
 

 

Legislative Council 

Thursday, 17 February 2011 

                 

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

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 1161/41 —  
PARKS AND RECREATION RESERVE FOR PUBLIC LANDS 

Statement by Minister for Mental Health 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [10.02 am]: I present today for 
tabling metropolitan region scheme amendment 1161/41, which will reclassify large areas of public land as parks 
and recreation reserves, including proposals to add to foreshore reserves of the Swan and Canning river system. 
The amendment seeks to update zones and reservations in the metropolitan region scheme—the MRS—in 
relation to public lands to ensure that reservations match cadastral boundaries and to ensure that the MRS is kept 
up to date as the statutory regional plan for Perth.  

The amendment contains 155 separate proposals in the Cities of Armadale, Bayswater, Belmont, Canning, 
Cockburn, Fremantle, Gosnells, Joondalup, Rockingham, Stirling, Subiaco, Swan and Wanneroo, the Towns of 
Bassendean and Kwinana, and the Shires of Kalamunda, Mundaring and Serpentine–Jarrahdale. The main 
purpose of this proposed amendment is to include within the parks and recreation reservation of the MRS various 
pieces of publicly owned land to reflect their regional significance. Additionally, some properties are proposed to 
be rezoned to better reflect their current use and purpose within the MRS. The more significant proposals include 
the inclusion of approximately 18 352 hectares of land in the parks and recreation reservation. There are 115 
proposals in that, 35 of which include additions to the protection of Bush Forever sites and 41 include additions 
to foreshore reserves of the Swan and Canning river system. Approximately 1 160 hectares of land in the rural 
zone on the western boundary of Whiteman Park is proposed for inclusion in the parks and recreation reservation 
and Whiteman Park.  

The amendment advertising has been completed in accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2005, 
and the Environmental Protection Authority did not require formal assessment. Forty public submissions were 
received. A majority of the submissions either supported the amendment or had no comment. The Western 
Australian Planning Commission holds the view that a small number of objections—13 out of 155 proposals—
should be upheld and the amendment proceeded with accordingly.  

I am pleased to now table the documents to the house. 

[See papers 3021, 3022 and 3029.] 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Linda Savage. 

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

Statement by Minister for Mental Health 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [10.06 am]: I present today for 
tabling metropolitan region scheme amendment 1186/41, which will facilitate a transit-oriented development in 
close proximity to the future Rowley Road rail station and Kwinana Freeway in the Wandi locality. The 
amendment will facilitate the development of approximately 6.61 hectares of land for high density residential 
development. It is envisaged that approximately 200 lots will be created of a density between R40 and R60. The 
amendment will contribute to the residential catchment to support the proposed Rowley Road rail station and the 
adjacent local centre. The station and local centre will provide a focus for community activity within the Wandi 
area. Over the past two years the nearby Wandi and Mandogalup localities have been rezoned to urban or urban 
deferred in the metropolitan region scheme. This urbanisation in the south west corridor of the metropolitan 
region contributes to the efficient consolidation of land in close proximity to existing and proposed 
infrastructure, and ultimately the supply of urban land in the metropolitan region. 

As the amendment area is located within the Jandakot groundwater protection area, careful consideration has 
been given to its urbanisation by various state government agencies. The Western Australian Planning 
Commission concluded that the land was suitable for urban purposes given the following: the site was wholly 
contained within 600 metres of the proposed Rowley Road rail station; the relatively small area of land—
approximately 6.61 hectares—and the overall potential impact of such a change; local and state government 
agencies support the proposal, including the Department of Water; and it completes rather than extends the urban 
zone in the Wandi locality and contributes to the residential catchment of the proposed Rowley Road station.  
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In accordance with the statutory provisions for region scheme amendments, this amendment was advertised for 
three months in 2010. Twenty-two submissions were received containing 20 general comments, one comment of 
objection and one comment of support. Copies of the submissions and the WA Planning Commission’s report on 
submissions are also tabled today. I am pleased to now table the documentation for metropolitan region scheme 
amendment 1186/41 and I commend it to the house. 

[See papers 3023 and 3030.] 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Linda Savage. 

MINISTER FOR FINANCE 

Question without Notice 40 — Barnett Government — Tax Reform Measures — Personal Explanation 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [10.08 am] — by leave: I thank the 
house for its courtesy and advise that when answering a question from Hon Ken Travers yesterday, I stated in 
part, “Measures have been put in place to provide a rebate of the past year’s payroll tax to a very large number of 
eligible businesses this financial year.” At the end of my answer, according to the uncorrected Hansard, Hon 
Ken Travers asks by interjection — 

Minister, can you confirm whether the payroll tax rebate is for this year? 

To which my recorded reply is — 

Yes, it is. I said so. 

The reason that my statement appears to contradict my earlier assertion is that I misheard Hon Ken Travers’ 
question by interjection as, “Can you confirm whether the payroll tax rebate is paid this year?” The answer to 
that question is, of course, yes. For the sake of clarity and for the record, a rebate on payroll tax will be allowed 
this financial year for payroll tax initially paid to government last financial year.  

The PRESIDENT: For members’ information, under standing order 85, personal explanations may not be 
debated. 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Thirteenth Report — “Analysis of Recommended Reforms to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003” 
— Tabling 

Hon Nick Goiran presented the thirteenth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission titled “Analysis of Recommended Reforms to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003”, 
and on his motion it was resolved — 

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

[See paper 3039.] 

GERALDTON AND FREMANTLE PORTS — LEAD CONTAMINATION 

Motion 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [10.15 am] — without notice: I move — 

That this house expresses grave concern about the handling of lead contamination at the ports of 
Geraldton and Fremantle by the Barnett government.  

I want to say at the outset that the Labor Party acknowledges that when it was in government there was a failure 
of the government processes on the handling of lead at the port of Esperance. We have accepted the political 
responsibility for that—people may have noticed that we now sit on the opposition benches. The Liberal Party 
made much of those incidents at that time, even though the failures within the bureaucracy in relation to what 
was happening at Esperance were not understood by the government. The very next day after the day on which 
the then Minister for Planning and Infrastructure found out that lead was the problem at Esperance, the port of 
Esperance was closed to lead exports. That is the history of it. But, as I say, we have accepted the political 
responsibility for that failure and those who now sit in government have sought to make great mileage out of it, 
as is the right of every opposition and now the government. But we would expect that history would make the 
government extremely conscious of the need to deal immediately with issues arising from loading lead at our 
ports. Since this house adjourned for the summer break there have been two incidents in which lead has been an 
issue in ports in Western Australia—one at Geraldton and one at Fremantle. I intend to focus on the Geraldton 
port, and my colleague Hon Sally Talbot will focus on events at the port of Fremantle, and the failure of the 
Barnett government on these matters.  
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I have moved this motion today because, in the main, I agree with an article written in The West Australian of 
27 December last year. It relates to the issues at the Geraldton port and states in part — 

But they are entitled to be concerned about some of the practices surrounding the handling of the lead 
material, particularly that it was being loaded during high winds, conditions that are far from 
uncommon in Geraldton.  

And authorities need to explain the delay in alerting the local community to the breach, with two 
months passing before it was made public. 

I put it to the house that it is not the authorities that need to explain to the people of Western Australia why there 
was a two-month delay. The minister of the day who was responsible for the Geraldton Port Authority at that 
time needs to explain. I hope that by the end of today’s debate we get an explanation from that minister for why 
it took two months.  

Let us look at the history of what happened at the Geraldton port. On 22 October 2010 a vessel was loaded with 
lead. As a result of the incidents at Esperance, new monitoring equipment had been installed at the Geraldton 
port, so that was the first occasion on which it was used there. The results were sent for analysis and returned to 
the Geraldton Port Authority either on or just before 7 November. They showed readings at those testing areas 
that were eight times the allowable limit. The port authority therefore did what was expected of it and, as was 
reported in The West Australian, sent an email to the minister’s office on 7 November. According to that report 
the email was sent to an officer called Brett Barton—and nothing happened! There is no announcement to the 
people of Geraldton. There is no public announcement. Interestingly, on 3 December the Geraldton Port 
Authority met with Minister O’Brien’s chief of staff. I suspect that the Geraldton Port Authority, having sent a 
letter on 7 November, and understanding the history of lead export in this state, was concerned that it had no 
response from the minister about how to proceed. Think about it as a member of the port authority bureaucracy. 
If this occurred, a letter would be sent to the minister—I do not know whether the port authority recommended a 
particular action to him—and the expectation would be that the minister would direct what should happen. I 
suspect the reason the port authority wanted to meet with Minister O’Brien’s chief of staff on 3 December is that 
it was concerned about receiving no response from the minister’s office. If I were the CEO of the Geraldton Port 
Authority, I would be sitting in my office saying, “It has been almost a month now since we told the minister and 
nothing has happened. We need to talk to the minister directly to find out what he wants us to do.” I suspect that 
the minister said, “No, you are only one of my port authorities; you can talk to my chief of staff.” 

On 3 December the port authority met with the minister’s chief of staff. I suspect that at that meeting the port 
authority officials provided details of the events. And again we wait. Again, no public announcement is made; 
no-one in Geraldton is told that on 22 October a ship was loaded with lead and the air tests showed eight times 
the allowable lead limit. Interestingly, on 14 December the minister was sacked from the transport portfolio. The 
Premier knew this minister was not delivering in the transport portfolio and he was therefore sacked and hidden 
away. Because the Liberal–National government has only one minister it can bring in to be Treasurer—namely, 
the Attorney General—it has tried to hive off issues within the Treasury portfolio and create the position of 
Minister for Finance in order to hide away this minister where he cannot do the damage that he has been doing in 
the transport portfolio to date. 

Hon Norman Moore: Rubbish. That is absolute rubbish! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not going to get into it, but I have heard told the story that it was Mr Moore who 
saved the former Minister for Transport. The Premier wanted to sack him completely from the cabinet and it was 
Mr Moore who prevailed upon the Premier to save Minister O’Brien and to find him a new portfolio in which, 
hopefully, he cannot do any more damage. Let us face it: the Liberal–National government has a Premier and 
one other competent minister. That is all it has—except perhaps for Hon Helen Morton, but we will have to wait 
to see if she can prove herself to be this government’s second competent minister. 

On 14 December, a new Minister for Transport was appointed. The new minister was informed about this 
incident on 22 December—interestingly, the first notification was 22 October. On 22 December, Minister 
Buswell was informed of this incident by, as I understand it, the company that exported the lead. The new 
minister understood what needed to happen and the very next day the port was closed for lead shipments—the 
identical action taken by the previous minister, Alannah MacTiernan, when she found out about the issues at the 
Esperance port. The new minister understood what had to happen. In fact, in an ABC online news report dated 
21 January it was stated — 

Mr Buswell says he acted as soon as he became aware of the lead issue in Geraldton. 

As soon as he became aware of the lead issue in Geraldton! That is what should have happened. That is exactly 
what should have happened and that is what Minister Buswell did. We understand that Mr Buswell has a lot of 
personal character failings, but he is a reasonably competent member. 

Several members interjected. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: He is so! Members opposite know that. They should not try to deny it. 

Hon Norman Moore: Why don’t you look in the mirror some time? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not have the personal character failings of Mr Buswell, Mr Moore. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! We will proceed without the interjections. I think the member on his feet 
knows the standing orders about imputations in relation to members in the other place. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Minister Buswell understands what is required in a political sense when these issues 
occur. 

An article in The West Australian on 3 January, detailing the events that occurred in this area, outlined the same 
time line that I have outlined for members today. That article claimed that Brett Barton received the original 
email that was apparently not passed on to Minister O’Brien’s chief of staff and that Mr O’Brien did not learn 
about the incident until 3 December when the port authority met with Mr Curry. The article then stated that 
Mr Barton no longer works in Mr O’Brien’s office. 

I wonder whether Mr Barton no longer works in Mr O’Brien’s office because he failed to notify the minister of 
this important—absolutely crucial—email. I believe that probably was the most important email received in the 
Minister for Transport’s office last year. It was probably the most important email! I know that if I were the 
minister and that email came into my office and a staff member did not tell me about it, I would be very, very 
annoyed. The simple fact of the matter is that Mr Barton no longer works in the minister’s office and my 
question is: why is the minister still working in a minister’s office when he himself failed to do anything when 
told about the problem? That is the question that needs to be answered today. The failed former Minister for 
Transport needs to stand in this house to explain why his office did nothing between 7 November and 
3 December and why, when he found out about it on 3 December, he as the minister did nothing. He did not 
notify the people of Geraldton about what had occurred in their town. This is a government that made a great 
song and dance about the events in Esperance. This is the same minister that railed in this house on 19 May 
2010, telling us how wonderful and open, accountable and transparent the Liberal government was being about 
the export of lead through the Fremantle port. However, when it came to his responsibilities for the Geraldton 
port, the minister was mute—silent. It is an absolute disgrace. I urge people to read about it because in the time I 
have available today I will probably not have time to go through the whole of the transcript from 19 May. It 
makes fascinating reading, minister. It makes it clear that the minister understood the importance of lead; that he 
understood the importance of keeping the public community informed. 

Moving forward: now that this has all occurred and the former Minister for Transport has been sacked from that 
portfolio and hidden away in portfolios in which he cannot damage the public confidence in the way that he has, 
we now need to restore the people of Geraldton’s trust. I suggest that the government needs to set up a 
community reference group in Geraldton so that the community can be confident in the way in which these 
matters are being handled by the government of the day. The government needs to ensure that a community 
reference group includes people from the port authority, the local chamber of commerce, the workers’ 
representatives—the Maritime Union of Australia—the local tourism authorities, the local businesses, the key 
stakeholders, the Department of Environment and Conservation and other government agencies. All should be 
there to restore the trust of the Geraldton people because of the failures of the former Minister for Transport. 
That is what now needs to happen in the Geraldton area to restore the people’s confidence. When we made that 
suggestion to the government, it immediately dismissed it. Although Hon Troy Buswell understood the 
importance of making this information public the day after he heard about it—the day after!—this government 
still does not understand the damage that it has done to the confidence of the people of Geraldton as a result of 
the failings of the failed former Minister for Transport. The government does not understand it.  

The public has a right to know what happened and why the entire situation has been so very poorly handled. We 
now need to work to restore the confidence of the people of Geraldton in the safety of the port and its surrounds. 
The only way we will do that is to allow a group of community representatives to go there to answer those 
questions. I visited Geraldton during the recess, and everywhere I went in Geraldton, people asked me questions 
about it. They wanted to know what was happening, they wanted a point of reference and they wanted their 
concerns addressed. They wanted to know why one person’s water tank had not been tested but another person’s 
had. A public reference group would instil confidence in the people of Geraldton that things were being done, 
that they were being done properly and that there would not be another failure similar to the failure by the former 
failed Minister for Transport who refused to tell the people of Geraldton what was happening, even though he 
knew that the incident had occurred more than two months before anything was done about it. By the time the 
former minister was sacked from the portfolio, it was exactly two months before the people of Geraldton were 
told about this incident. 
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Today we need an explanation from the former failed Minister for Transport about why his office did not tell 
him about it and why he did not act and tell the people of Geraldton once he knew. I hope that when I sit down, 
the former failed Minister for Transport, the now Minister for Finance, will stand and explain his actions. It is 
my view that his actions were a dereliction of the duty of a minister, and the former Minister for Transport stands 
condemned. It is not the authority but the former failed Minister for Transport who needs to explain his actions. I 
brought this motion before the house today because I wanted to hear that explanation, and I believe that the 
people of Geraldton and the people of Western Australia deserve an answer. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [10.32 am]: I am very pleased to support the motion moved by Hon Ken 
Travers. It will not have escaped members’ attention that the motion before the house is in a chronological 
sequence. Over the Christmas break, we found out about the appalling sequence of events which occurred in 
Geraldton and which has left the people of Geraldton absolutely outraged about the way they were treated by the 
government. It was only a few days later that we heard the astonishing revelations about what was happening 
between the Wiluna mine, which is run by Magellan Metals Pty Ltd, and the port of Fremantle. I want to 
highlight those incidents today because we must put on the record in this place just how comprehensive and 
outrageous the government’s failures have been in the transport and export of lead. 

