these bays are situated underneath the GST; 

(f) where are the other bays located; 

(g) which State public sector agencies are accommodated in the GST; 

(h) what is the floor size of each agency in square metres; 

(i) what is the rental cost for each agency per square metre; 

(j) how many car bays are allocated to each of these public sector agencies; 

(k) how many of these bays are situated underneath the GST; 
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(l) where are the other bays located; 

(m) has a business plan or business case been developed relating to the proposed construction of a 
‘parliamentary precinct’ in West Perth; 

(n) has any extension to the existing lease of the GST been negotiated; and 

(i) if so, how long has the lease been extended for; and 

(ii) if not, what plans does the State Government have to accommodate the current occupants of 
the GST beyond the expiration of the lease? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

(a)-(f) Refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice to the Premier 2633. 

(g) 1)  Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
2)  Public Sector Commission 
3)  Department of Treasury and Finance 
4)  Department of Indigenous Affairs 
5)  Office of Energy 
6)  Economic Regulation Authority 
7)  Department of the Attorney General — Office of Native Title 
8)  Office of Crime Prevention 
9)  Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services 
10)  Independent Market Operator 
11)  Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 

(h) 1)  5,675  
2)  2,886  
3)  5,711  
4)  2,379  
5)  1,671  
6)  835  
7)  788  
8)  688  
9)  489  
10)  477  
11)  156  

(i) The current rent is $347 per sqm per annum, outgoings $130 per sqm per annum and car bays $5,953 
per car bay per annum for single bays, and $5,027 per car bay per annum for tandem bays. 

(j) 1)  85 
2)  23 
3)  52 
4)  19 
5)  13 
6)  3 
7)  6 
8)  3 
9)  4 
10)  1 
11)  1 

(k) 1)  85 
2)  17 
3)  50 
4)  19 
5)  13 
6)  3 
7)  6 
8)  3 
9)  2 
10)  1 
11)  1 

(l) The Perth Convention Centre carpark. 
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(m) No. The Government Architect will chair a Steering Committee to oversee the development of a 
strategic master plan for the Parliamentary Precinct. It is anticipated that the Steering Committee, 
through the Chair, will provide Government with a report on the outcome of the master plan process in 
late 2010. Subject to Government consideration of the master plan process, a business case will then be 
developed. 

(n) No: 

(i) not applicable; and 

(ii) it is planned to relocate the majority of occupants to Dumas House, Albert Facey House, 441 
Murray Street and 140 William Street. 

PUBLIC SECTOR — GOVERNOR STIRLING TOWER ACCOMMODATION 

2633. Mr M. McGowan to the Premier 

I refer to the expiration of the lease on the Governor Stirling Tower (GST), and ask: 

(a) which State Government Ministers are currently accommodated in the GST; 

(b) what is the floor size of each Minister’s ministerial office in square metres; 

(c) what is the rental price for each ministerial office per square metre; 

(d) how many car bays are allocated to each ministerial office; 

(e) how many of these bays are situated underneath the GST; 

(f) where are the other bays located; 

(g) which State public sector agencies are accommodated in the GST; 

(h) what is the floor size of each agency in square metres; 

(i) what is the rental cost for each agency per square metre; 

(j) how many car bays are allocated to each of these public sector agencies; 

(k) how many of these bays are situated underneath the GST; 

(l) where are the other bays located; 

(m) has a business plan or business case been developed relating to the proposed construction of a 
‘parliamentary precinct’ in West Perth; 

(n) has any extension to the existing lease of the GST been negotiated; and 

(i) if so, how long has the lease been extended for; and 

(ii) if not, what plans does the State Government have to accommodate the current occupants of 
the GST beyond the expiration of the lease? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(a)-(f) Premier, Hon K Hames, Hon B Marmion, Hon R Johnson and Hon E Constable are Ministers 
accommodated at Governor Stirling Tower. For these Ministers 3,364.2m2 of space is rented at $347.29 
per square metre (excl. GST). 43 parking bays are provided of which six are located at QBE House and 
St George's Square. 

(g)-(n) See LA PQ 2632.  

HOSPITALS — NEW AND REDEVELOPED — USE OF PUBLIC RELATIONS FIRMS  

2635. Mr R.H. Cook to the Minister for Health 

I refer to the State Government’s proposed new hospitals and major redevelopment of several existing hospitals, 
and ask: 

(a) are external public relations firms being used for any other new hospitals or hospital redevelopments 
(besides Busselton); and 

(i) if so, which hospitals, and which external public relations firms have each employed since the 
election; 

(b) what is the total cost allocated to use these external public relations firms, listed by hospital, since the 
election; 

(c) how much has been spent to date on external public relations firms, listed by hospital (including 
Busselton), since the election; and 

(d) is the cost of employing these public relations firms coming out of the budget for these developments? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a) (i)  Ensuring all relevant stakeholders (staff, patients and the community) are engaged in major 
hospital developments is a fundamental component of good project planning and delivery.  

Mills Wilson Communications Consultants have been engaged since November 2009 to 
provide communications and stakeholder engagement services to the major health 
infrastructure projects on an as required basis. 

(b) The value of the current contract is $3.23 million over a maximum six year period which 
represents 0.07% of the total combined value of the projects. 