This is an unusual debate in one particular sense; that is, every single government backbencher is very familiar 
with the issues that we are raising today. The reason for that is that the opposition has been raising them in this 
place for nearly two and a half years. We have had extensive debate about and questioning of the government 
over the safe transport of lead. I do not have to background any government members about the extent of the 
problem with which they are faced, because the debate on these issues has raged in this place for many, many 
hours. Government members also know that I spent the best part of 26 months trying to hold the government 
accountable for its environmental policies through the previous Minister for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher. 
The minister did not much like the way I did it, but I did it and I think that the record speaks for itself. I find 
myself somewhat surprised today to be on my feet saying that I rather miss the previous Minister for 
Environment. 

Hon Donna Faragher: I knew it! I don’t miss you, but I knew you’d miss me. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Some people have a problem accepting praise. I do miss her, and I will tell members 
why. I have put on the record many times that the former Minister for Environment repeatedly refused to give 
her personal assurance that the transportation of lead was safe. Five times on a Stateline interview on the ABC 
during prime-time viewing she fudged her response to the question: minister, is it safe? With the benefit of 
hindsight, that was an interesting thing for her to have done. However, that is not why I find myself wishing she 
was still in the environment portfolio. The reason I miss her is the one thing the former Minister for Environment 
did, for which it would be good to hold the government to account now, was promise to close down Magellan if 
it breached the guidelines. I hope that the former minister has gone into her predecessor’s office, shut the door 
and had a quiet word with him because he is making an absolutely ham-fisted attempt — 

Hon Donna Faragher: Successor. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Successor, sorry. 

Hon Ken Travers: You thought no-one could be worse than the last minister, but you were wrong. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I thought that no-one could be worse but, sadly, I have been proved wrong. 

Only yesterday we found out a new piece of information. We always have to drag information out of the 
government piece by piece. Yesterday we found out that this sorry saga did not start on 1 January, which is when 
the acting minister put out the press release making the stop order. This incident started on 15 December—the 
day after the new minister was sworn in. 

Hon Peter Collier: That was in the media before Christmas. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Guess where the ministerial guidelines can be found. Members might be interested to 
know that they can be found on the Magellan website, so they do not have to look very far for them. The 
guidelines have been changed already but the government did nothing about putting that on the public record. 
Surely the alarm bells started ringing for the government yesterday when members heard the Minister for Mental 
Health respond to a question on behalf of the Minister for Environment. The Minister for Mental Health said that 
it is not the CEO of the Department of Environment and Conservation who receives these reports, but the CEO 
of the Environmental Protection Authority. We found out that the CEO of the EPA was told on 15 December 
that Magellan was in breach of the ministerial guidelines. Where did it go from there? I will tell members where 
it appears to have gone from there. It appears to have gone straight onto the desk of the new Minister for 
Environment so that the he could play politics with the issue. As Hon Ken Travers said, this mob appears to have 
learnt nothing from the Esperance experience. If anything has the word “lead” on it, the Minister for 
Environment should look twice at it, but that was not the case. 

Hon Ken Travers: Alarm bells should have been ringing.  
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: They heard the alarm bells, but probably thought it was morning teatime. It was not 
until 1 January when the acting minister, Hon Peter Collier, issued the stop order. Why did we have to wait that 
long? It is because the new Minister for Environment made an interesting decision when he was presented with 
this information about the breaches of the guidelines. What does the Minister for Environment have to consider? 
He must consider a range of interests. I put it to members that the minister should have considered how he 
should have acted in the best interests of the safety of the Western Australian community. That clearly was not 
the case. The minister decided that his best interests were served by going on leave, and that is what he did. Ten 
days after he was sworn in as the Minister for Environment and nine days after one of his CEOs had been 
informed that Magellan was in breach of its conditions, the minister told nobody, did nothing and went on leave. 
All hail the acting minister, Hon Peter Collier. His eventual press release, date 21 January 2011, actually spells 
out what the problem is. The problem, as spelled out not by the Minister for Environment but by the acting 
minister, is this: the requirement is that no lead be present outside the bag within the sealed containers. I put it to 
honourable members of the government that that is very straightforward. The requirement is that no lead be 
present outside the sealed containers, but there was lead found outside the sealed containers. The ministerial 
conditions had been breached, yet the Minister for Environment went on leave, leaving the acting minister to 
take this action. 

I want to spend the last few minutes of my speech suggesting where we might go from here. We have clearly 
been presented with some major failures to the regulatory system for which the government is responsible. The 
auditing system has failed. I ask the minister to read his ministerial conditions. Condition 10 spells it out; I will 
not say that it is in words of one syllable, but it clearly spells out what the accredited auditor is supposed to do. 
Condition 10–1(4) states that the auditor is to be engaged and funded to undertake — 

immediately reporting any findings to the CEO and the proponent of material containing lead carbonate 
outside the sealed bags after a shipping container is removed from the mine-site; … 

The minister’s auditing system has failed, and we need to know why. We need to know whether it is the 
inspectors who have failed, or whether somebody is playing politics with this issue. We need to know if the 
government’s handling of the reports from the independent inspector has failed. The sealing provisions have also 
failed. I know that Hon Helen Morton is only the minister representing the Minister for Environment, but 
yesterday in answer to a question she stood in this place and read, with a straight face, all the details of the 
previous breaches. This proponent is deliberately overloading the bags; the inspector’s report says that this was a 
deliberate attempt to not comply with the ministerial conditions. The most stringent environmental conditions 
ever have been openly breached. The ministerial conditions have failed; they were supposed to keep the 
community safe and protect public health, but they have failed. This is not about protecting the health of the 
workers at the port and the mine, or about protecting the health of the public. The government’s response is not 
about that; it is about protecting a weak, bumbling, ineffectual government. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [10.42 am]: The government’s 
first priority when managing transport of mineral ores through ports in Western Australia is to ensure that there 
are no risks to public health or the environment. That is why the government has taken unprecedented action to 
stop shipments of lead from the Fremantle and Geraldton ports. With respect to Magellan lead going through the 
Fremantle port, ministerial statement 783 was issued by the Minister for Environment on 2 February 2009. It 
allows Magellan Metals to transport lead carbonate concentrate in sealed bags within locked shipping containers 
by road from the company’s Wiluna mine site to Leonora, and then by rail to the port of Fremantle, from where 
it is exported. Condition 10–1 of statement 783 requires the company to engage an independent accredited 
auditor to undertake a range of tasks, including random air monitoring of dust within the shipping containers 
used to transport sealed bulk bags of lead carbonate concentrate. 

Magellan engaged Inspectorate Australia as the accredited auditor, with the approval of the Minister for 
Environment. Statement 783 also requires Magellan to prepare a health, hygiene and environmental monitoring 
program prior to removing shipping containers of lead carbonate concentrate from the mine site. The monitoring 
program was approved by the Minister for Environment on 13 August 2009. The program details some 300 
points along the transport route, and in the port of Fremantle, collecting a range of samples to confirm that there 
has been no escape of lead carbonate dust from the sealed bags. The program also includes a regime of 
monitoring, on a random basis, air quality within shipping containers. It details specific triggers and contingency 
actions required in the event that air quality in a shipping container exceeds the agreed baseline levels.  

The triggers and contingency actions include reporting results to the Department of Environment and 
Conservation, the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority, the Department of Health and the relevant 
local authority within 12 hours of receiving the result; undertaking isotopic testing of lead to determine the 
source; ceasing transport of lead concentrate if the lead is confirmed to be from the Magellan mine, and 
designing an investigation in consultation with the Department of Environment and Conservation and the 
Department of Health to determine the source and extent of the lead in accordance with the contaminated site 
guidelines; and initiating a review of the packaging and transport procedures. 
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On 15 December 2010, Magellan met with the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority to discuss the 
preliminary results of air quality monitoring conducted within the sealed shipping containers containing bags of 
lead carbonate concentrate. 

Hon Sally Talbot: Did you say 15 December? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct. 

During the meeting, Magellan provided OEPA officers with a document titled “Air Quality Monitoring Inside 
Sea Containers”. Two sampling results in the document indicated that lead was present inside the respective 
shipping containers at levels in excess of the baseline trigger level. The two results related to samples from 16 
November 2009 and 9 June 2010. Although the results were well below the occupational safety and health levels 
established by the Australian National Occupational Health and Safety Commission, the results required the 
company to notify the relevant agencies within 12 hours, as stipulated in the monitoring program. 

On 17 December 2010, OEPA wrote to the company asking for further information on the air quality monitoring 
results, and reminding Magellan of its obligations under the monitoring program. On 31 December 2010, OEPA 
became aware that Magellan had still not ceased transport of lead carbonate in accordance with the requirements 
of the program. Accordingly, a stop order was served on Magellan by the acting Minister for Environment, 
pursuant to powers under the Environmental Protection Act, on 31 December 2010. The stop order required 
Magellan to cease transporting lead carbonate concentrate from its Wiluna mine site. A further order was served 
on Magellan on 3 January 2011 by the Minister for Environment, requiring further actions to be undertaken, 
broadly consistent with the correspondence sent to the company on 17 December 2010.  

The issuing of orders such as these is unprecedented, and is evidence of how seriously the government takes the 
issue. As a further precaution, the Minister for Environment called in the Department of Environment and 
Conservation’s pollution response unit to investigate whether lead carbonate concentrate dust may have escaped 
from shipping containers transporting Magellan lead. The pollution response unit carried out a sampling program 
at Fremantle port between 3 January and 7 January 2011. Analysis of swabs taken from the outside the Magellan 
shipping containers and nearby soil and sump samples revealed that no lead carbonate dust had escaped from the 
containers and that therefore there was no risk to public health or the environment. 

As has been well publicised, Magellan Metals has since advised OEPA that further investigation of the two 
sampling results from November 2009 and June 2010 had shown that a laboratory calculation erred on the side 
of grossly inflated readings. Magellan Metals also advised that recalculation of the results indicated that both 
samples were below baseline levels. Notwithstanding this advice, the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority continued to require Magellan Metals to meet the requirements of the stop order, which included the 
provision of a significant amount of information by 17 January 2011. The minister made it clear that the order 
will remain in place until he is advised by OEPA that it is satisfied with the information it has been provided 
with by the company and that rigorous monitoring and reporting arrangements are in place. Magellan Metals 
remains the subject of an active investigation into alleged breaches of ministerial statement 783. Further, the 
minister has requested the EPA to conduct a review of the ministerial conditions applying to the project. It is 
clear from the steps taken by the Minister for Environment that the government takes this matter very seriously 
and will exercise any and all powers to ensure there is no risk to the environment or to public health. 

The Geraldton Port Authority exports approximately five shipments per annum of 5 000 tonnes of lead sulfide 
concentrate from the Minerals and Metals Group’s Golden Grove mine near Yalgoo. On 5 November 2010, the 
Geraldton Port Authority reported an exceedence of the lead dust limit; a result that after further analysis was 
validated on 15 November. On 24 November 2010, the Department of Environment and Conservation inspected 
the port, including all mineral concentrate storage and handling areas. The DEC did not identify any breach of 
the Geraldton Port Authority’s licence conditions at that time. On 30 November 2010 the port authority provided 
the DEC with a copy of its internal investigation report into the incident. Although this report contained 
proposed remedial actions, the department directed the port authority to further revise its metal concentrates 
loading protocols to include wind direction criteria and to implement additional controls for metal concentrates 
loading. A number of the improvements outlined in the port authority’s internal investigation report have now 
been implemented, including: installation of an alarm to alert operators of winds reaching 25 knots and above; 
use of a dust-suppressing foam on open conveyors; use of a vacuum truck as opposed to a sweeper at a berth 
during loading; and installation of eight extra air quality monitors to enable more comprehensive monitoring of 
dust emissions. The exceedence of the lead dust limit was detected at one monitoring station located on the 
seaward side of the port’s loading operations with prevailing winds blowing out to sea at the time. Lead 
concentrate loaded at the Geraldton port was in the form of lead sulfide, which is less toxic and less soluble and 
has a lower bioavailability than the lead carbonate previously bulk loaded through the Esperance port.  

The Department of Environment and Conservation, the Department of Health and the Department of Transport 
commenced an extensive sampling program in the Geraldton area on 18 January 2011. The program focused on 
sampling for lead, copper and zinc in the port area, public open spaces, schools and household rainwater tanks. 
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The results of the sampling program will be publicly released by the government once the data has been 
validated and analysed. Households that were sampled will receive a letter outlining the results of any remedial 
action that may be required. This government is ensuring the ongoing health and safety of the people of 
Geraldton. DEC continues to work with the Geraldton Port Authority to implement a number of actions to 
reduce dust from metal concentrate ship loading. The Department of Health has confirmed that it did not find 
any evidence of a risk to public health as a result of this incident. However, lead shipments will not recommence 
until the government is satisfied that dust management procedures have been implemented.  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [10.54 am]: This is an important 
matter and I am glad to take the opportunity to make a contribution both on the behalf of the Minister for 
Transport and in my position as the former Minister for Transport. Hon Ken Travers has raised questions relating 
to lead and the ports of Esperance, Geraldton and Fremantle. As the house is aware, lead contamination in the 
port of Esperance occurred between April 2005 and January 2007. The former government made no commitment 
to clean the town prior to this government taking office. This government negotiated the safe removal of 8 500 
tonnes of stranded Magellan Metals lead from Esperance. The final shipment left Esperance in May 2009. The 
lead concentrate was loaded into two-tonne, double-lined bulk bags in a negative pressure environment. Each 
bag was sealed and vacuumed to remove any adhering lead dust. Filled bags were placed in sealed shipping 
containers. There was no detectable lead in the exhaust emissions from the shed during the bagging and 
containerisation process.  

Shortly after taking government, the Premier and I visited Esperance and had several meetings with local shire 
and community representatives. Indeed, we visited on a number of occasions, both together and separately. The 
experience resulted in an increased level of personal awareness, on a range of levels, of the question of lead 
transport and community attitudes. Contamination in other ports has been a matter that has subsequently raised 
its head as a matter of public issue. It is regrettable that it is a bit hard at times to have a quiet public debate 
about this matter. The debate raises very strong feelings, which have been seen on many occasions. The personal 
awareness that I derived from the experience of Esperance concerning community values and, in particular, the 
technical aspects of the handling of lead, is something that has certainly stuck with me. The clean-up in 
Esperance continues and the government is committed to completing that clean-up as expeditiously as possible.  

The lead concentrate that passes through the port of Geraldton is different in many respects to the lead 
concentrate that was exported through the port of Esperance. The circumstances that pertain to the examples 
given in the respective port towns also differ. The lead concentrate that contaminated Esperance was lead 
carbonate, which contains about 67 per cent lead, whereas the lead concentrate being exported from Geraldton is 
lead sulfide, a concentrate of lead, silver and gold. The lead in Geraldton has a much lower concentration of 
lead—about 30 per cent—and is less soluble and less bioavailable than lead carbonate.  

Following the lead contamination in Esperance in 2007, a survey of lead, copper and zinc was carried out in and 
around the port of Geraldton. I believe the minister representing the Minister for Environment has already 
discussed that. Samples were taken from rainwater tanks, schools and other public places and the survey found 
that no samples exceeded the health investigation levels for lead, copper or zinc, which are all commodities that 
have been exported through the port of Geraldton from time to time over the years. In 2009 a new environmental 
licence was issued to the Geraldton Port Authority that for the first time included an air quality limit for lead of 
0.5 micrograms per square metre in a 24-hour period. That is 0.00000005 of a gram, which is a trace amount, an 
almost infinitesimally small amount, but that is the standard that has been set. I understand that that standard has 
in turn been borrowed by the Department of Health from an Australian standard that is in force in ports around 
the nation. Again, that is 0.5 micrograms per square metre, but averaged over a whole year. The 0.5 of a 
microgram that applied in Geraldton, as I understand it, is a notification limit. I will come back to that in a 
moment.  

Hon Ken Travers: Except you did not notify anyone!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I listened to Hon Ken Travers in silence and I will respond to what the member has 
said. A requirement to install additional dust monitoring equipment at four sites around the port boundary was 
adhered to and installation of that dust monitoring equipment was completed in mid-2010. The first shipment of 
lead concentrate from the port of Geraldton to be subjected to the new monitoring system occurred in October 
2010, as we have heard. It was a relatively small shipment and during at least part of that loading there was a 
very strong wind blowing offshore, about 35 knots, from memory of viewing the monitoring data. During the 
shipment, one of the monitors recorded a lead level in excess of the guideline level set by the Department of 
Health. That monitor was on the seaward side of loading point, whereas the monitors on the landward side—that 
is, between the loading point and residential areas—did not detect excessive levels, or levels that exceeded the 
notification limit. 

It will be valuable for me to now quickly address some of the comments made by the mover of the motion, who 
has suggested that adviser Brett Barton did not notify me about this; that he was sacked as a result; that I took no 
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notice of the matter; that I did not communicate with the port; and that the port, in the absence of direction from 
me, did nothing about this until 23 December. 

Hon Ken Travers: I said it was not communicated to the people of Geraldton. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Please; I have limited time. 

The facts of the matter are these: Brett Barton did convey a communication from the port to me; he was not 
sacked for this or any other thing; and he is currently chief of staff to the Minister for Health and Leader of the 
Government in the upper house in Victoria.  

That communication was passed to me on about 8 November; it consisted of an email communication from the 
Geraldton port. The Geraldton port was advising my office—because it felt it was necessary to do so, and 
members would agree that it was necessary to do so—of an operational development between itself and its 
interface with the Department of Environment and Conservation. That is, it has to notify DEC when there are 
levels above a notification level detected when loading minerals, and that is what it was notifying us about. 

Hon Sally Talbot: So it was just a technicality, was it?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The letter to DEC was attached. I was concerned to hear about the exceedence of the 
level, regardless of any other circumstances or reassurances, and so I contacted the chief executive officer of the 
port by telephone. I did communicate with him.  

Hon Ken Travers: What date? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I sought and obtained information from him as to what had been happening. He was 
able to advise me that further handling and loading of lead had been suspended indefinitely, pending further 
advice from DEC, and that had been entered into voluntarily with the shipping company. It was their view, given 
the configuration of the monitoring points, that there had been no threat to the residential population, but they 
were awaiting advice from DEC and the Department of Health, having reported it, that that was indeed the case. 

They further advised that they would not allow the resumption of any loading by anybody until the matter had 
been again referred to the minister’s office for the go ahead to do so. Furthermore, in consultation with DEC, 
they had undertaken to provide, over the course of that month, a fuller report to DEC for its consideration. That 
was how it was presented to me. I did not give a direction to the port; why? It was because I was satisfied that 
they were doing all of the things that were necessary. 

The other matter that has arisen in relation to this is about some announcement, whether by me, the port, or 
possibly the environmental authorities, that was not given at the time. This matter came to notice weeks after the 
incident; it was weeks after the ship had sailed. That is the nature of a monitoring device; it is about collecting 
data over a period of time. In the absence of the capacity to advise of further results information from DEC, it 
was decided to not make an announcement at that time. In due course, the matter was pushed by the mining 
company in coming to the Minister for Transport and asking whether it could resume exports, and in the absence 
of confidence that it could be done properly, the minister declined to give that permission. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [11.04 am]: I rise to support the motion, and I thank Hon Ken 
Travers for allowing us to debate our grave concern about how lead contamination is handled at the ports of 
Geraldton and Fremantle. I would like to focus on Fremantle; my office is in Fremantle; my electorate is in 
Fremantle; and I am well aware of the extreme concern the community of Fremantle has. My colleague Hon 
Robin Chapple would like to discuss other ports and the extreme concern that citizens, no matter where they live 
in Western Australia, have about how lead contamination is handled.  

What we are debating is lead poisoning, and whether people are being poisoned by mining activities in this state 
and the transportation of toxic materials through our ports. It is a serious matter, and I am shocked that we are 
finding out, only today, very important information about the levels of contamination, the monitoring regimes, 
and the notifications that have been given between the Environmental Protection Authority, our ministers, and 
port authorities. It is not good enough for Western Australians. The public’s right to immediately know that there 
has been an exceedence should be upheld by this government. 

When I became a member of Parliament, our minister at the time was repeatedly asked questions by this side 
about the conditions that Magellan Metals had had imposed on it, and we were assured, time and time again, that 
these conditions were the strictest conditions that could ever be put on this type of export. In fear and trepidation, 
we went forward as a community to see whether that was true and whether this government would live up to its 
rhetoric. I, too, quote from the Magellan lead carbonate project environmental conditions, because the minister 
representing the Minister for Environment has noted them. Hon Helen Morton quoted condition 10–1, which is 
about the accredited auditor, and it merely states that there would be an independent auditor. We are now finding 
out more information about just what that auditor discovered. But condition 10–1–4 states — 
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immediately reporting any findings to the CEO and the proponent of material containing lead carbonate 
outside the sealed bags after a shipping container is removed from the minesite … 

That was not done. That happened over time, with emails and consideration and checking, and we now know 
that Magellan worked out long ago—I believe it was May—that there were problems inside the containers, and 
that its monitoring devices were picking up lead that was not inside the double-sealed bags, which we were 
convinced would retain this lead dust, but was outside, in the container, and it was having issues about: “Oh, 
we’re not sure what’s going on with our monitoring, but we know that lead is inside that container.”  

We know that those bags are supposed to be washed down at the site, the containers are supposed to be washed 
down, and there is supposed to be no lead in those containers, outside those double-sealed bags. We now know 
that that condition was not met, potentially from the very beginning. That is a huge concern.  

Hon Donna Faragher interjected.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: A stop-work order was given, and, obviously, we are grateful for that. But we have 
concern about that time lag between when we knew there were issues, and when the stop order was issued.  

The Minister for Finance—the former Minister for Transport—has just advised us that he was notified on 
8 November about issues. I do not know what action was taken on 9 November. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Action was taken immediately; I have just told you that. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: But the stop order was not issued. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: And action was already underway.  

Hon Ken Travers: No-one was told. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I put to the minister that what we would have liked to have seen immediately was 
some sort of public acknowledgment that, hey, something has gone wrong. The community have a right to know 
when their children are at risk of lead poisoning—even if it is just at risk. We are not saying they are being 
poisoned; we are saying they are at risk, and they should have an opportunity to get out of town and remove 
themselves from potentially dangerous hazardous materials. I put it to the minister that this government is not 
protecting the community at that level.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: If that is the standard you want, then we should simply close every port in this state. 
That’s the only way you can guarantee that, and that’s not very realistic.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: If that is true, then perhaps we have just been given more evidence for the call that 
we need a public inquiry into the safe transportation, management, handling and export of mining products and 
hazardous materials. We are not convinced that is being done. If this state is going to pursue its unfortunate path 
towards the export of uranium, we need to assure the public of Western Australia that it will be safe. We should 
use this incident as a warning call that perhaps something is rotten in our system.  

I also want to support the call for a community reference group to be set up for Geraldton. Again, this is about 
the public’s right to know. That community reference group should be advised of any incident. Even if these 
readings are anomalous, as the minister said previously, and they are things which are later ruled out and 
discounted because the monitoring equipment is not accurately calibrated, we can be reassured after the fact; but 
at least we would know that our safety is, first and foremost, being assured by the processes.  

I want to know why the auditing process has failed in this case. I wrote to the Minister for Environment when all 
this information came out in the public arena, and I asked for a briefing. I am still waiting for that briefing; it has 
been delayed twice now. I received a very good and thorough letter from the minister, which explained what had 
happened to date. I am a member of Parliament and I have the privilege of being able to contact the minister and 
ask for a briefing, but I believe that the public also has a right to know. I would like the government to improve 
its systems to the extent that we know much more quickly when there has been an incident and that action is 
taken immediately, as the conditions specify, so that we can be assured that this material, lead, is not escaping 
into our environment. On that, I can only add my support to the motion.  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [11.12 am]: I will follow on from what Hon Lynn MacLaren has 
said, because what I heard in the government’s response is that it does not get the message. The government 
talked about the process. I can remember lots of accusations against a previous Premier that he was process 
driven. All we have heard today from members opposite is about process and closing down the operation, but 
nothing about warning the people who could be exposed to this material.  

The incidents at the Ports of Fremantle and Geraldton were not warning enough; we learnt the lesson from the 
incident at Esperance. In a very heated debate in this place we heard from the minister, hour after hour, an 
absolute hand-on-heart guarantee that nothing would go wrong and it was perfectly safe to transport lead in one 
of its most dangerous forms—the only other form that is more dangerous is vapour—through our most populous 
centre.  
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Hon Donna Faragher: That’s what your former environment minister also said.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You did an absolutely lousy job and you know it! You could not protect the state.  

Hon JON FORD: Hon Donna Faragher has not got a record she can defend. She stood in here and told us that 
this would not happen.  

Hon Donna Faragher: Every transgression will be dealt with, and it has been dealt with.  

Hon JON FORD: It has not been dealt with.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon JON FORD: Mr Deputy President, I would like to have the call.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Max Trenorden): You have the call, Hon Jon Ford.  

Hon JON FORD: The fact is that in the Geraldton example, it took two months before the authorities, the 
people charged with monitoring this, made the people of Geraldton aware of the incident. The Minister for 
Commerce stated that a mitigating excuse on that particular day while they were loading was the high winds. It 
is Geraldton! If anyone has driven up to Geraldton, they will see when they drive through Dongara that the trees 
grow along the ground; it is a very windy place. 

Hon Ken Travers: You’d have to be on the road between 5.30 and 6.00 am in the morning, if you didn’t want 
the wind.  

Hon JON FORD: That is only on three or four days of the year.  

What should the authorities have done? The authorities should have let people know there had been an excursion 
incident. It is not about closing down the port; it is about giving people a chance to take precautions. The people 
should be told not to eat shellfish out of the harbour and not to drink water out of their tanks; to empty their pets’ 
food and water if it has been exposed outside and to hose down areas where their children play. It is too late to 
take these precautionary actions two months later! In two of the responses from members opposite, we were told 
that the government had been advised afterwards that there was no danger to the public. However, we are still 
waiting on the reports, and nobody knows whether that is opinion or fact. It has taken this debate and a number 
of questions in the media to bring these matters out. The lesson that we learnt from the incidents in Esperance, 
Fremantle and Geraldton is that lead carbonate is not an acceptable way to transport this material. It has to put it 
into solid form; it has to be pelletised.  

We cannot be bound by process. In the end, the minister of the day is responsible for looking after the issue; it is 
not Magellan Metals or the port authority. I have heard the Leader of the House say that we have to consider the 
majority of the population in Western Australia. We have to give people the advice and give them an opportunity 
to act. When we have a bushfire, we do not sit and wait for the investigation afterwards before we tell people to 
get out of their homes; we tell them that there is a fire on the way. We have to act. Why else do we have to act 
and to let people know? The Department of Mines and Petroleum’s last report on the transport of dangerous 
goods indicated there had been a 50 per cent increase in the number of these incidents. The department puts that 
down, perhaps, to an 11 per cent increase in licensing services over the same period and a higher rate of incident 
reporting due to either heightened awareness and diligence in reporting, or more dangerous goods being handled 
in transit. It might also indicate that there is an emerging problem within the regulatory authority or in people’s 
ability to comply. It is interesting that the government’s response to these important matters is to take away 
targets by which we can see how things are trending. We can read these stories one way or the other, but the 
people of Western Australia who were in proximity to these incidents were kept in the dark; they were not told. 
Telling people about these incidents does not mean that we have to close down the port. People who live in port 
areas know that all sorts of things are being moved around; they appreciate that. They are not the going to judge 
the minister badly because he tells them there has been an excursion. The minister’s job is to protect people. 
They will get angry and be pointed in their comments and they will judge the minister poorly if they realise that 
for two months the minister left them exposed, possibly, to a dangerous environment. That is the issue here. We 
had relentless promises from this government telling us that these sorts of incidents would not occur. However, 
when they did occur, the government decided, in effect, to put a pillowcase over its head.  

Hon Ken Travers: The cone of silence!  

Hon JON FORD: That is right. We are getting an interesting commentary in this house. Just because the 
government has denied it and just because it comes up with a process-related answer, it seems to think that that 
deals with the issue. I can tell the government that people are losing patience. Hon Lynn MacLaren was right; the 
government has made exactly the same comments, instilling the most stringent environmental standards for 
uranium mining in this state. It cannot even get the lead right. We got judged poorly, and correctly so, because of 
the Esperance situation. The government could have learnt a whole bunch of lessons from that but it chose not to 
and it is demonstrating that it does not have the capability to look after the interests of people in Western 
Australia.  
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HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [11.20 am]: I have 
listened to this debate with great interest. Hon Helen Morton outlined the situation as far as the government is 
concerned in a very comprehensive way. I want to make a couple of comments about the Fremantle issue. As 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum, I like to see mines operating. 

Hon Sally Talbot: Why didn’t you get them to build a new ingot plant? That is what they first proposed.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: For $1 billion? We would not get environmental approval anyway. I do not know 
what Hon Sally Talbot is going on about. The member should sit back and say that in order to keep this mine 
going, we should build a lead smelter in Wiluna for $1 billion. That would close down the mine tomorrow. Just 
as an aside, I read the honourable member’s comment in the newspaper saying she did not care what the findings 
were and the mine should be closed, or words to that effect. 

Hon Sally Talbot: They breached the conditions. The lead was outside the bags, minister. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I did not think interjections were on any more. I had someone take a point of order 
on me last night for interjecting. Can the honourable member please just let me get my point out as I have a 
limited amount of time.  

Hon Ken Travers: You didn’t interject at all, did you?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Not at great length. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Max Trenorden): Order! We have a limited amount of time for these 
debates. Members need to give the person on their feet the opportunity to take that time.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: One of the things that I find quite interesting in this debate is where the Labor Party 
is positioning itself when the shadow Minister for Environment says this mine should be closed down regardless 
of any findings of any inquiry. 

Hon Sally Talbot interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, can we have an agreement that the speaker on his or her feet will be 
heard. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: For many years I have watched the Labor Party claiming to be the party that 
represents the interests of workers. There are about 250 jobs at stake in this particular mine. If we close down the 
mine, that is 250 more people unemployed. To my knowledge, the Labor Party has always supported the 
interests of working-class people. The problem that it now has is that it is in the grip of the Greens. It cannot 
work out who wants to be the greenest so it is competing with the Greens on every issue it can find and is 
jettisoning its own basic support group, which is the working people of Australia. That is why the Labor Party 
had problems at the last federal election. That is why the opposition does not know where to position itself in the 
debates that face the state of Western Australia.  

The conditions that were imposed on the export of lead through Fremantle by the former Minister for 
Environment are, as she has said, extraordinarily prescriptive and require the company to go to great lengths to 
make sure there are no exceedences of lead from either the bags inside the containers or outside the containers. 
Putting aside all the things that have happened during this incident, the bottom line is that no lead has escaped 
from the containers and no lead above the exceedence level, which is very, very low, has been found inside the 
containers or outside the bags. 

This issue arose because the company—I do not know why it did not report to the government when it was 
required to; an inquiry is being held into that and I look forward to understanding why it happened—failed to 
inform the government that on two occasions there was an exceedence of lead within the containers between the 
bags and inside the containers. Under the conditions, it was required to inform the government immediately it 
became aware of that and then certain things would happen. The company would check to see whether it was 
Magellan lead and if it was, certain other processes would take place. Containers have a lot of lead in them and 
there are all sorts of lead in the environment but the level is extremely low to initiate an exceedence and to 
require a reporting to take place. The company did not do so, even though on at least two occasions there was an 
exceedence above the conditions. It has subsequently transpired that when those samples were reassessed by the 
laboratory that reported that it had exceeded the limit, it found an error in the magnitude of nine times in excess 
of what the figure should have been. 