(c) Expenditure to date (to end of March 2010) 

Project Expenditure Since  
1 September 2008  
(excl GST) 

Fiona Stanley Hospital development $618 108 
State Rehabilitation Service development $20 928 
Midland Health Campus development $5 960 
Busselton Health Campus redevelopment $4 880 
Albany Health Campus redevelopment $11 204 
Royal Perth Hospital redevelopment $17 941 
Joondalup Health Campus Nil 
New Children's Hospital Nil 
Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre $5 030 
TOTAL  $684 051 

(d) Yes. 

SYNERGY — BILLING ERROR COMPLAINTS 

2636. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister representing the Minister for Energy 

(1) How many complaints about billing errors has Synergy received in the last six months? 

(2) How many of these complaints relate to bills being higher than a customer’s average bill? 

(3) How many of these complaints relate to errors in meter reading? 

(4) How many of these complaints relate to an under-payment for renewable energy generated by 
householders? 

(5) When customers have challenged a bill, is Synergy threatening to disconnect? 

(6) How many customers have been threatened with disconnection in the last six months? 

(7) How many customers have been disconnected in the last six months? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

Please note that this information is current as at 30 April 2010.  

(1) 1,727. 

(2) 500. 

(3) While meter readings are the responsibility of Western Power, Synergy receives complaints associated 
with meter readings given the bills issued by Synergy are based on these meter readings.  

Synergy has received 524 complaints relating to errors in meter readings. 

(4) Synergy has received 68 complaints relating to payments for renewable energy generated by 
householders. Some complaints related to a requirement for customers on the Renewable Energy 
Buyback Scheme needing to be over $100 in credit over six consecutive months before a refund 
payment would be made. Synergy will now accept requests for payment from customers if the total 
credit on their bill is more than $100 at any given time, upon written request.  

Other complaints related to incidents where a customer believed they have been underpaid, based on 
their expectations of the generation capabilities of their photo-voltaic system, when in fact Synergy has 
correctly paid the customer.  

(5) Synergy does not threaten disconnection if a customer challenges a bill. The Code of Conduct for the 
Supply of Electricity to Small Use Customers prohibits Synergy from disconnecting a customer where a 
complaint about any matter is pending.  
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(6) 16,405 final warning cards for non-payment have been issued. This number does not represent actual 
customers, but the total number of warnings including multiple warnings being issued to a single 
customer.  

(7) 2,207.   

THORNLIE RAILWAY LINE — EXTENSION 

2677. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has the master plan for the public transport report been completed, as per the advice in the Minister’s 
answer to Question On Notice No. 522, which gave the probable date for delivery of the report as being 
the end of 2009? 

(2) What priority does the Government give to the extension of the Thornlie railway line to Nicholson 
Road and Canning Vale in the draft report? 

Mr M.J. COWPER replied: 

(1) No. A long term public transport strategy for Perth is being developed by a project team working at the 
Public Transport Authority and reporting to an Independent Panel of experts that I appointed early 
in 2009. I have met regularly with the Chairman of the Independent Panel, Mr Stuart Hicks and he has 
advised me that a report will be delivered to the Government in the coming months.  

(2) A proposed extension of the Thornlie railway line to Nicholson Road and Canning Vale will be 
considered as part of the long term public transport plan.  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES AND EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY — REBATE 

2679. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Local Government 

(1) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the rebate for currently eligible applicants on 
local government rates and the Emergency Services Levy; and 

(a) if not, why not?  

(2) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the rebate for currently eligible applicants on 
dog registration fees; and  

(a) if not, why not?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(1) Rebates for local government rates and the Emergency Services Levy are a matter for the Treasurer. 

(2) Concessions are available for dog registration fees, as contained in the second schedule of the Dog 
Registrations Act 1976. There is no intention to amend these. 

AMBULANCE, DENTAL AND ANCILLARY CARE — CONCESSIONS 

2681. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Health 

(1) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the 50 percent concession for all emergency 
ambulance services and medically necessary non-urgent ambulance services for seniors aged 65 years 
and older; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

(2) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the subsidy for currently eligible applicants on 
dental treatment; and 

(a) if not, why not?  

(3) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues to provide free basic dental care for all school 
children from pre-primary to Year 11; and  

(a) if not, why not?  

(4) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the subsidy for currently eligible applicants on 
spectacles; and  

(a) if not, why not? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)-(4) Yes. 
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ART GALLERY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA — CONCESSIONS 

2683. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues concessions for currently eligible applicants on entry to 
the Art Gallery of Western Australia; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

Entry to the Gallery is free and on the occasion of paid exhibitions concession entry is available for eligible 
applicants to the Art Gallery of Western Australia. 

(a) Not applicable 

TAXI USERS' SUBSIDY SCHEME, STUDENT TRANSPORT FARES AND  
DRIVERS' LICENCES — CONCESSIONS 

2684. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Will the Minister ensure that the Taxi Users’ Subsidy Scheme continues to aid eligible applicants; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

(2) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the current public transport student fares 
concession regime; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

(3) Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the current concessions for eligible applicants 
on drivers’ licences; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

Mr M.J. COWPER replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(a) Not applicable. 