Hon Sally Talbot: You are working off the wrong information. I’ll give you the notes that the minister sent me.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I ask the member to let me finish. There has not been an exceedence within the 
containers above the limit set by the Minister for Environment. The limit set by the Minister for Environment is 
way below the general occupational level of lead in the normal environment. 

Hon Sally Talbot: Who are you trying to protect, minister? Are you trying to protect the minister or the 
government? 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: I ask the member to give me a minute to get a word or two out. Yesterday I 
interjected on Hon Ken Travers. I forced Hon Ed Dermer to his feet to take a point of order and say, “Could we 
please hear the member speak?” I went for a walk. Instead of asking my Whip to take a point of order, I ask 
members to let me finish what I am saying because we have a limited amount of time for this debate.  

The bottom line is simply this: nobody’s health has been placed at risk at all. The system works, with the 
exception that the company did not make its information available at the time the incident occurred. I might add 
that it provided the information to the government. That is where the information came from—when Magellan 
provided all the details of the monitoring to the government. That is when the Minister for Environment took the 
decision to stop any further export of lead through Fremantle. We have heard from Hon Helen Morton today 
what happened as a consequence of that. As a consequence of that, work is being done between the Office of the 
Environmental Protection Authority and the department and the company to make sure that we know why the 
two exceedences were not reported and why the independent observer did not report them either. That is 
something I am looking forward to knowing about because there is an independent auditor, whose job it is to 
report any exceedences to the government, just as the company is required to do so. 

Hon Sally Talbot interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, we have come to an agreement that this debate will be heard in 
reasonable silence. The member will have an opportunity to speak in a moment. I will give her the call after Hon 
Robin Chapple. She should allow the member to complete his address.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am interested to know why the independent auditor did not report either. That is 
being investigated and we will find out why that happened.  

We need to remember that nobody’s health has been placed at risk. The system works and the exceedences 
within the containers never ever exceeded the limit provided within the ministerial conditions. Those limits are 
very, very low compared with what is allowed in the normal working environment within occupational health 
and safety laws in Western Australia.  

A scare campaign is being run by the member for Fremantle and the shadow Minister for Environment, who 
wants to be greener than the former Green member for Fremantle, along with the Greens themselves, who want 
to be greener than the Greens, and we have this hysterical media coverage as if an atom bomb went off in 
Fremantle and nobody told anybody it was coming. Now we are being told we cannot transport yellowcake 
either because that is just as bad. We cannot send that any place, completely ignoring the fact that the Northern 
Territory and South Australia, both Labor states, are exporting yellowcake on a daily basis through the port of 
Adelaide and the port of Darwin. To my knowledge, there have not been any issues with those matters either. It 
would be a good idea to, firstly, get a bit of commonsense into this and hear some sensible comment about what 
we are doing. We are trying to preserve 250 jobs at the same time as providing for the safe export of lead 
through Western Australia. That is being achieved, as has been proved without doubt. Secondly, the Labor Party 
needs to work out where its loyalty belongs. I will give members opposite some advice-I hope they do not take it 
because it will not be in our interest!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The Labor Party has to work out where is its fundamental support base. It is not the 
greenies, the doctors’ wives or the people who vote for the Greens (WA) Party to achieve what they want. It is 
the working people of Western Australia. Two hundred of them are the ones who work on the Magellan mine at 
Wiluna, whose jobs would be thrown out the door if Hon Sally Talbot had her way. Now that she knows that 
nobody’s health was put at risk, I trust she will get up and apologise to those workers whose jobs she wanted to 
throw out the door because members opposite want to win some votes in Fremantle.  

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Max Trenorden): Order! I call you all to order because the member has 
only 14 seconds left. At least you can give him 14 seconds.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This whole debate is about the Labor Party trying to win back the seat of Fremantle 
which it, quite rightly, lost at the last by-election.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.31 am]: I want to talk about three things: the toxicology 
of lead, that we need to be considering three ports in Western Australia for the export of lead, and how we go 
about monitoring and regulating. I will go to the last one first. One of the fundamental problems we have 
established over many, many years is that the Department for Environment and Conservation, and the 
Environmental Protection Authority now require and rely on corporations to do their own assessments and 
sampling. The DEP finds itself in a quandary. I will refer to some emails shortly that relate to that.  

Hon Donna Faragher: It’s the DEC.  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, the DEC. The emails relate to the old DEP; that is why I referred to that. The 
issue is that a process is set up whereby a corporation is asked to provide DEC with the data that proves or not 
whether it has committed an offence. The poor old DEC finds itself in a difficult position because it is not doing 
the assessment; it is relying on third parties to do them.  

The three ports I referred to are Esperance, Geraldton and Derby. I turn now more specifically to Derby because 
therein lies the problem. Derby is out of sight and out of mind in the Kimberley. There is no high-volume dust 
monitoring and no fencing. Lead is being fed via the conveyors into the harbour; children’s footprints and hand 
prints are in the lead dust—they can climb onto the conveyors. This is the same place that, unfortunately, 
suffered the ills of the 2,4,5-T poisoning in relation to the Derby and Kimberley herbicide workers—again, in 
that area, out of sight and out of mind—being poisoned with the use of that material.  

When it comes to what the EPA and DEC have done in that area, it seems that, when the community raised 
concerns—I will quote from a letter with the reference L32/95 in which concerns were raised about the large 
amounts of lead and zinc slurry were observed washing over the wharf into the sea—its response was — 

“The Derby export facility is operated strictly in accordance with the Environmental Management Plan 
which has been prepared for the operations. All Derby Export Facility staff are familiar with the 
environmental procedures in the Plan, aware of the environmental sensitivity of the facility and strictly 
implement the Environmental Management Plan.  

How do they know? The staff say they do; but not because DEC checks. The letter continues — 

All environmental incidents such as concentrate spillage’s are immediately reported to Western Metals 
Limited’s management —  

Not to DEP, as it was then. —  

and to the Derby Export Facility Co-ordinator who has not recorded any incidents of concentrates 
being washed into the sea from the wharf.  

In that case, DEP was relying on Western Metals telling it there was not a problem, although the residents were 
watching the material being washed into the harbour and watching their children play in it. The problem was 
dealt with by reporting that the proponent said that it was not happening. I move on to a further issue.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will sit down on the basis of that. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Unfortunately, member, the time for the debate has almost expired.  

Motion lapsed, pursuant to temporary orders.  

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Committee 

Resumed from 16 February. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Max Trenorden) in the chair; Hon Peter 
Collier (Minister for Energy) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yesterday there was some talk about the distinction between security staff and police, 
which I responded to. There was also an issue about the ratio between security staff and police. That will not 
change as a result of this legislation—there will be no shift. There will be exactly the same number of security 
staff, but their roles will be quite different, as I articulated last night.  

With regard to the ratio of security officers to patrons, the Department of Racing and Gaming has made a 
recommendation for licensed premises that there should be two security officers for the first 100 patrons and one 
security officer per 100 patrons thereafter. At a licensed event the ratio of security staff to patrons is determined 
by the Director of Liquor Licensing as a condition of the issue of the liquor licence. The Racing and Gaming 
recommendation is often adopted by the director, but the director has the authority to vary this ratio. Local 
councils may impose similar conditions on the use of their venues for events that are unlicensed or are a mix of 
licensed and unlicensed areas. Both the local council and the Director of Liquor Licensing deal with the 
attendance of police as a separate condition and do not reduce the number of security officers required based on 
the number of police attending; so nothing will shift from that perspective. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the minister for that explanation. I am sure that when Hon Ken Travers returns he 
may choose to take the matter a bit further. It is interesting that the minister says “nothing will change” in 
relation to the numbers of security staff or other staff already in place if those numbers are a liquor licensing 
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requirement. From my memory of the briefing, I am wondering what happens when all those security staff and 
other police or liquor licensing–related staff are already in place as a requirement for the conduct of the event. I 
understand that when more than 5 000 people attend a for-profit event, it is up to the event organiser to approach 
the police commissioner to seek to have additional police on site during the event. What happens if the event 
organisers make their own decision? What if the event organisers believe that because they have enough security 
staff on site and because they are complying with the requirements of their liquor licence, or the requirements 
imposed by the local government body, they do not need to request any additional or further support from the 
police, and therefore do not contact the police but go ahead with the event? Will they be able to go ahead with 
the event or will the police say they cannot and that because of the size of the event, and despite the other things 
in play, the organisers are still required to employ on a fee-for-service basis X number of police for this event? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You could actually see the police coming out and being security for those events. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will come to that in a sec. I am however interested to know that if the event organisers 
have already managed their security, and if it is really their decision to bring in the police, will they have to bring 
in the police? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If there is no licensing requirement for the police to attend an event, the police cannot 
charge to attend the event. However, the police may still need to attend if there are issues with that particular 
event, such as unruly behaviour or other issues. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I get that part, and we will come to it in more detail after we have dealt with clause 1 and 
are dealing with clause 4. I thought it worthwhile to raise the matter now, given the question Hon Ken Travers 
posed about the changing ratios. Interestingly, the bill refers to attendance requested by the promoter or the 
organiser of the event. I suppose the simplest way to ask this is: if a large event is to happen in Perth and the 
organiser does not request the police to participate in this type of activity, could the event go ahead without this 
additional police presence? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, it could. And the police would not be able to charge. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If that is the case, I am not too sure about the point of this bill. All an event manager has 
to do is say that he has it under control because he has X number of security people and has met all the other 
requirements, and that he therefore does not need to do this, and will not do this. What is to stop the organisers of 
large-scale events in Perth deciding to not engage police in this capacity? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As long as the event organisers can convince liquor licensing and the local council 
that the police do not need to attend, so be it. However, obviously the writing would be on the wall if it were 
evident that it was necessary for the police to be there.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I was trying to say that that would be the case if the event organisers had already met 
those requirements, which is what I imagine they are doing now. Is that what they are doing now? 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, that is correct. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If the event organisers are already doing that, why do we need this bill? Is this just a 
revenue-raising exercise? How does the minister justify the need for this? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Max Trenorden): Before the minister stands to respond, I remind members 
that debate on the short title is meant to range across the issues of the bill, without debating the bill. Hon Kate 
Doust is getting close to the question of opposing the bill, which is really not the purpose of the short title debate. 
I simply point that out to the member. I am not trying to curtail the member making her point; however, her 
points can be made during the debate on other clauses.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I note your comments and I thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman. I said that I would return to 
this during debate on clause 4, but had thought that given we had started to canvass the issue, we might deal with 
it during the short title debate. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It does happen at the moment, but the police do not charge. The point of this bill is 
that the police will charge. 

Hon KATE DOUST: What is the hourly rate paid to a police officer? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I can try to work out the exact hourly rate, but I have the annual salary figures for the 
member. Is that any good? 

Hon Kate Doust: Yes. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: A constable earns $62 588, and a first class constable $68 388; a senior constable 
earns $78 950; a sergeant, increment 3, earns $86 036, and a senior sergeant $96 900; and an inspector earns 
$118 951—per annum. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: Last night when the minister was reading out the method of calculation, he went through a 
whole set of numbers and agreed to provide those details so that we could have them in front of us. There was a 
query about how this is calculated. 

Hon Peter Collier: That was in my response, wasn’t it? 

Hon KATE DOUST: It was in the minister’s response; he agreed to provide a copy of that information. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is all in Hansard. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Minister, it would be helpful for you to stand and allow the Chair to recognise 
you. It helps Hansard if we work in order. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. I have the material, but it appears in last night’s 
Hansard. Is the member comfortable with that response? 

Hon Kate Doust: Yes, I am. It is in Hansard now, but was not when I asked the question last night. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have a question for the minister about the issue of modelling. I understand that 
the minister has advised the chamber there has been no modelling. Does he know, in the absence of modelling, 
how much revenue this bill is expected to generate and where that revenue will go once it is generated?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I tabled a document last night that outlined what modelling had been done for the 
events. I am not sure whether the member has a copy of that. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I do not. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It has been tabled and was distributed. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: We did not receive it. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Members need only ask for it. I tabled the two documents last night. I do not know 
what else I can do. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Max Trenorden): There is no need to debate the point, minister. If 
members want a copy of it, they can ask the Legislative Council Administration Office to give it to them. If it is 
not available, we will sort it out. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Speaking of tabling, last night Hon Ken Travers asked for an outline of the 
consultations that had taken place. I now have that information and I seek leave to table the document. 

Leave granted. [See paper 3041.] 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: While I wait for the other document to arrive, I wonder whether the minister 
can give us a ballpark figure of how much it is anticipated this measure will generate annually and where that 
revenue will go. Will it go directly into the consolidated revenue fund and be redistributed as part of the normal 
budget process or will it be given to the police? If it is given to the police, will it go into a slush fund, or is it 
designated for a special purpose? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The ballpark figure is between $500 000 and $700 000, and it will be a component of 
the police budget. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Between $500 000 and $700 000. How many events will that be? The minister 
must have reached that figure based on the number of events. 

Hon Peter Collier: The documents have been tabled. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What happens if the number of events is exceeded? While I am still waiting for 
the tabled document to arrive, can the minister tell me how many events listed on the minister’s piece of paper 
the police will attend on an annual basis? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Has the member received that document? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: No, I haven’t received the schedule yet. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is fine. It is not a schedule; it is a document showing the modelling, and it 
identifies 62 events. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: How did the minister arrive at 62 events and not 92 or 100 events? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Before the minister responds, I again make the point that this is a debate on the 
short title. Clause 4 is a more appropriate place to debate this matter. I am not trying to cut the debate short, but I 
am trying to manage the function of the chamber, which is to get through the short title. The minister can either 
respond to the member’s question now or wait until clause 4. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I am happy to wait until clause 4 because I might get the tabled document by then. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The minister can delay answering that question until we get to clause 4. 

Hon KATE DOUST: During the second reading debate I raised the issue of how the New South Wales Police 
Force manages its fee-for-service cost recovery for a very diverse range of activities that are well and truly above 
and beyond just attending large events. The range of activities includes forensic services, filming and some 
traffic management. I do not know whether the minister recalls that list, but it was extensive. This legislation 
deals specifically with one type of event. Has there been any discussion within government or within the police 
service about charging for other activities? Is this just the beginning and can we expect that over time the police 
will want to charge cost recovery for a range of other services which it currently provides to the community or 
even to industry as part of its normal job and which the taxpayers currently fund? Is this the beginning of 
changes to the way the police service will operate? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: At this stage, thought has been given to charging for things relating to the media such 
as the contributions by police to productions like The Force: Behind the Line, which airs on one of the 
commercial stations. Aside from that, we cannot rule it out. Certainly in New South Wales costs are recovered 
for the mounted police, the police air wing service and watercraft services et cetera. That is quite extensive. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If thought has been given already to what happens down the track with other services for 
which moneys can be recouped, would those changes come about via a change to regulations or would the 
government introduce new legislation or amend this legislation to add those types of activities for which the 
police would be able to charge, or would the activities and rates charged for those activities be left to the 
discretion of the Commissioner of Police? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is a good question. Yes, it will require a change to the legislation. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The last part of the question I asked — 

Hon Peter Collier: Sorry. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is alright. 

Hon Peter Collier: I have something on the boil. You now have my full attention. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I would not want to distract the minister. The last part of my previous question was about 
whether the Commissioner of Police would have the discretion to decide the rates. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The rates are for cost recovery. That would have to be reflected in any subsequent 
legislation. It is not in this legislation, but if there were a shift or extension, it would have to be reflected in the 
legislation. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Given the types of functions to be performed by the police at special events, will the 
police who will be required to attend these events be from a particular part of the service or will they be part of 
the general police force? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Nothing will change from the current situation. The police who attend now will be 
exactly the same police who will be in attendance at future events. Nothing will shift from that perspective. It is 
a matter of what is required on the day. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Given the way the calculation has been done, which is not based just on an entry-level 
constable—it is a very broad calculation that takes into account a number of different tiers of employment within 
the police service—what category of police officer will be in attendance? What sort of ranks of police would you 
expect to participate in directing traffic or crowd control at a Neil Diamond concert, to use that as an example? 
Could the minister answer that question, because I want to follow on from it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If the member recalls the comments I made in my precis of the second reading speech 
in response to her fourth question, I outlined the composition of the determination. That will continue to 
determine the officers who will be required at any particular event; nothing will shift or change. 

Hon KATE DOUST: This question has not yet been posed: will auxiliary officers ever be used in the event 
management area? 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I am philosophically very much opposed to the user-pays principle; the 
minister needs to understand that that is where I am coming from. I am also very concerned about something the 
minister mentioned in his speech. The specific example he gave was Subiaco Oval. He said that for a typical 
football league match at Subiaco, the cost of services was not expected to add more than 60c to the price of the 
ticket for each patron. In the past, one could expect around 40 000 patrons on a typical day at Subiaco Oval. Can 
the minister give me some idea of how many police officers would be employed on a typical day, if there is such 
a thing, at Subiaco Oval? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: If the member looks at the paper I tabled last night, it includes an outline of the 
various requirements. In the section dealing with AFL at Subiaco Oval, the number of officers is listed at about 
25, and that is a worst-case scenario for each occasion. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I apologise for not having that document in front of me. If we are talking 
about that number of officers being employed for a worst-case scenario, can the minister give me some 
indication of the typical draw on police resources? If this money has to be found by the police commissioner, 
what is it going to cost to have those officers there, if we were to calculate it in normal dollars and cents for a 
typical employment day? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is anticipated that 25 officers will cost around $9 020. We are going to do a bit of 
very rapid arithmetic to determine the equivalent cost for 15 officers; it is $5 412. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I see that the Royal Show is listed in this schedule. Does this mean that the 
price of Royal Show tickets will now rise? It also refers to 40 officers per event. Does that mean 40 officers for 
the entire week, or 40 officers on any one day? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, it is 40 officers per event, but I understand that the commissioner has said that 
the Royal Show will be exempt. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It will be exempt, but it appears on this schedule. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is not a schedule. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Whatever it is; it is a chart. What is it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is the modelling the member asked for. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have to say to the minister that this is very, very poor modelling, because, at 
the end of the day, I do not think that it picks up half the things that are due to be picked up. I want to know what 
assumptions have been made in this model. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This modelling is based on events that are already on the calendar; they are already 
there. We cannot predict what is going to happen next year. We cannot model on an assumption that there is 
going to be one rock concert next year when there might be three or four. It is going to alter, shift and change. 
We have based the assumptions on the definite—what is already in existence. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I cannot believe what I have just heard from the minister. The minister has 
created a model that is steeped in fact and makes no assumptions in any way, shape or form to take into 
consideration any contingencies that might arise that would alter this model to determine variances that had not 
been foreseen or anticipated by the government and that may have consequences for the average punter, who 
will now pay increased ticket prices. Let me get this clear: has the minister advised the house that there are no 
assumptions in respect of this model? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Is this question really relevant to clause 1 as opposed to 
clause 4? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, it is. I am just trying to get my head around this. The Deputy Chairman 
might be able to help me. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The point I am making is that the purpose of debating clause 1 is to canvass 
potential amendments and whether the bill reflects the policy that has already been decided. If the member is 
dealing with specifics of events and the like, and the basis for certain provisions that are more specifically set out 
in clause 4, perhaps those questions should be addressed to that clause. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If it is the case that I will potentially make amendments, I will need information 
about the question I am asking. This legislation is based on a number of assumptions and modelling. I am trying 
to get to the heart of whether this is the model on which the government is basing this legislation. I may well 
move some amendments. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Very well; but the point I am making is that if the member is dealing with 
amendments that may be relevant to specific provisions that are proposed in clause 4, perhaps her questions 
should be directed at that time rather than in debate on clause 1. That is the only point I am making. I would 
appreciate it if the member would bear that in mind. We do not want to have to go through the whole argument 
again when we get to clause 4. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I take the Deputy Chairman’s point; I am happy to do that at clause 4. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I have one further question about the second reading speech and a couple 
of comments the minister made. He said that the bill achieves a balance by providing several exemptions. That is 
what I want to talk about. The exemptions include charitable events, events run for the benefit of local 
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communities, and public events such as the Australia Day fireworks and the Anzac Day parade. As the minister 
will appreciate, this has significant implications for regional and rural communities. The bill also provides for 
further exclusions to be prescribed in regulations—it will be interesting to see how that pans out—or for the 
minister to exempt a government-sponsored event. These exemptions will be made for events that the minister is 
satisfied will provide significant economic benefit or publicity, or contribute to the state’s national or 
international profile. The question I want to focus on regards the racing industry. Is that statement, in any way, 
shape or form, applicable to the Western Australian racing industry, be it thoroughbreds, standardbreds, or 
greyhounds for that matter; and, if so, can the minister give me some sort of idea about how the government will 
assess that as being applicable to the racing industry?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Is the member talking about local racing? 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Yes, I am, but I am particularly talking, obviously, about significant 
events, such as—if I can use the example I was going to use subsequent to the minister’s answer—the Chinese 
New Year’s Eve event at Gloucester Park recently, when 9 000 people turned up to what was, basically, a 
multicultural event at Gloucester Park. It was open to the general public, but I do not know whether entry fees 
applied.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, that event could possibly be eligible for exemption, but, as I said, it must be 
decided on a case-by-case basis, and exemption must be applied for. That will determine whether it is a cultural 
event or an event for the benefit of the community, or likewise. That is why exemption is decided on a case-by-
case basis. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: How does the minister envisage those applications being decided? It seems 
quite a nebulous sort of an idea: “We’ll have a look at it in a case-by-case situation.” Pretty obviously, when it 
comes to Gloucester Park, there have been significant issues in the past, and if the minister is going to read out 
from the second reading speech something about those sorts of events—I have used the Chinese New Year’s Eve 
event as an example, which a significant percentage of the entire Chinese community of Perth attends—I think 
that warrants some sort of attention and consideration. Tell me how that consideration may work itself out. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): I will make the point again that this seems to be directed 
to specifics in clause 4 of the Police Amendment Bill 2010, which sets out the processes by which these 
applications will be dealt with. Can it be left until then, or do we want to deal with it as clause 1?  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: With respect, Mr Deputy Chairman, I was not in this place for a fair 
amount of the second reading debate, and given that this is part of the minister’s second reading speech, I 
thought it might be appropriate to ask about it now, given it is more than likely that, not too far away, I will be 
sitting in your position. That is why I am asking now.  

Hon Ken Travers: Do you want to have a break? 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Otherwise, I am quite happy to sit. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All right; I will stretch the point. The minister has the call. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I can just add to what I said before, but I am sure it will not placate the member. It 
will be done on a case-by-case basis, and it will be up to the commissioner to make that determination.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What I understand from what the minister is telling us is that if we pass this bill as it 
currently stands, any one of those events that has been mentioned can be charged. That is the simple answer. 
There will be no protection, and we will have handed over to the executive the right to charge each and every 
one of those events, as well as all of the examples that have been mentioned today. 

Hon Peter Collier: What examples? Just tell me again. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Chinese one. 

Hon Peter Collier: Gloucester Park? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The horseracing meets that Hon Max Trenorden was talking about yesterday. There will 
be absolutely no protection. Will we be writing a blank cheque for the executive to charge any one of those 
events; and will there be nothing we will be able to do to stop it?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I go back to what I said earlier: it must ascertained whether it is a charitable event or a 
community event, and the determination will be made on that criteria; and, yes, then it is up to the commissioner 
to make that determination. If the organisers disagree with that, they can always go to the State Administrative 
Tribunal on appeal. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think one of the issues is timing. I looked at the list of events that the minister had as an 
example, and I have listened to my colleagues talk about a range of other events. Large events, particularly, take 
a long time to plan, so at what point will the discussions commence about police involvement with an event? 
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Sometimes it is not necessarily a few weeks out; sometimes it may be a year or two out from when the event 
may occur, if it is of a very large nature or if it is an overseas act coming into town, and it is also the volume of 
those events. Can the minister explain the process that will be used to engage with events organisers in advance 
of decisions being made, in terms of how they would calculate their costs, and whether or not the police need to 
be involved? Also, who will make the decision? Will it be the police in that unit that we discussed last night—
the operations unit—or will the commissioner actually have hands-on involvement in making decisions about 
whether or not police will be involved at certain events? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: In terms of timing, it must be at least 60 days prior to the event. It will be a 
determination of the major events coordination unit and the event organisers, through a collaborative approach. 
They need agreement for that; if no agreement is reached, it can then go to the commissioner or his delegate—an 
inspector.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have two questions that arise from the minister’s answer to the previous question I 
asked. Is the minister saying that the discretionary powers of the minister are appealable to SAT? That is my first 
question.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, not from the minister, but from the commissioner. The commissioner’s decision 
is appealable through SAT. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I need to come back to that one, because I have just asked for a copy of the bill I was 
given yesterday. I want to make sure I have the right copy of the bill.  

Going back to the events such as a horseracing meet, they are not one-off events; the reality is that these things 
occur all the time, right across Western Australia. They are there and they are part of a schedule. I do not know 
how many years the Broome Cup has been run; Hon Max Trenorden may be able to give us an idea of how long 
the Northam Cup has been running, but I suspect it has probably been longer than Hon Max Trenorden has even 
been alive!  

Hon Max Trenorden: It is not as long as I have been alive—it is just over 100 years—but it’s very close.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Kalgoorlie Cup is another iconic race meeting, as is the Kulin bush races in the 
Wheatbelt. I suspect every member in the house can come up with at least one example of the many iconic race 
meetings around Western Australia. What we need to know before we get into the detail of this bill through the 
individual provisions is whether the government intends to levy those events for police attendance; and, if they 
do not intend to charge for police attendance at those events, why not put that into this bill as an amendment?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: We are not going to identify individual events in the bill. 

Hon Ken Travers: Because you are going to charge them! That is why you don’t want to identify them!  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Do not be so indignant! The member can ask a question, and I will respond.  

Hon Ken Travers: Yes, I know what your response is!  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Order! You have asked a question and the minister is 
responding. If you have another question to ask, wait until the appropriate time.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Did the member have a lemon for breakfast or something? The member should just 
listen to my response, and if he does not agree, that is fine, but there is no need to get cranky. 

Hon Kate Doust: We heard a direction from the Chair; that is all the minister needs to do.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Can I suggest that Hon Kate Doust ask her member to show a little respect as well?  

I will respond now to the question. We cannot identify individual events in the legislation. That is the whole 
point; it is open to appeal.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The bill identifies classes of events that the minister is suggesting will not be charged 
and will be exempt; is that correct?  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That includes charitable events run for the benefit of charitable organisations and Anzac 
Day events, so we are identifying classes of events. I am not asking the minister to answer individually about the 
Kalgoorlie Cup or the Northam Cup, but I am asking about a class of events: horseracing events organised by 
regional race clubs. Is it the government’s intention that that class of events will be covered by this bill and be 
charged for police attendance? If it is not the government’s intention, why can we not include them as an 
amendment?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: If we narrow the extent of the legislation, it will create loopholes. If we keep it more 
general, we have an opportunity to say that this event fits into that criteria. That is the whole point of the 
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exercise. I am familiar with only one country race meeting, but these meetings are decidedly different across the 
state, so it is very difficult to say that all country race meetings fit into one box. It cannot be done.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I reckon it can. My view is that country race meetings are all run for the benefit of their 
local communities by not-for-profit organisations. Therefore, if we all agree that they should not be charged, 
why not make that a classification, alongside charitable organisations, under which those events are exempt from 
this bill? In that way, a future minister—not the current minister—in a government of the day that is in financial 
difficulties cannot turn to those events as a source of revenue to try to bail it out of trouble. This bill is structured 
in such a way that it will be very easy, and also the simplest way of raising extra funds, for the government to 
turn around and say that it will not give any exemptions to country race meetings and they can all pay for police 
attendance. I suspect that if we do not give that exemption, those race meetings will fall over and the impact will 
be financial and social. I talked about the financial impact and Hon Max Trenorden talked about the social 
impact. The financial impact will cause those race meetings to fall over, and all the social benefits that come 
from them will be lost. I still have not had an explanation of why that class of event could not be exempt from 
the administration of this bill.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Hon Ken Travers is not going to like my response. The simple fact is that if we 
include race meetings as a criteria, what about wine festivals? 

Hon Kate Doust: What about them?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: All I am saying is that it is a never-ending piece of string. That is why I cannot give 
the member a definitive response. It is simply not possible to have a criteria list for every potential event in 
Western Australia. I mean “potential” events, because increasingly there are events for all sorts of things. The 
whole point is to keep the wording general to ensure that the bill captures everything. In that way, event 
organisers can claim an exemption. For example, if country race meetings did fit the criteria of 5 000 participants 
or 10 police officers, they can always claim an exemption.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is not whether I like the minister’s explanation; it is a question of whether the 
government backbench likes the explanation, because that is what the government is asking them to support this 
week. Those members have to stand here and pass this bill. I suspect that when members leave this place, they 
will end up going on to do community work. We were involved in community work before we got into this 
place, and we will be involved in it again when we leave. I know how I am going to vote on this. It is the 
government backbench members who need to think how they are going to vote and whether they are going to 
give a blank cheque to a future potential Labor government, a potential future Greens government or even a 
potential future National government or One Nation government—who knows! They have to think about 
whether they are going to trust that future evil Labor government! This is about the Parliament giving a power to 
the executive. The minister is asking us to give a blank cheque, not just to the current government’s executive, 
but to future executive governments. When members opposite are no longer sitting members of Parliament and 
as they continue to engage in community service as members of those local race meetings—the Northam Race 
Club, and the North West Jockeys Club at Karratha—a future government, potentially of a political persuasion 
that is not theirs, can impose a police charge because they will have passed this bill. When people are sitting 
around the table with them and saying that it is outrageous that a government can do this, they need to sit there 
and say, “They can because I voted for it. I wrote that blank cheque that now allows the evil Ken Travers, who is 
the new Minister for Finance, to say to the police commissioner that he needs a bit of extra money and so you 
guys can go and get it out of the race clubs of WA.”  

I will not do that, of course, but that is what members opposite are doing. They are giving me, as the future 
minister, that blank cheque. In two years I will be the Minister for Finance and members opposite will have 
given me that power. They have to ask themselves whether they want to trust me with that power.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I did not think they would! I do not want members opposite to give me that power, 
because I do not want a Premier telling me as the Minister for Finance that I have to do it. I would not want to do 
it! I urge members not to give me that power! Whatever members opposite do, they should not trust me with that 
power! That is why, as a chamber, we have to collectively find an amendment to this bill that will stop that. We 
need to come to some sort of compromise around the chamber on the types of events that we are prepared to say 
that the executive can charge for police attendance. Can we find that compromise and know that we cannot 
charge for these events? The minister is saying to us—it is not what I want, because I can vote no to the whole 
bill—that we have to find that wording. I have some amendments to move as we debate this bill further that I 
suspect will potentially provide the protection so that we do not give Hon Ken Travers, Minister for Finance in 
2013, the power to impose those charges on race clubs, football clubs and a range of other clubs and societies 
across Western Australia, which are the groups that make up the absolute fabric of our society. If I become 
Minister for Finance in 2013, by 2017 the clubs that are going to be impacted will be gone. It would not even be 
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an election issue because those clubs would already be gone by then; those clubs would be wiped out because the 
minister would have made the cost of holding events too expensive.  

Yesterday the minister tabled a list of the events that the government’s financial modelling is based upon. Do we 
accept that the Australian Football League should be paying for policing even though we know that the profits 
from the AFL games in Western Australia do not go to Melbourne but to the West Australian Football 
Commission, which then spends the profits on junior footy development across Western Australia?  