(2) Yes, the current fares regime will remain in place with annual indexation as normally occurs. 

(a) Not applicable. 

(3) Yes.  

(a) Not applicable. 

ROTTNEST ISLAND — ACCOMMODATION CONCESSIONS 

2685. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Tourism 

Will the Minister ensure that the Government continues the current concessions for eligible applicants on 
Rottnest Island accommodation; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

1)  The RIA intends to continue the current concessions applicable to Rottnest Island accommodation for 
eligible applicants. 

a)  Not applicable. 

ONE MOVEMENT FOR MUSIC FESTIVAL 2009 — AUDIT 

2686. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Tourism 

Why is the Minister allowing the One Movement for Music (OMFM) 2010 to be held between 6 October to 
9 October 2010 without completing a proper audit of the first OMFM and releasing the audit outcomes? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

Eventscorp has received and is satisfied with the following reports on the 2009 One Movement for Music 
Festival: 

1.     An independent economic impact analysis which found that visitors to the event stayed 3,700 nights 
and injected $1.3 million into the WA economy; 

2.     An independent financial audit; and 

3.     An independent audit of attendance. 
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Tourism Western Australia has advised that the abovementioned audit documents contain commercial 
information sensitive to third parties from the public and private sectors.  I am advised by Tourism WA that the 
release of such information would have a significant adverse effect on its business, professional, commercial and 
financial affairs, as well as those of third parties. 

ONLINE WA MULTICULTURAL COMMUNITIES — GATEWAY REMOVAL 

2687. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

(1) Is the Minister aware that the Online WA Multicultural Communities (OWAMC) gateway has been 
taken offline by the Office of Multicultural Interests; and 

(a) if so, why? 

(2) How can people access the seven years of information that was on the OWAMC site? 

(3) Will the Minister consider re-establishing the site with all the past information included; and 

(a) if not, why not? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(a) A comprehensive independent review of the Online WA Multicultural Communities 
(OWAMC) gateway was conducted in November 2008 and it concluded that the 'Harvest 
Road' Web power architecture used for the project was obsolete and could not be upgraded. 
Alternative platforms for delivering the project were considered, however, they were too costly 
and resource intensive to justify continuation of the project. 

(2) In early 2009, all OWAMC members were advised to transfer their web content from the gateway as 
the server would go offline on 30 June 2009. OWAMC members were all provided with options for 
migrating or establishing their own websites on commercial platforms or systems. 

(3) The information is owned by the OWAMC members, who have been provided with options for making 
it available. 

(a) The decisions about the future of the OWAMC were based on the independent review 
conducted in November 2008. 

OPTIONAL PROTOCOL TO THE CONVENTION AGAINST TORTURE (OPCAT) 

2688. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Premier 

(1) What measures have been taken by the Premier’s department to prepare for the imminent ratification of 
the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (OPCAT) by the Australian Government and to ensure compliance by 
Western Australian government agencies? 

(2) Has the Premier received advice as to the implications, both administrative and financial, of OPCAT for 
the current operations of the Western Australian government; and 

(a) if so, what are they? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

Department of the Premier and Cabinet advises: 

(1) The Department of the Premier and Cabinet has consulted with relevant Government agencies as 
required.  

(2) No. The Commonwealth Attorney General has not yet formally advised States and Territories of the 
proposed National Preventative Mechanism models on which he wishes to consult. 

OPTIONAL PROTOCOL TO THE CONVENTION AGAINST TORTURE (OPCAT) 

2689. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

(1) What measures have been taken by the Minister’s department to prepare for the imminent ratification of 
the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (OPCAT) by the Australian Government and to ensure compliance by the 
department? 

(2) Has the Minister received advice as to the implications, both administrative and financial, of OPCAT 
for the current operations of the Department of Corrective Services; and 

(a) if so, what are they? 
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(3) What measures does the Minister intend to take to ensure compliance with OPCAT in relation to 
juveniles in detention? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1) The Department of Corrective Services is liaising with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and 
the Commonwealth. The first and critical step in the process of becoming OPCAT compliant is the 
drafting of consistent State and Territory legislation to allow for the establishment of National 
Protective mechanisms in each jurisdiction. The standing agreement between the States and the 
Commonwealth is that NSW will draft the model legislation in this regard. 

(2) Such advice will be dependent on the terms of the model legislation. 

(a) Not applicable. 

(3) The necessary measures that might need to be taken for both adults and juveniles cannot be determined 
at this stage of the consultations, in advance of the preparation of the model legislation. 

OPTIONAL PROTOCOL TO THE CONVENTION AGAINST TORTURE (OPCAT) 

2693. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Treasurer 

What measures have been taken by the Treasurer’s department to prepare costings for, and the financial 
implications of, compliance by Western Australian government agencies with the Optional Protocol to the 
Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (OPCAT), which 
is shortly to be ratified by the Australian Government; and 

(a) if so, what are they; and 

(b) if not, why not? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

No measures have been taken to undertake costings or financial implications for the introduction of Optional 
Protocol to the Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 
(OPCAT) as no request has been made of the agency by any Department.  

PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS BRANCH — EMPLOYEE NUMBER 

2694. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

(1) How many persons are currently employed in the Professional Standards Branch? 