Perth Glory is a privately run soccer team that makes a loss every year. We could argue that Perth Glory should 
have to pay for event policing, but whilst it is making a loss, we run the risk of Tony Sage and the A-league 
basically saying that it is too hard and too expensive to do business in WA. Then we will not have an elite soccer 
team in Western Australia. That would be a great outcome for Western Australia!  

Hon Norman Moore: After this season I am looking forward to getting one! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is that?  

Hon Norman Moore: An elite team in Western Australia.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If we suddenly charge Perth Glory an extra $22 000 a year, it might be the final tipping 
point and we will not have any team at all. Turning to rugby union, the government had to lend Western Force 
$3 million not very long ago. As I understand it, Western Force is owned by RugbyWA and the profits from 
Western Force games go back into RugbyWA and are spent on junior development and local clubs. It is the same 
story for international cricket test matches and one-dayers. 

Big Day Out is a commercial operation. Someone comes over from the eastern states, runs the event and makes 
money. The minister might say that the Big Day Out is an event for which the event organisers can pay for 
policing. The end result is that the price of tickets will go up and kids in Western Australia who want to see 
international bands will pay more. However, the minister may be of the persuasion that says that those kids 
should have to pay for it. The government will up people’s electricity bills; why not make people pay a bit more 
for their Big Day Out tickets? That seems fine to the minister; that may be fine to people. Why does the 
government want to charge the City Muster? Maybe it is a commercial operation and people make money out of 
it—the same reason as the Big Day Out. Does the government know who it is charging for the Rock-It concert at 
Joondalup? Itself! The Rock-It concert at Joondalup is run by VenuesWest and the profits go back to the state 
government and to the West Perth Football Club. The West Perth Football Club provides the labour for the 
Rock-It concert at Joondalup.  

Hon Max Trenorden: Hon Ken Travers supported that in his speech yesterday—East Perth versus West Perth!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I have always said that I like to keep West Perth financially viable. I do not want 
West Perth falling over because there is nothing better than when East Perth beats them! We can beat any other 
team in the Western Australian Football League and it is fun. Beating the Claremont team is particularly 
enjoyable because I have one over the opposition Whip. However, as an East Perth supporter, there is nothing 
better than beating West Perth. I have always said to the West Perth Football Club that I will do whatever it takes 
to maintain the team’s financial viability so that we can continue to beat them. The Rock-It concert at Joondalup 
means taking money out of VenuesWest—a circular argument of government—and the West Perth Football 
Club. Fantastic! Great work!  

The Perth Royal Show is an iconic event in Western Australia and is now sponsored by Healthway. Under this 
legislation, we will say to Healthway, “Great, and we will take money off you!”  

Hon Peter Collier: We have already said that we are not including the Royal Show.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what the budget is based on.  

Hon Peter Collier: I also said that it is between 5 000 and 7 000. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Why are those events exempt? 

Hon Peter Collier: Again, that is at the discretion of the commissioner and the minister.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are they exempt or are they not? Those events are exempt, but we will not talk about 
specifics today, even though the Royal Show is on the minister’s list. 

Hon Peter Collier: I said it about five times.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know the minister has said it about five times. I might highlight to the minister five 
times the complete contradiction in what he has told the chamber. The minister tells us that we cannot talk about 
specific events. 

Hon Peter Collier: No, that is not what I said at all. The member was talking about a generic thing—“race 
meetings”, plural. If the member wants to say a specific event — 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will sit down and the minister can get up.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I want to clarify this because the member said, “Let us talk about race meetings” in a 
plural sense; that is, all rural racing meetings as opposed to the Northam races, which would be a single 
identifiable event. They are two separate things. The Perth Royal Show is just one event; it does not mean that 
other community events, such as the Kalgoorlie–Boulder Community Fair, fall into the same criteria.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We can talk specifically about the Perth Royal Show, but can we talk about all Royal 
Agricultural Society of WA shows?  

Hon Peter Collier: No.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We cannot talk about the Wanneroo Agricultural Show? I am pretty sure it is on my 
disclosure of interests that I am a member of the Wanneroo Agricultural Society (Inc). I say that so there are no 
complaints about it. We cannot talk about the Wanneroo Agricultural Show, the Osborne Park Show, the 
Dowerin GWN Machinery Field Days or the Wagin Woolorama. We cannot talk about that cluster of events. 
Even though the Royal Show is not currently written into the bill as being exempt, it will be, because I will write 
an amendment for us in a little while to specifically exempt the Royal Show. The reality is that if we pass this 
bill, the Royal Show will not be exempt. The Royal Show will not be exempt unless we put it into the legislation 
that the Royal Show is exempt. I am trying to work out why yesterday the Royal Show was on the minister’s list 
of events but now it is not. The minister can give us a categorical assurance that it will not be covered, which I 
agree with. I am not complaining about that; I like that idea. I do not want to see the little kiddies of Perth having 
to pay extra to go to the Royal Show to pay for the police who should be there as part of their taxes and charges 
anyway. I am not arguing against the Royal Show being exempt.  

I will get the amendment drafted. I suspect that if I can get some assistance from the Clerks, I can draft a little 
amendment that says that the Royal Show is exempt and that can be added to the clauses once we get to them. I 
will not even try to extend the amendment to cover the Dowerin GWN Machinery Field Days or any of the other 
events that need to be protected. The minister has told us that the Royal Show will be protected, but that is the 
contradiction in his argument. The minister sits there and gives us a categorical guarantee that the Royal Show 
will be exempted even though it was part of the original modelling on which the budget was based, but all these 
other events will not be exempted. It is also fascinating that we have the Rock-It concert at Joondalup and money 
will potentially come off the West Perth footy club and VenuesWest, but is there any mention of Summerdayze 
Perth or A Day on the Green? 

Hon Peter Collier: Does the member want all those events put into the legislation? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We have to debate this on the short title because of the way this bill is written. It is about 
working out and understanding exactly how the details of this bill will operate.  

Hon Peter Collier: Is the member going to move an amendment to put the Royal Show in the legislation?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes.  

Hon Peter Collier: Why does the member not also put all the other events he has mentioned in the legislation?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The moment the minister gives me a categorical commitment in this place that those 
events will be exempt, I will add them into the legislation one by one. The only event for which I have been able 
to get a commitment from the minister is the Royal Show. I would hope that because the minister has given the 
commitment that the Royal Show will be exempt, he will support my amendment. My attitude is that I would 
prefer to see this bill defeated, but I lost that debate at the second reading. When we get into the detail, I will do 
my very best to ensure that the minister’s words are honoured forever and a day when he tells me of every event 
that the government is not going to charge. 

Hon Peter Collier: Are we going to have amendments for every event? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. I think we should go for amendments by classification. 

Hon Peter Collier: That is why the bill is written the way it is—to ensure it has the opportunity to capture those 
events.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister is absolutely right. Once they are captured — 

Hon Peter Collier: They will be in the regulations.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, minister. This is what you do not understand.  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, I do understand.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: You do not. 

Hon Peter Collier: How patronising can you be? 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the absolute crux of this debate. The Parliament has said to the executive of 
Western Australia that the government cannot charge for police to attend. It cannot go out there and charge 
people to provide police services because the police are part of the executive. The minister is now asking the 
Parliament, as a member of the executive, to give that power to the executive. The difference between the 
minister’s approach and mine is that he is saying, “Give us a blank cheque and we as the executive will then 
determine whether we grant an exemption and we will add it into regulations.” If it is added to regulations, there 
is some potential protection down the track from a future government doing it because to get that regulation 
removed, it will need to come into this Parliament and table that regulation and it would be a disallowable 
instrument. A protection would be provided at that point. If the current government never puts those exemptions 
into the regulations, a future government will be able to do what it likes. The government will be handing over to 
Hon Ken Travers the power to charge any event. 

Hon Col Holt: And you would have the power of the executive, would you?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have the power but the honourable member would not. At the moment we do. 
At the moment he and I can stop it. Once we pass this bill, only me when I am a member of the executive or 
someone else who is a member of the executive can do it. Hon Col Holt, as an ordinary member of Parliament, 
will have waived his rights. As an ordinary member of Parliament, as I am today, I would have waived my rights 
to have that say. That is my key point. I think we should be saying to the executive, “If you want the power to 
charge for this event, this event and this event, we will give you that power. We can work out what those events 
are today and you can have that power to charge for those events but nothing more. That is where it stops.”  

If we accept the argument put to us today by the executive that we should just give those events a blank cheque, 
we will have given them that blank cheque. We will have said that we are happy to waive it. When we are sitting 
on the Northam race club committee in 10 years and that evil Ken Travers as Minister for Finance says to the 
police commissioner to charge them because it will not get any more money in its budget, I will not do that. That 
is what a future finance minister could do to the Minister for Police. If Hon Col Holt is still sitting in Parliament, 
there is nothing he can do about it if a future government has not made it an exemption. I suspect that we will 
find the current government will exempt only those events. It will keep it to the minimum to keep its options 
open for the future. We need to get an absolute iron-clad guarantee from the government that it will provide 
broadbrush exemptions to a range of events. The minister is right in saying that we could spend days going 
through all the events. That is why I think we need to provide a classification of events. When we get to clause 4, 
I will move some amendments that give some options for different types of events, whether it is an organisation 
incorporated under the Associations Incorporations Act 1987 or whether it is a sporting body that gets money 
from the state government of Western Australia. I cannot for the life of me think why the government would 
want to take out money and say, on the one hand, to the West Australian Football Commission, for example, 
“You do a great job. We want you to continue to do that great job so here is $400 000. Go out and spend that on 
promoting and developing junior sport in Western Australia.” On the other hand, we will say, “You make money 
out of running the AFL in Western Australia, but we are going to take that $400 000 straight back from you.” 
That is the crux of the matter. I apologise to the minister if I sound patronising but, listening to his answers, I do 
not get the sense that he understands exactly what this bill does. That is the key philosophical question: do we 
give a blank cheque or do we narrow the blank cheque down? We have agreed to the philosophy. We are going 
to allow the police to charge for events. The will of the house has spoken and we have to admit and accept that. 
The question we now have to ask is: how big is that chequebook? What is the expanse of the chequebook? How 
much latitude do we want to give to what the government can charge, who it can charge and when it can charge? 

Hon Ed Dermer: We have a duty to ask.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We have more than a duty to ask; we have a duty to try to secure those protections for 
the people of Western Australia. That is why we need to put up as many suggestions and options as possible to 
try to limit the capacity of this government and all future governments to charge at those events.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I rise knowing that I should not because I think we should be debating this issue in 
clause 4.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Perhaps we ought to do that rather than deal with it in 
clause 1.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I make the point to Hon Ken Travers that my concern is not about the matters he is 
talking about. When we get to clause 4, I will be interested to know from the minister how one appeals against 
an exemption. The National Party will not seek to exempt all our favourite events. We will be interested to know 
how one gets an exemption and how one goes through the process of appealing against an exemption.  

Hon Peter Collier: I will take it on board.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think we need the answer now. Clause 1 is about understanding the detail of the bill. 
Unless we understand the provisions for appeal mechanisms within the bill, we cannot wait until we get further 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 17 February 2011] 575 

 

down the track. We cannot wait until we get to clause 4 and deal with it solely then. We may need to do it earlier 
than that. We need to understand how that will fit into the totality of the bill. I agree with Hon Max Trenorden. I 
think that process of appeal mechanisms and how it will operate is absolutely fundamental to this bill. Before we 
go further into the detail of the bill, we need to understand, either in this bill or the substantive piece of 
legislation, how those appeal mechanisms are provided for. I suspect there could be a realistic argument to say 
this matter does not relate specifically to clause 4 and is therefore outside the scope of clause 4. I think now is 
the time to understand that level of detail. I urge the minister to give us the answers now.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I do not mind responding to the issue at all. I think I identified earlier in today’s 
debate that the application needs to be lodged at least 60 days prior to the event. It will be a determination 
through discussion or collaboration with the major events coordination unit and the event organiser. They will 
collaborate and collectively determine the attributes or otherwise of that event and whether they necessitate that 
event being exempt. If the event organiser is not satisfied with the outcome of that determination at that meeting, 
it has the capacity to lodge an appeal with the State Administrative Tribunal. Ultimately, it is up to the 
commissioner or his delegate to make that determination.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sorry; the minister lost me with the last bit. Ultimately, it is up to the commissioner 
to make that determination. Can the State Administrative Tribunal override the commissioner’s decision?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, the commissioner can make the decision and, on appeal, the State Administrative 
Tribunal can overturn it.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: We should be debating this matter under clause 4. My understanding is that SAT 
cannot enforce any of its outcomes. On my understanding, there is no legislation that requires a SAT decision to 
be enforced.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will make one comment and am happy to then move on and wait until we get to clause 
4. I am happy to have the debate about whether SAT has the power to force the police commissioner to do 
anything, but, more importantly, if the commissioner charges for his officers, unless an exemption is included by 
the minister under the provisions of the bill, SAT will say that there is no exemption for that class of event, 
therefore the commissioner is within his rights to charge. We get back into the circular argument of unless an 
exemption is provided by the minister and gazetted—even if an event goes to SAT—it will still be charged. That 
is my understanding of it. If I can get that point answered, I am happy to leave the detail of the debate to clause 
4.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I can only go on the advice we have received and will seek clarification and deal with 
it in clause 4.  

Hon Ken Travers: Can you answer my question?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am going on the information I have been provided, which is contrary to that; that is, 
SAT has the determination from the commissioner to overturn. Hon Ken Travers is correct about what the act 
says.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: To be clear, that means that the commissioner will be able to charge for an event and 
SAT will not be able to do anything about it unless the minister has specifically gazetted an exemption for either 
that specific event or that class of events.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, that is correct.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I want to canvass an issue that does not appear in this amendment bill. Given this is a 
radical shift in the way the police will conduct their business, I would have thought that there would be some 
facility in this legislation for a report to be provided to the minister on how the process is working, what amount 
of cost recovery is being achieved and the benefit of this legislation. I would also have thought that there might 
be a review provision in the bill so that in, say, one or two years we could examine the legislation to see whether 
it is effective or whether the police had given more thought to how they advance their cost-recovery efforts.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is up to the minister to determine ultimately whether he wants a report on a 
particular event over a period. Ultimately, of course, the financial returns will be identified in the annual report.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to move to one other general area to understand the detail of the bill before 
moving to other clauses. I think it was said during the second reading debate—it certainly has been suggested—
that organisations will be charged only if the promoter or organiser of the event requests that the commissioner 
provide police services at that event. Is that correct?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, it is.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The police can make a risk assessment that the event requires 10 or more police and 
advise the event organisers that, if they do not request police attendance, the police will refer to other bodies 
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such as the Director of Liquor Licensing, or the local government if it owns the land on which the event will 
occur, and suggest that the relevant authority make it a condition that the organiser requests police attendance. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I apologise to Hon Ken Travers; he was on urgent parliamentary business when I 
went through this. It was a question he asked yesterday to which I gave quite a lengthy response. I will go 
through it again, if he likes. He asked about the ratio and the situation with liquor licensing. In terms of the ratio 
of security officers to patrons, the Department of Racing and Gaming has made a recommendation for licensed 
premises that there should be two security officers for the first 100 patrons and one security officer per 100 
patrons thereafter. At a licensed event, the ratio of security staff to patrons is determined by the Director of 
Liquor Licensing as a condition of the issue of the liquor licence. The Department of Racing and Gaming 
recommendation is often adopted by the director but the director has the authority to vary this ratio. Local 
councils may also impose similar conditions on the use of their venues for events that are unlicensed or a mix of 
licensed and unlicensed areas. Both local council and the Director of Liquor Licensing deal with the attendance 
of police as a separate condition and do not reduce the number of security officers based on the number of police 
attending.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am a simple lad! My apologies for being on urgent parliamentary business earlier. 
Does that mean that, if the police are of the view that 10 or more police should be in attendance at the event and 
the promoter is not requesting it, the police will go to the Director of Liquor Licensing, the local authority or the 
owner of the building and request that the event promoter be obliged to request police attendance or their request 
for a liquor licence or use of the venue in which they want to hold the event will be refused? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Police cannot compel the Director of Liquor Licensing or local government to do that; 
the police can suggest to them that a police presence is recommended. In some instances, the advice may be 
accepted, but the police cannot impose it on a particular event.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I can understand that the police cannot impose it. As the bill is drafted, it would be easy 
for an organiser to think that it will simply not ask for the police and will be covered; if the police turn up, it will 
not be the organiser’s problem because it did not ask for them. However, the minister is telling us that, if the 
organiser does not ask the police, the police can go to the Director of Liquor Licensing and say, “We recommend 
that you make it a condition of the liquor licence for the annual Northam Cup that there be at least 10 police in 
attendance.” That would give the go-ahead for the event if the director agrees. If the organiser does not want 
that, the event could be run without a licence.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: If the Director of Liquor Licensing agrees, yes, that will be the situation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is very important. People need to understand that mechanisms will be in place. If that 
is the case, I wonder why it is not written into the bill that if the police think an event requires more than 10 
police, the event must have them and pay for them. That is effectively what will happen. Realistically, it will be 
a very brave Director of Liquor Licensing who says, “I know you are the Commissioner of Police and you have 
told me that I should make it a requirement that the event be manned with 10 police, but I will not invoke that on 
this occasion.” If a riot occurred at that event and there were no police present, the police commissioner could 
say, “Well, there you go; it’s the fault of the Director of Liquor Licensing.” That will be the reality. We are 
saying here that the Commissioner of Police will, in effect, make the decision. If he thinks there should be more 
than 10 police there, the organiser will have to invite the police to be there and he will have to pay for it. If the 
organiser does not do that, he will not be able to serve alcohol there. If the event is on local government 
premises, there is a good chance the local government will not give permission for the event to use the facilities. 
Is that not an unreasonable explanation of how this will operate?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The police can only request that they be required to attend.  