(2) What is the current number of Full Time Equivalent's allocated for that Branch? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1) Head Count is 38. 

(2) The current number of Full Time Equivalent's allocated to the Branch is 37.4. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIVE SERVICES — PUBLIC AFFAIRS BRANCH — EMPLOYEE NUMBER 

2695. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

(1) How many persons are currently employed in the Public Affairs Branch of the Department of 
Corrective Services? 

(2) What is the current number of full-time equivalents allocated for that Branch? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1) The number of staff in Public Affairs roles is 6. 

(2) The current number of full-time equivalents is 6. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIVE SERVICES — SECONDMENT OPPORTUNITY 

2696. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Corrective Services 

Can the Minister advise why the prospect for secondment of a Department of Corrective Services officer to work 
at the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, a professional development opportunity, is no longer 
available? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

The Commissioner and Executive of the Department of Corrective Services made the decision not to continue 
with the secondment of departmental employees to the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services. The 
potential for perceived conflict of interest between the Department and an oversight body as well as the 
autonomy of the Inspector's office as an independent statutory authority were considerations when making the 
decision.  
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MADDINGTON HOMESTEAD — PRESERVATION 

2699. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Heritage 

I refer the Minister to Question On Notice No. 709, asked by the Member for Southern River on 15 September 
2009, regarding the preservation and protection of the Maddington Homestead, and I ask: 

(a) is the Minister aware that the owners of the Maddington Homestead have applied for a demolition 
order; and 

(i) if not, why not; 

(ii) if so, can the Minister explain how the information given in his previous answer would impact 
on this demolition order; and 

(b) what action is the Heritage Council taking to implement the ‘positive heritage outcomes’ that the 
Minister hoped would occur, as indicated in his previous answer? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

(a) If the owner of a place entered in the State Register of Heritage Places applies to their local government 
for a demolition licence under s. 374A of the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1960, 
the local government is required by s. 11(2) of the Heritage Act to refer that application to the Heritage 
Council for advice before actually making a decision on the application. Further, s. 11(3) of the 
Heritage Act requires that the decision on the application be "consistent with" the advice received from 
the Heritage Council. 

Through the Office of Heritage, I am advised that as at 21 April 2010 there has been no application to 
demolish Maddington Homestead lodged with the City of Gosnells. 

(i)-(ii) Not applicable. 

(b) Despite the objections and subsequent appeal of the owners, I placed a Conservation Order over 
Maddington Homestead on the 22 September 2009. This action was on the recommendation of the 
Heritage Council and had strong community support. A Conservation Order requires the owner to seek 
my personal approval before they proceed with works within the registered area. This will ensure any 
works proposed as part of the project are appropriate and contribute to achieving a positive heritage 
outcome. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — BALGA 

2702. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

(1) As at 16 April 2010, how many homes did the Department of Housing own in the suburb of Balga? 

(2) What is the address of each of these properties? 

(3) As at 16 April 2010, how many of these properties were vacant? 

(4) How long has each property been vacant? 

(5) Why are those properties vacant? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) 594 

(2) This information is available through public sources such as Landgate. The Department of Housing 
does not publicly identify its tenants. 

(3) Other than unlettable homes currently undergoing significant maintenance, modification or 
refurbishment, as at 31 March 2010, the Department has 6 vacant properties in Balga. 

(4)-(5)  At any time, a number of the 35,843 public housing properties across the State will be vacant for a 
number of reasons.  As at 31 March 2010, 272 properties were vacant across the State 
representing 0.758% (less than 1%) of the total public housing stock. Reasons for vacant stock include 
refurbishment at the end of a tenancy to maintain the standard of the property, reallocation to clients 
between tenancies and also the reallocation to the management of a community housing organisation. 

The Department has a turnaround target of ten days for vacant properties. Currently the Department is 
reoccupying properties within nine days of them becoming vacant. 
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FREMANTLE TRAFFIC BRIDGE — UPGRADE FUNDING 

2704. Ms A.S. Carles to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Transport 

In relation to the Fremantle Traffic Bridge located at Queen Victoria Street and Beach Street in Fremantle (the 
Bridge), I ask: 

(a) what funding was allocated for upgrading or maintenance of the Bridge for each of the following 
outyears in the 2009 budget: 

(i) 2009–2010; 

(ii) 2010–2011; 

(iii) 2011–2012; 

(iv) 2012–2013; and 

(v) what was the total estimated cost of the upgrade project at the time of the 2009 budget; 

(b) what funding was allocated for upgrading or maintenance of the Bridge for each of the following 
outyears in the 2008 budget: 

(i) 2008–2009; 

(ii) 2009–2010; 

(iii) 2010–2011; 

(iv) 2011–2012; and 

(v) what was the total estimated cost of the upgrade project at the time of the 2008 budget; 

(c) what funding was allocated for upgrading or maintenance of the Bridge for each of the following 
outyears in the 2007 budget: 

(i) 2007–2008; 

(ii) 2008–2009; 

(iii) 2009–2010; 

(iv) 2010–2011; and 

(v) what was the total estimated cost of the upgrade project at the time of the 2007 budget; 

(d) has any agency for which the Minister has responsibility commissioned or received a report since 2000 
into the adequacy or safety of the Bridge; and 

(i) if so, when was the report completed; 

(ii) if so, who conducted the report; and 

(iii) if so, will the Minister table the report? 

Mr M.J. COWPER replied: 

(a) (i) $1.308m. 

(ii) $5.00m. 

(iii) $33.577m. 

(iv) $4.655m. 

$125,000 spent on maintenance for the Bridge. Only bare essential maintenance completed in 
anticipation that a new Bridge will be constructed. 

(v) Total preliminary project allocation in Budget Papers of $46.285m (includes expenditure prior 
to 2009-10) for planning, design and preliminary works. 

(b) (i) $0.5m. 

(ii)-(iv)  Not itemised. 

Approximately $100,000 spent on maintenance for the Bridge. Only bare essential 
maintenance completed in anticipation that a new Bridge will be constructed. 

(v) Total preliminary project allocation in Budget Papers of $81.268m (includes expenditure prior 
to 2008-09) for planning, design, preliminary works and construction of a road bridge only. 

(c) (i) $0.826m. 
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(ii)-(iv)  Not itemised. 

Approximately $100,000 spent on maintenance for the Bridge. Only bare essential 
maintenance completed in anticipation that a new Bridge will be constructed. 

(v) Total preliminary project allocation in Budget Papers of $70.453m (includes expenditure prior 
to 2007-08) for planning, design, preliminary works and construction of a road bridge only. 

(d) No. 

(i)-(iii)  Not applicable. 

WEED MANAGEMENT 

2706. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Agriculture and Food 

(1) When will the Bio-security and Agricultural Management (BAM) Regulations be completed and tabled 
in Parliament? 

(2) Will environmental weeds be included in the BAM Regulations? 

(3) Since 6 September 2008 how much money has been spent on tackling: 

(a) agricultural weeds; and 

(b) environmental weeds? 

(4) Does the Government support the continued work of the Western Australian Weeds Committee? 

(5) What financial support does the Government give the Western Australian Weeds Committee? 

(6) When will the State Weed Plan be reviewed? 

(7) What funding and support is available for the review? 

(8) What percentage of funds allocated to bio-security go to fighting weeds that are already in Western 
Australia? 

(9) What percentage of funds is spent on keeping weeds out of Western Australia? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

(1) The Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act regulations and subsidiary instruments are at various 
stages of completion. Consultation with various stakeholders will need to be completed before 
regulatory instruments are tabled for consideration in Parliament.  

Currently, three sets of regulations under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act are in the 
consultation phase and are close to the end of the period for public comment. These regulations deal 
with the Industry Funded Schemes through a mechanism established under the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act. These Industry Funded Schemes will allow grain/seed/hay producers, 
cattle producers, sheep and goat producers, to raise funds to self-manage serious pests and diseases 
which might threaten the viability and sustainability of their industries. 

There are a further three sets of draft regulations with the Parliamentary Counsel's Office. The timelines 
for return and further development of these is very difficult to predict but could be in the order of 12 to 
18 months. These regulations will also need to go through a consultation phase. 

There are other sets of regulations such as chemical residue management and stock identification which 
are in less advanced stages of development. National commitments and federal legislation may impact 
upon these areas so it is difficult to determine when development of these regulations will be 
completed. 

The introduction of Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act subsidiary legislation and instruments 
will be an ongoing process with the bulk of it occurring over the next 2 years. 

(2) Under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act, the Minister may declare an organism of a 
kind specified or described in the declaration as a declared pest for an area if there are reasonable 
grounds for believing that the organism has or may have an adverse effect on: 

a. another organism in the area; 

b. human beings in the area; or  

c. the environment, or part of the environment, in the area; or 

d. agricultural activities, fishing or pearling activities, or related commercial activities, carried on, or 
intended to be carried on, in the area. 
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This allows a range of plant species to be included in the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management 
regulations and subsidiary legislation and instruments. Plant species currently declared under the 
Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act 1976 will also be declared under Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act. These include a number of plants that are considered to also have 
environmental impacts e.g. blackberry and arum lily.  

(3) (a)  The total consolidated funds expenditure by the Department of Agriculture and Food's (the 
Department) Invasive Species program on agricultural weeds over the 
period 1 September 2008 to 31 March 2010 is estimated to be $3.218 million, which is 20.2 
per cent of the program's consolidated funds expenditure over that period. 

(b) The expenditure on environmental weeds over the same period was an estimated $758,000, 
which is 4.8 per cent of the program's consolidated funds expenditure.  A further $253,000 was 
spent on social or amenity weeds over that period. 

(4) The Western Australian Weeds Committee ceased on 30 June 2009 when the membership terms of all 
its members expired. 

(5) Because the Western Australian Weeds Committee is now defunct there is no financial support from 
Government for that committee.  

(6) There are no immediate plans to review the State Weed Plan for Western Australia.  

(7) Not applicable.  

(8) 6.7 per cent of the total consolidated funds allocation to the Department's Biosecurity programs 
($2.539 million out of $37.647 million) was allocated to the Invasive Species program in 2009/10 for 
post-border weeds activities. That is, on weeds already present in the State. 