Hon Ken Travers: Would the Director of Liquor Licensing ever say no?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: All I can tell the member is what I have just said—the police can make a request. That 
is exactly what the situation is.  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Literally thousands of people attend some of the more remote and regional 
events such as the Broome Cup, as the minister will know from his Kalgoorlie experience, although at 
Kalgoorlie there is probably a larger police contingent. Most of the smaller clubs employ security officers on 
almost a year-round basis, especially clubs such as Bunbury and Northam, because the events tend to go 
throughout most of the year. I am thinking about what will happen at places such as Broome and Kalgoorlie.  

Hon Max Trenorden: They’re not as important as clubs in Northam!  

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I do not have much time because we have almost finished.  

What sort of costs will be borne by WA Police in getting police officers to the more remote communities and 
back to Perth and for accommodation? Is that an issue?  
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Hon PETER COLLIER: The costs will not vary. They will be the same for rural and remote areas as in the 
metropolitan area.  

Sitting suspended from 1.02 to 2.00 pm 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I checked with my colleagues and understand that the minister has not already done this 
while I was out on urgent parliamentary business. Last night the minister indicated that he would provide us with 
a list of the people the government consulted about this legislation and the dates on which it consulted them.  

Hon Peter Collier: I tabled that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was tabled, was it? 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes.  

Hon Kate Doust: Which paper was it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The list of people consulted and when the consultation occurred. 

Hon Kate Doust: Here it is. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I see on the tabled list that on 28 September 2010, a range of people from the events 
industry were consulted. Pardon, I forgot when this legislation went through the Assembly. Was it prior to that 
date? 

Hon Peter Collier: It went through the Assembly on 15, 16 and 17 September. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If it went through at that time, why did the government delay the formal consultation with 
these groups until after the legislation had been through the Assembly and not prior? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: There was consultation prior to legislation coming in in September last year. In the 
interim between the time that the bill was passed from the lower house to the Council, further consultation took 
place to ensure that we could identify any policy issues that existed so they could be addressed and any related 
issues resolved in the Council.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yesterday we were told that the minister had consulted with the West Australian 
Football Commission— 

Hon Peter Collier: That the government had. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government. But the information that the minister has provided today states that the 
consultation occurred in May, after the decision had been made to go ahead with legislation, whereas the 
impression given yesterday was that this had happened previously. In fact, if we look at the lists of consultations 
previously listed here, they were internal police work and ended up with the events industry meeting with the 
Minister for Police of the former Labor government, who told them that this legislation was not going to happen. 
This was back in July 2008. Then there was a change of government and the new government basically made the 
decision that it was going to go ahead with this legislation. It then met with the Events Industry Association of 
Western Australia and provided it with a copy of the proposed policy. As a result of that, the government got 
feedback; that is, organisations were unhappy with what was proposed. That is the only mention of the West 
Australian Football Commission. That is not consultation with it. When and where did the police or the 
government meet with people like the football commission to get its views on the legislation? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As per the document that the member has in front of him, feedback was received from 
the WA football corporation— 

Hon Ken Travers: Commission, not corporation. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, commission. I thought the member had said corporation. Feedback was 
received from West Australia Football Commission, the Western Australian Cricket Association, RugbyWA and 
various concert providers. Therefore, feedback was provided. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Was that feedback from the West Australia Football Commission, RugbyWA and the 
concert providers supportive of the legislation? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: There was a variety of opinions. There was some support and some offers of 
suggestion; opinions varied. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Kate Doust said that the West Australia Football Commission had not been 
consulted and the minister said that she was wrong, that it had been consulted. The reality is that it has not been 
consulted, because all that has occurred is that the West Australia Football Commission received information 
about the proposal through a third party and then told the government what it thought about that proposal. That 
process is not government-initiated consultation; it is individuals finding out what the government is up to and 
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drawing it to the government’s attention that they are not happy with what the government is doing. It strikes me 
as a very arrogant approach to then claim that that is consultation. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If I can correct the member, I did not actually say that Hon Kate Doust was wrong, I 
can assure him. He might like to have a look at the uncorrected transcript of Hansard and read exactly what I did 
say. For his benefit I will repeat what is recorded. The transcript states — 

Prior to commencing drafting of this legislation, Western Australia Police did consult with a number of 
stakeholders, including the West Australian Football Commission, the Western Australian Cricket 
Association, RugbyWA and various concert providers through the Events Industry Association. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, I am saying that I did not say that Hon Kate Doust was wrong. This is the 
response that I gave.  

Hon Ken Travers: Tricky language! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The Hansard transcript continues — 

Since this legislation was debated in the lower house, members of the minister’s office and police have 
met with Mr Buswell and a number of events industry representatives, including Jenny Harrington of 
the Events Industry Association and Brad Mellen from Mellen Events … 

Further dialogue has been entered into with the Events Industry Association, and it has recently been 
provided with a draft copy of the policy for comment and feedback.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Picking up on the point made by Hon Ken Travers, although the minister says that 
consultation happened with that peak body, Mr Bradshaw is still correct in what he said in his document, that the 
West Australian Football Commission itself had not been consulted. Given that the West Australian Football 
Commission is going to be significantly impacted by this legislation, I would have thought that the government 
would have consulted with the commission directly, and because the West Australian Football Commission is a 
key player, the government would have paid it the courtesy of putting forward the proposals that are on the table 
in this legislation, getting feedback and taking it into account. Obviously, the government has not made any 
effort to have direct contact with the West Australian Football Commission throughout this process. Is that 
correct? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As per the list that was provided, I can only give the honourable member the 
information that was provided to me; that is, that it would be very difficult, everyone would agree, to consult 
with every body that would be impacted upon by this legislation. There was a conjugate there that worked and 
there was consultation. Perhaps in some people’s minds that consultation may have been inadequate, but to say 
that the events bodies were not consulted, either directly or indirectly, is wrong, because they were given the 
opportunity to provide opinions one way or another, and those opinions were taken on board. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Given the way the minister’s mind works and the way this government’s mind works, 
the minister might think that people in the football commission were consulted, but they certainly do not believe 
the government consulted them. They believe that they saw information through the Events Industry Association 
and they then wrote to the government to tell it what they thought was wrong. But their views have not been 
heard. If the minister says that their concerns have been taken on board, maybe he can explain to us how the 
concerns of the football commission have been taken on board by the government. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: They may have been taken on board, and I think no matter what happens with the 
West Australian Football Commission, of course it is going to have concerns with this legislation. It is a policy 
decision on the part of the government to go down this path and, yes, some people are not going to be satisfied. 
But the simple fact of the matter is that it is a policy decision of the government. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Who is going to be satisfied, minister? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Jon Ford): Is Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich seeking the call? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I just want to know who is going to be satisfied because, from what I can see, I 
do not think anybody is going to be satisfied. So, can the minister let us know who is going to be satisfied? 

Hon Norman Moore: Oh, look! 

Hon Kate Doust: You don’t have to sit in the chamber and listen to this. 

Hon Norman Moore: She never stops. 

Hon Ken Travers: You love her and you know it! 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Members, this is not a discussion about love; this is Parliament! 

Several members interjected. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am sick of being picked upon. Every time I get up here Hon Norman Moore 
has a whinge. Calm yourself! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I can say to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that I consulted with about 500 training providers. 

Hon Kate Doust: We’re not talking about that. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: No, no; point of order. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, it is entirely appropriate. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: For goodness sake! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: And I got criticised for not consulting. What I am saying is that, yes, some people will 
not be satisfied. With regard to who was and who was not satisfied, I do not have that information readily 
available. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Just give me the name of one person who was satisfied. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Suffice to say, as I said, that people were consulted. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I was nearly hit there! 

Hon Ken Travers: His speech is not that bad! 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Members, we have four hours to go. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is the closest thing to a compliment I have ever heard from Hon Ken Travers. 
Where was I? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You can’t name one person. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I cannot say who was satisfied. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: At all? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: And I do not propose to say who was satisfied. Suffice to say, as I said earlier, that it 
is a policy decision of government. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: So, no-one was satisfied. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, members! Members, let us go through the rules for a second. Members 
seek the call. Then they get to their feet, if they are given the call, and ask a question or make a point. Then there 
is a response, maybe, if the minister wants to respond. That is how it goes. Interjections do not help Hansard and 
do not help us get through the business of the house. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the questions I asked yesterday was: which documents were provided as part of 
that consultation? We were given two documents. The first document was titled “Levy of Charges in Respect to 
Sporting Events and Concerts Based on 2010/11 Salary Rate”. The second document the minister provided us 
with was the February 2011 document titled “Office of the Metropolitan Region Coordinator: Major Events 
Coordination Unit: Police Cost Recovery and Fee for Service Policy”. 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s correct. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The difficulty I have is with the time the minister consulted people. According to the 
table, this is a February 2011 document. The minister is telling us that the consultation, as far as the government 
is concerned, occurred in May 2009. That suggests to me that the document the minister tabled yesterday is not 
the document that was provided as part of the consultation back in May 2009. Could the minister, therefore, 
please help me with that discrepancy; and, if it is not the document the minister provided as part of the 
consultation, can he now please provide the document he provided as part of the consultation? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This is an updated version of the original document. It has continued to move forward 
as the legislation has moved forward. It is just an updated version of the original. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The reason that it becomes really important for me to get a copy of the documentation is 
that the minister said that the issues were addressed by the Football Commission. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. I said they were taken on board and considered. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, they were taken on board. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Accepting that the government has made its policy decision, if it has the numbers, it can 
ram the legislation through the house; right? That is the way it always works, and that is fine. If the government 
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has the numbers, it can get through whatever legislation it likes. But consultation is still about working through 
the detail of how those issues will work within the policy framework. I understand that, as a result of those 
documents that were provided to the Events Industry Association in May 2009, the Football Commission had an 
understanding that the cost to it as a result of the implementation of this policy would be in the order of 
$376 000. However, the document the minister tabled yesterday shows that it will be in the order of $216 000, 
yet the Football Commission itself is of the view that the revenue would be around $85 000. I would have 
thought they were pretty key issues that would be part of an engaged consultation process to resolve them, both 
from the Football Commission’s view to give it some security on what it will cost it and also from the 
government’s view so that it knows that its sums are right on all this. Therefore, can the minister explain to me 
why there is that discrepancy and then we can perhaps get into the detail of the difference between the various 
figures? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The original estimate was based on 44 police; that is, as per the time. After 
negotiations with the Football Commission and the changes at AFL matches—low-strength beer and limitations 
et cetera—it has now been agreed that 25 police are all that is required. As a result of that, there has been that 
reduction. It is not a matter of fudging the figures; it is just that the original estimate was that 44 officers would 
be needed and now it is estimated that 25 will be needed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the minister tell me, then, how many police officers were in attendance at Subiaco 
Oval last year and how many were in attendance in the past, on average, at AFL games? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Around 10 to 15 a week. As I mentioned earlier today, that is always based on the 
worst-case scenario. It is around 10 to 15 on average. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So, it is 10 to 15 on average. Certainly, the footy commission’s view is that it is actually 
10 on average. So we might extend it to make it add up to 15 because Collingwood is playing one week and that 
is why it needs to be taken to 15. 

Hon Kate Doust: What are you suggesting about Collingwood supporters? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Where do I start about Collingwood supporters? Can I say that Eddie McGuire deserves 
them, I reckon. 

I am referring to Collingwood supporters, not the people who live in Collingwood, as my sister used to live 
within that area. In fact, when Collingwood won in 1990, she rang me so that I could hear the crowds going off, 
because she was that close to Victoria Park. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I just want members to be sure that I was attacking Collingwood supporters, not people 
who live in Collingwood. 

I was saying that the government has written into its budget that this bill will produce $500 000 in additional 
revenue on an ongoing basis for the police service. That figure was originally based on 44 police. As a result of 
negotiations, the minister is now telling us that it is agreed to be 25 police. But, on average, there have only ever 
been 10 and, even on the minister’s figures, 15 police attending. If this bill is passed, can the minister explain to 
us how the government intends to meet its budgetary requirements if the figures on which the bill is based are so 
inaccurate and based on a worst-case scenario that they will hopefully never occur? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As Hon Ken Travers would be well aware, at the end of the year when the police do 
their net appropriations, they will balance everything up. They will balance the revenue they made as opposed to 
the revenue that was anticipated—perhaps higher or lower—and will make the required adjustments. However, 
for a program such as this, as I am sure Hon Ken Travers understands, there cannot be a definitive figure. There 
will be constant — 

Hon Ken Travers: But you’ve got to have it accurate, minister. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, members! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have said—the member may not have been present in the chamber—that it is in the 
order of $500 000 to $700 000. It will inevitably vary. No-one will be able to give the member anything more 
definitive than that. The appropriate adjustments will be made when necessary. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, minister, this is a really important part of this legislation. As we were debating 
before lunch, the Police Amendment Bill is about writing a blank cheque. In fact, the minister is already talking 
about the $500 000 included in the budget estimates now being up to $700 000. That is what the minister has 
said. What we now have is that the basis on which the $500 000 was expected to be raised is based on flawed 
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logic; it is based on a worst-case scenario of 25 police officers attending Subiaco Oval, when on average they 
have had 10 officers attend. It is interesting because 10 is one of the tipping points for the number of officers. 

Hon Peter Collier: But it is more than 5 000 people, so — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but it is still an interesting thing that — 

Hon Peter Collier: Why is it interesting? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When we get on to the detail of clause 4, we can debate the argument of 5 000 people 
versus 10 000 people, because if only 10 police officers are needed for a crowd of 44 000 people, in what other 
circumstances will an event need more than 10 officers if no more than 5 000 people are attending? It is a very 
interesting set of figures. 

Hon Ed Dermer: It would have to be a particularly troublesome crowd. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Anyway, I do not want to get into that detail. We should wait for clause 4 to discuss 
that. 