(9) The Department's Border Biosecurity program delivers quarantine activities aimed at preventing weeds 
and other quarantine-risk material from entering the State. Data on the program's expenditure on weeds 
(as opposed to other sorts of quarantine risk material) are not available, since border quarantine 
activities target risk material as a whole. The Border Biosecurity program received 24 per cent of the 
Department's total consolidated funds biosecurity funding in 2009/10. 

RIVERHAVEN DEVELOPMENT, MARTIN — ENVIRONMENTAL AND PLANNING ISSUES 

2708. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Planning 

I refer to the LWP Property Group’s proposed Riverhaven development in the suburb of Martin, and ask:   

(a) how much is the developer contributing to the cost of: 

(i) sewerage; 

(ii) underground power; 

(iii) road construction; and 

(iv) construction of road access to existing roads; 

(b) what monitoring has been done to ensure that this development meets the air quality requirements of the 
Environmental Protection Authority, especially with regard to dust from the Gosnells quarry; 

(c) is this land subject to winter inundation; 

(d) what requirement is there for the developer to warn future property owners of the risks associated with 
purchasing land that is prone to flooding; and 

(e) what requirement is there for the developer to warn future property owners of air quality risks in this 
area? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(a) The development costs are a matter of commercial confidentiality between the developer and its 
contractors. The developer is responsible for all the costs of providing: 

(i) sewerage; 

(ii) underground power;  

(iii) road construction; and  

(iv) construction of road access to existing roads. 

(b) This question should be directed to the Minister for Environment. 
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(c) The existing soil and groundwater conditions indicate the possibility of sporadic seasonal inundation. 

(d) The conditions of subdivision approval issued by the Western Australian Planning Commission include 
the requirement for an Urban Water Management Plan to be prepared and the implementation of 
appropriate drainage works. All residential lots and roads will be drained and no flooding is expected to 
occur. 

(e) The conditions of subdivision approval issued by the Western Australian Planning Commission include 
a Notification to be placed on the Certificates of Title indicating that the lots may be affected by 
impacts, including dust, noise and vibration, associated with the nearby quarry. 

GOSNELLS TRAIN STATION — TRANSIT GUARD ROSTER 

2710. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) How many Public Transport Authority guards are stationed at the Gosnells station during the following 
hours: 

(a) 6.00 am to 9.00 am;  

(b) 9.00 am to 12.00 pm;  

(c) 12.00 pm to 3.00 pm;  

(d) 3.00 pm to 6.00 pm;  

(e) 6.00 pm to 12.00 midnight; and  

(f) 12.00 midnight to 3.00 am?  

(2) Will the Public Transport Authority staff the Gosnells train station with transit officers in a full-time 
capacity, like Oats Street Train Station; and 

(a) if not, why not?  

Mr M.J. COWPER replied: 

(1) (a)-(f)  Gosnells station is manned by a Customer Service Assistant during day time hours, and by two 
Transit Officers during the afternoon and evenings. Customer Service Assistants and Transit 
Officers are stationed at Gosnells station for the following periods — 

 

 Customer Service Assistants Transit Officers 
Monday  0530 hours to 1500 hours 1500 hours to 0100 hours 
Tuesday 0530 hours to 1500 hours 1500 hours to 0100 hours 
Wednesday 0530 hours to 1500 hours 1500 hours to 0100 hours 
Thursday 0530 hours to 1500 hours 1500 hours to 0100 hours 
Friday 0500 hours to 1600 hours 1615 hours to 0315 hours 
Saturday 0600 hours to 1600 hours 1615 hours to 0315 hours 
Sunday 0600 hours to 1500 hours 1500 hours to 0100 hours 

The Transit Officers who are assigned to Gosnells station also man a Delta mobile response 
vehicle which operates from the station. When necessary, these officers will leave the station 
to attend to any incident in the area and return once the matter has been dealt with.  

There is also a Delta mobile response vehicle manned by two Transit Officers that patrols 
between Cannington and Armadale stations, making regular routine stops at Gosnells 
station. These Transit Officers work on the following timetables — 
 

 Transit Officers 
Monday  0530 hours to 1530 hours 
Tuesday 0530 hours to 1530 hours 
Wednesday 0530 hours to 1530 hours 
Thursday 0530 hours to 1530 hours 
Friday 0530 hours to 1630 hours 
Saturday 0530 hours to 1630 hours 
Sunday 0530 hours to 1530 hours 

(2) (a) The Public Transport Authority is currently recruiting additional Transit Officers. The latest 
applications closed on 16 April 2010. Although recruitment has been challenging over the past 
years due to the labour market, it is envisaged that Gosnells station will be fully manned with 
permanent static Transit Officers as the numbers of Transit Officers employed increase. 
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KEYSTART — BOARD DIRECTORS AND OTHER STATISTICS 

2711. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

(1) What are the names of the Keystart board directors? 

(2) What is the current amount of remuneration for each director? 

(3) On what date was each director appointed? 

(4) Did Keystart produce an annual report for the 2008–2009 financial year; and  

(a) if not, why not? 

(5) How many new construction loans were approved for the 2008–2009 financial year? 

(6) How many new constructions loans were approved between 1 July 2009 and 16 April 2010? 

(7) What was the total amount of Keystart’s capital reserves as at 16 April 2010? 

(8) What was the total amount of Keystart’s capital reserves as at 30 June 2009? 

(9) What was the total amount of Keystart’s capital reserves as at 30 June 2008? 

(10) What are the names of the institutions in which Keystart reserves have been invested since 
23 September 2008? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) Robert Mitchell (Chairman), Mike Bonney, Dianne Browning, Brenda Robbins and John Carruthers 

(2)-(3)  Please see table below: 
 

Name of Director Remuneration for Keystart Board Date of appointment 
Robert Mitchell 
(Chairman) 

$46,900 + $12,000 committee fees 20 May 2008 

Mike Bonney $18,760 + $6000 committee fee 01 January 2002 
Dianne Browning $ 18,760 + $6000 committee fee 01 February 2008 
Brenda Robbins $ 18,760 + $6000 committee fee 01 February 2008 
John Carruthers No fees paid as he is an employee of the Dept of Housing 18 September 2009 

• Please note Keystart's Board members are paid an annual fee plus an additional payment fee per 
committee on which they are members.  

• Keystart has two committees, Funding & Lending and Audit Risk & IT. The fee per committee is 
$6000 per annum. 

(4) No 

(a) An Annual Financial Report is produced for Keystart which is consolidated into the 
Department of Housing Annual Report. 

(5) 1,988 

(6) 2,813 

(7) Mid month values are not available as capital reserves are an output from the monthly financial 
reporting cycle. Retained earnings at 31 March 2010 was $224.2 million 

(8) $190.9 million 

(9) $163.8 million 

(10) Keystart re-invests a portion of capital reserves into borrower advances (i.e. funding mortgages).  The 
remaining reserves (up to $100m in liquid assets) are invested in short term high quality cash based 
investments in a number of institutions. 

SOCIAL HOUSING TASKFORCE — REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

2712. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Housing and Works 

I refer to the recommendations of the Social Housing Taskforce, and ask: 

(a) which recommendations does the Government support; 

(b) which recommendations does the Government not support; and 

(c) as at 16 April 2010, which recommendations has the Government started to implement? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Government is currently developing a new State Affordable Housing Strategy which will encompass a 
number of recommendations made by the Social Housing Taskforce.. 

2011 ISAF SAILING WORLD CHAMPIONSHIPS — SPONSORSHIP 

2715. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Tourism 

In relation to Western Australia hosting the 2011 ISAF Sailing World Championships from 
Saturday, 3 December to Sunday, 18 December 2011, and I ask: 

(a) what Government agencies, departments or entities are funding or sponsoring the event; 

(b) does the event include a cultural component; and 

(i) if yes, was there a tender process for the cultural component; 

(c) does it include a music event; and 

(i) if yes, was there a separate tender process for the music event; and 

(d) who will be organising the cultural and music event components?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(a) Tourism Western Australia and the Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing. 

(b) A cultural component is proposed. 

(i)  A tender process will be conducted by the event organiser. 

(c) Live music is proposed by the event organiser as part of the Event Village entertainment. 

(i)  If the proposed music event goes ahead, then the event organiser will conduct a tender process. 

(d) To be determined subject to the tender process. 

RADIO FREQUENCY IDENTIFICATION DIGITAL LIBRARY SYSTEM 

2716. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

When will the Government roll out the promised Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) digital library system 
state-wide, or will the delay mean that costs are shifted to local councils and communities? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

The State Library has been working collaboratively to develop technical standards for WA public libraries. The 
future use of this technology in WA public libraries will be considered as part of the ongoing structural reform 
project. 

PEEL HEALTH CAMPUS — MANAGEMENT CONTRACT 

2717. Mr R.H. Cook to the Minister for Health 

I refer to the contract between the Government and Health Solutions, the operator of Peel Health Campus, and 
ask: 

(a) what is total cost to Government of administering and managing this contract including full-time 
equivalents (listed by Department) which are involved in administering and managing this contract, and 
also including not just staff from the Department of Health but also other agencies, such as Department 
of Treasury and Finance in considering contract variations and contract payments; and 

(b) what number of staff are involved in the management of the Ramsay Health Contract? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a)    
Area $ FTE 
South Metropolitan Area Health Service Private Sector Contracting Unit 145 913 0.70 
South Metropolitan Area Health Service Executive 15 000 0.10 
Department of Health 23 600 0.20 
Total 184 513 1.00 

(b) This question relates to the contract for Peel Health Campus and Ramsay Health is not a party to that 
contract. 
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JOONDALUP HEALTH CAMPUS — MANAGEMENT CONTRACT 

2718. Mr R.H. Cook to the Minister for Health 

I refer to the contract between the Government and Ramsay Health, the operator of Joondalup Health Campus, 
and ask: 

(a) what is total cost to Government of administering and managing this contract including full-time 
equivalents (listed by Department) which are involved in administering and managing this contract, and 
also including not just staff from Department of Health but also other agencies, such as the Department 
of Treasury and Finance in considering contract variations and contract payments; and 

(b) what number of staff are involved in the management of the Ramsay Health Contract? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a) The full-time equivalents involved in and total cost to Government of administering and managing the 
Agreement between the Government and Joondalup Hospital Pty Limited by Department is as follows: 

 Total Cost ($)   FTE 

North Metropolitan Area Health Service Contract Management Unit 188 048 1.00 

Breakdown of $188 048: 

• Salary  $108 039  (1FTE) 
• On costs  $32 412 
• OGS  $5 000 
• Independent (external) audit &  

invoicing checking  $42 597 

North Metropolitan Area Health Service Executive 20 000 0.05 
Department of Health 26 500 0.22 
TOTAL 234 548 1.27 

(b) Two staff are involved in the management of Joondalup Health Services Agreement. 

PRINCESS MARGARET HOSPITAL — WAITING TIMES 

2724. Mr R.H. Cook to the Minister for Health 

I refer to Princess Margaret Hospital, and ask, what is the average waiting time to access each of the following 
services: 

(a) renal; 

(b) diabetes; 

(c) endocrinology; and 

(d) ear nose and throat specialists? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

CHILD AND ADOLESCENT HEALTH SERVICE (CAHS) 

(a) 133 days. 

(b) Nil waiting time. 

(c) Urgent cases, nil wait time; Non urgent cases, 350 days. 

(d) 145 days. 

SEALED ROAD — NEWMAN–NULLAGINE–MARBLE BAR 

2725. Mr T.G. Stephens to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) What is the State Government’s current target date for completing an upgraded and bitumen-sealed road 
between Newman, Nullagine and Marble Bar? 

(2) Is the Minister aware that the narrow unsealed road between Newman, Nullagine and Marble Bar is 
amongst the most dangerous in the Pilbara region, and that users are driving blind due to dust from 
heavy traffic? 

(3) Is the Minister aware that the Central Pilbara, and this road in particular, has come under enormous 
pressure from increasing numbers of prospecting and resource projects combined with tourist traffic and 
local traffic? 
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(4) What urgent steps will the Minister take to release funds to complete a sealed road between Newman, 
Nullagine and Marble Bar?  

Mr M.J. COWPER replied: 

(1) None. 

(2) The Minister is aware that there are many unsealed roads in the Pilbara region which would benefit 
from upgrading. The priority for improvement works is assessed on an annual basis as part of the 
Budget development process with many priority projects across the State competing for limited 
funding. As with all roads, motorists are encouraged to drive in accordance with the prevailing road 
conditions to ensure the safety of all road users. 

(3) Yes. 

(4) Main Roads will continue to monitor and maintain the road within the constraints of limited funding. 

PORT HEDLAND ROADS — TRAFFIC SEPARATION 

2726. Mr T.G. Stephens to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) For the roads in and around Port Hedland and other busy ports, what steps are being taken by the 
Minister to secure the changes needed to the roads to separate heavy industry traffic from local traffic? 

(2) Will the State Government contribute financially to the much needed additional road bridge in the area 
close to Port Hedland to separate road traffic from the increasingly busy iron ore rail access into the 
Port? 

Mr M.J. COWPER replied: 

(1) There are two major projects in the Pilbara for Port Hedland and Karratha to alleviate local and heavy 
industry traffic impacts to their respective ports. 

$200m is committed to the realignment of Great Northern Highway in Port Hedland by the end of 2014, 
and $100m is committed to completing the duplication of Dampier Road in Karratha by early 2012. 

(2) Yes, as part of the realignment project referred to in (1) above. 

HEDLAND HOUSING STOCK — NEW CONSTRUCTION 

2733. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister for Housing and Works 

(1) Not counting transient worker accommodation, how many new dwellings on a net basis have been 
added to the housing stock in Port Hedland and South Hedland in 2009–2010?  

(2) What are the Government’s targets for net additions to the housing stock in Port Hedland and South 
Hedland in each of the next four financial years? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

The Department of Housing advises: 

(1) Social Housing — 23 commencements (9 completed to 31 March 2010 with a further 14 expected to 
complete by 30 June 2010). 

Government Regional Office Housing (GROH) — net increase 4. 

(2) Social Housing — 21 planned completions in 2010/11 

GROH — net increase in 2010/11 will be 27 

Net additions beyond 2010/11 are dependent upon identification of sites, availability of funding and in 
the case of GROH, Government agency demand. 

BROOME PERFORMING ARTS FACILITIES — FUNDING 

2844. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

Where has the Government re-allocated the $5 million dollars set aside for the Broome performing arts 
facilities?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

The Government has not reallocated funds for the proposed Broome Performing Arts Centre. 
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ROEBOURNE ART CENTRE — REFURBISHMENT FUNDING 

2851. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

(1) What financial or other commitment has the Minister made to the Roebourne Art Centre Refurbishment 
Project Plan? 

(2) If no financial or other commitment has been made, can the Minister explain why?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(1) None. 

(2) No request for funds has been received. 

WEST AUSTRALIAN BALLET — GOVERNMENT FUNDING 

2852. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Culture and the Arts 

In relation to Western Australia (WA) Ballet, I ask: 

(a) will the Government increase recurrent funding to the WA Ballet to maintain the current number of 
dancers into the future; and 

(b) will the Government commit to a 1:1 contribution to match fundraising efforts for the WA Ballet’s new 
home in Maylands? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

(a) This is under consideration as part of the budget process 

(b) See above. 

__________ 

 

 

 