At the moment, I am focused on this issue that the government has already added potentially up to $200 000 
extra that will need to be generated by the police as a result of the policy of this bill. We then read that the 
minister is saying the number of police officers required at an event is 25, which is the worst-case scenario, not 
the 10 police officers that attend on average. That is for the Australian Football League. I wonder whether the 
same would then apply to the international rugby. When the minister gets down to talking to the Australian 
Rugby Union, I wonder whether 40 officers will be required for that and whether they will argue about how 
many people currently attend rugby games. However, the bottom line is that what I can see happening after we 
pass this bill is that all the figures contained in the document to justify the bill today will go out the door, and all 
of a sudden we will not have $500 000 or, in 2010–11, $468 364, coming into the kitty. The question then 
becomes: how does the government resolve that problem? Does the government turn around to the police and 
say, “It’s okay that you raised only $200 000; we don’t mind and we forgive you”? The alternative is that the 
government says to the police, “No, no, no; you’re expected to get at least $500 000 and in fact we were hoping 
you were going to get $700 000, so if you want your budget increased for next year, you’d better go get us the 
$500 000 or $700 000, otherwise your budget will stay where it is. You’ve got to go find that money.” Why is 
that important? It is important because we have written a blank cheque today and the police can do that. The 
Commissioner of Police and the Minister for Police can just say, “Okay; well, we have certain events that are 
going to be charged but now we will ratchet it down a couple.” If members remember what I said in my 
contribution to the second reading debate, the history of this type of legislation in Australia is that it starts with 
everybody saying, “Only certain events will be charged. Don’t anyone panic; it is not going to be the events out 
in the regions or the smaller events”, but eventually it just cascades. We are already seeing it today with the 
figures produced by this government. They are flawed figures, so the $468 000 will not even be made in an 
average year, unless every game at Subiaco Oval is the worst-case scenario. I suspect that the answer will be that 
the pressure will go back on to the police service to increase the number of events, so we will see it cascade. 
What happens when those charges cascade? It goes back into those clubs, societies and organisations that we all 
deal with on a regular basis in our electorates. That is the history of this sort of legislation in the eastern states, 
and we will end up with an event like the one I quoted earlier; namely, when the Glory played Gold Coast in a 
soccer game, 2 000 people turned up and the event was charged $25 000, which is $12.50 per person. How will 
that happen? Because we will have written a blank cheque, and there will be nothing that we as a Parliament can 
do to stop that. However, we can stop it, even if we accept the policy of the bill, by amending this bill further on.  

I think I have made that point. However, it is unbelievable that we are expected to pass a piece of legislation 
based on a piece of information, when it was not pointed out to us when we were given that information that it 
was the worst-case scenario. We were told that it was a basic summary of the events that were expected to be 
charged for a police presence and how much they would be charged. What we have heard from the minister 
during the committee stage is, “Well, actually, no; that’s only what they’ll be charged in the worst-case 
scenario.” The minister should have said that the worst-case scenario is an average of 11, because there would be 
one bad game averaged over the other 24 during the year or something like that. He should not say 25.  

The minister has provided to this house something that is almost misleading. In fact, if the minister is telling us 
that this is the worst-case scenario, but he provided it to us in the form in which he did, it is actually misleading. 
I do not think the minister has done it deliberately to mislead us, but I wonder whether the Minister for Police 
organised for it to be provided to us to deliberately mislead us; or is it just another example of the incompetent 
bumbling Minister for Police that we have in this state? The Minister for Police is the same minister who refused 
to accept the recommendations of this house. When people pointed out the failures of other legislation he had put 
before this house, he refused to accept amendments, and then within six months we had to have the legislation 
back in this place to fix it up. I suspect that the problem with this legislation, though—as this is about money 
going into government coffers—is that we will not get a second chance to fix it up. It will not come back; there 
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will not be the yellow Lamborghini incident that will force the legislation back into this Parliament. It will be 
about money. It will go through the house, it will be gone, and there will not be a second chance. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I did not intend to respond at this stage; I thought that Hon Ken Travers was simply 
making a point. However, I will clarify a point that the member made when he said that I essentially misled the 
chamber, which I refute. I did not at any stage say that this was definitive. I will repeat exactly what I did say 
with regard to the modelling. In response to a question from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, I said that the event schedule 
is the only event modelling. Events change each year and the nature of events change, so we have not worked 
out exactly what events will be charged. Additionally, it is not known how many police will be needed until a 
consultation for each event occurs. That is what I said; I was not definitive. And I said it would range between 
$500 000 and $700 000. I just want that clarified. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Jon Ford): Before I give the call to Hon Ken Travers, I listened to the 
debate very closely. If I had thought that there was an imputation or an accusation that the minister had misled 
the house, I would have pulled up the honourable member on that. I do not think that was the case; it is a robust 
debate after all. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right. If I had breached a standing order, it was not the one the minister was 
after; it was the other one about members in other places. 

What the minister just said is interesting. He said that it is not a definitive list and it will be subject to 
consultation. However, he told us just a minute ago that as a result of that consultation it has been brought down 
from 44 to 25, but 25 is still the worst-case scenario incident. The actual average is 10 to 15. 

Hon Peter Collier: I said the number of events changes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The number of police will change depending on the consultation. What the minister has 
just told us is that, as a result of that consultation, we are now talking about 10 to 15 officers being in attendance, 
but the document I am holding still states 25. The document is clearly misleading, minister. I am not saying that 
the minister deliberately did it; he was acting on his best advice, probably on the advice given to him by the 
minister he represents—the bumbling Minister for Police. That is a misleading document, because the minister 
has just told us that at Subiaco Oval the police will charge for 10 to 15 police officers, so the amount of money 
that the government, can expect to receive as a result of the consultations will be substantially below the 
$216 000.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will just clarify this. I am talking about the consultation for each individual event 
and not the consultation for the entire policy of the bill.  

Hon Ken Travers: Tricky words.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is not.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Jon Ford): Members! The question is that clause 1 do stand as printed. 

Hon Norman Moore: Aye! 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I call Hon Kate Doust. 

Hon Norman Moore: We’ve had a very long debate on the first clause. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will take a bit longer now. I want to talk about a slightly different aspect of this 
legislation. I know we have talked about consultation. As well as talking to the players in the industry, has the 
union that represents police officers been consulted about this type of change? It appears that this legislation may 
have an impact upon the working arrangements of police in some situations. If the minister wants to answer the 
question about consultation, I will then explain why I want to raise this matter.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I said before, the number of police attending events will not alter, which I think 
answers the second part of the question. I have been informed that the union was consulted on the legislation and 
is supportive of it.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank the minister for that. I had a look at the document the minister provided to us 
earlier—the police cost recovery and fee-for-service policy—which was put out in draft form in February this 
year. Paragraph 9.8 on page 9 talks about how police officers will — 

provide their own meals and travel to and from the event including those in Regional centres; 

That is very interesting, because it picks up on the issue about the clause we referred to last night on overhead 
charges. The minister said that the government would never impose those additional costs. I flag with the 
minister that we will move an amendment to remove those lines from the bill. If what the minister said is correct 
and those costs will never be imposed, I would like the minister to explain why police officers who are required 
to travel to a regional area for a large event should have to cover their own costs to and from that event.  
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Under the enterprise bargaining agreement, police officers can make an application 
for meals and travel et cetera for any event they attend. It is no different from anything that has happened in the 
past. They will still be able to make that application.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to go back to this document, which provides us with a list of events and estimated 
total revenue. This amount concurs directly with the estimated revenue contained in the 2009–10 Budget 
Statements. The document lists only two of the annual circuit of music events that come to Western Australia—
the Big Day Out and the Rock-It concert in Joondalup. A few years ago I might have known the names of all the 
other events, but it is my understanding — 

Hon Kate Doust: The blues and roots festival.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is the blues and roots festival, which some of us older members probably 
remember. I think the last outdoor concert I went to was a blues and roots festival. There is Summadayze, 
Parklife — 

Hon Kate Doust: A Day on the Green.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A Day on the Green is a bit of an older one. There is also the Good Vibrations festival. 
There are probably 10 or 15 of these events.  

Hon Kate Doust: There are a few in Doodlakine.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was talking about the metropolitan area. There are a range of events in regional areas. 
What is the big one in Busselton? It is Southbound. That is a huge event that goes for three days. I imagine that 
all of those events will be included if this legislation is passed. If we are charging for the Big Day Out, then 
Southbound, Summadayze, Good Vibrations and all of those will also be counted. Am I correct?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The member is quite correct. I am not familiar with a lot of those events, but probably 
most of them will be included. It is anticipated that they will be included in terms of those that the police will be 
required to attend and that will be liable to pay the fee.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We named five at least that would fit within that category. There were a lot of concerts 
late last year, such as the U2 and Bon Jovi concerts. I should be able to remember them all because I could hear 
them from my backyard.  

Hon Kate Doust: Leonard Cohen.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Was that a big concert? There were probably four or five, so we are probably talking 
about at least 10 events per year that will be added to this list. Based on these figures, that is another $290 000. 
The government reckons it will make $29 000 out of the Rock-It concert in Joondalup, and the Big Day Out will 
pay $29 000. We are told that this bill will have an impact of only $500 000 on the state of Western Australia. 
By the time we have found out the extent to which other events will be included, we could be talking about 
millions of dollars coming into government revenue, yet the government is trying to downplay it by suggesting 
that it will be only $500 000. What is the real figure the government is expecting to get? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I cannot be any more definitive than I have been. I am not being sinister or 
clandestine. The information provided to me is that it is estimated that the revenue raised will be between 
$500 000 and $700 000. For the reasons the member has just articulated, and as I have articulated on a number of 
occasions over the past three or four hours, there are constant shifts and changes with concerts and events. The 
Good Vibrations concert is on this weekend.  

Hon Ken Travers: Is it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have just been informed that it is. Apparently, the number of people attending will 
be much lower than usual. In that instance, the criterion has shifted in terms of the number of police who will be 
in attendance. That happens with a lot of events. If we could prescribe the number of people who will attend 
every event over the next five years and how many police will be needed for those events, I would be able to 
stand here now and give an exact figure. But an exact science in this area is just not possible.  

Hon Ken Travers: But you must be able to give us a much more representative figure than this, minister. This is 
not an accurate figure by any stretch of the imagination.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I have said, this is the most accurate information that I can possibly give the 
member. Most of the events that the member has mentioned will fall into this category. But, for the reasons that I 
have just given, there are constant shifts and changes. There are always events that people think up and that are 
new. That means that events will change year in and year out. That means that what occurred in 2010 will more 
than likely be a lot different from what will occur in 2011 and 2012. 

Hon Ken Travers: For the event that will be held this weekend, will more than 10 police officers be required? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am advised that WA Police would usually send more than 10 officers to that event.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand the difficulty that the minister is placed in, because he is a representative 
minister, and I understand that this document that the minister has tabled was obviously provided by the Minister 
for Police in the other place for the minister to present in this house. However, with all due respect, minister, we 
could sit here for the next 10 or 15 minutes and write a document that is far more accurate and is based on far 
more realistic scenarios about what really happens.  

Hon Peter Collier: That is a representative document, though. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The event that will be held this weekend may be smaller than was planned for, but it will 
still be charged, because it will be attended by more than 10 police officers. Many events, such as Blues and 
Roots, and Summadayze, have been going now for five or 10 years. Southbound has also been going for quite a 
few years. We can be pretty confident that those events will continue for some considerable time. It would have 
been more respectful of this place if we had been given a more accurate and reflective picture. I understand the 
minister’s problem. We do not have a problem with the Minister for Energy. I am sure that if the Minister for 
Energy was the minister responsible for this portfolio, we would be given better information in this chamber. But 
the minister needs to understand our problem. Our problem is that we know the minister who is dealing with this 
portfolio. We know his incompetence and his form on these matters, and the fact that he has consistently 
managed to stuff up his portfolio. I understand the difficulty the minister in this place has. He can only give us 
what he has been given by the minister in the other place. But I suspect that this minister knows in his heart of 
hearts that the information that he has been given by the minister in the other place is not worth the paper it is 
written on. Today we have found out that the information about the AFL is incorrect. If the information about the 
AFL is incorrect, I suspect that some of the other information on this list is also incorrect and not a realistic 
scenario of what is going to happen. There are events that should be on the list but are not on the list. This is just 
another example of what we have to put up with from the Minister for Police in this state. I therefore hope the 
minister in this place can understand why we get frustrated—not with this minister, but with his government and 
the information that is provided to this place, on behalf of his government, by that clown. 

Clause put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Noes (13) 

Hon Helen Bullock Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Simon O'Brien Hon Adele Farina 
 Hon Phil Edman Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm 
 

Clause thus passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement —  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If this bill is successful, when does the government envisage the bill will be given royal 
assent so that proclamation can occur? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is anticipated that that will be around 1 July, or as close to 1 July as possible. As I 
mentioned last night also, any event for which ticketing has already been done or established will not be charged; 
and there will be no charges for AFL matches before the end of this year.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 3 put and passed.  

Clause 4: Part IVB inserted — 

Hon KATE DOUST: Under clause 4, the Commissioner of Police will be given the capacity to charge on a 
cost-recovery basis when attendance is requested by the promoter or organiser of an event. Is the onus on the 
event organiser to automatically contact the Commissioner of Police to commence discussions about the event?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Under the cost-recovery component, it must be established within 60 days of the 
event. 
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Hon Kate Doust: I know that. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The promoter or organiser will put in an application based on how many police are 
required. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I suppose what I am trying to ask is: is it compulsory for the event organiser to 
automatically request that assistance, or, going back to the point I made earlier, can the event organiser say, “No; 
we’ve got this whole thing sorted. We don’t need any extra police”? Is it compulsory for the event organiser to 
make that contact to start the ball rolling, or is it up to the police to contact the event organiser? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is not compulsory, unless of course liquor licensing and local government say that 
police are required. That is basically what I said this morning. 

Hon KATE DOUST: So it is. 

Hon Peter Collier: Well —  

Hon KATE DOUST: I am talking; the minister will get his turn in a minute. 

Hon Peter Collier: Sorry. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Bossy! 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I am not bossy. I get told to sit down and not say anything, so I want to have my say. 

My question to the minister is: if this legislation goes through, and given that a diverse range of people are 
involved in events management in Western Australia and in the eastern states, and possibly some players from 
overseas, how will they be informed of these changes? How will they know what steps are required of them? At 
what part of the process will that information kick in? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The policy will be published on the police website. In addition, liquor licensing and 
local government will inform prospective event organisers where they can access information on the legislation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was going to suggest that we proceed through each of the proposed sections in clause 
4; hence, I will not move my amendment yet. I want to commence with proposed section 39D. The reality of 
what the minister told us before lunch is that if the Commissioner of Police determines that more than 10 police 
officers should attend any event which involves liquor or which is to be held in an area that requires the 
permission of local government, the liquor commission would never say no to that, and neither would local 
government, because they would be risk averse. They would say, “If the commissioner says that, we’d better 
approve it, because if we say no and something happens, it will be on our head”, so they would agree to it. Why 
is proposed section 39D written in the way it is? Why does it not just say “where the Commissioner of Police 
determines that 10 or more police officers are required”? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: In this instance, we want to be seen as a government that is being consultative, not 
necessarily punitive. That is just the way we would like to proceed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But the government is being punitive. Unless the government can give us a commitment 
today that the police will not exercise those powers to go to the liquor commission or the local government, all it 
will do is create an expectation that will never be realised. It is misleading the public. I would have thought that 
the bill would be more accurate if we were to delete the words after “where” and add the words “the 
Commissioner of Police determines that 10 or more police officers are required”. That would be a more accurate 
reflection of what is going to happen. We should not pass legislation that we know will not reflect the way that 
the system will work. Let us make sure that the bill we pass reflects the reality. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is almost a contradiction of the argument that was had earlier in the day. We are 
quite comfortable with that. As I have said, we are trying to be as conciliatory as we possibly can be, and we 
think that this meets that objective. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: As the minister probably knows, I have real problems with this bill. I will run 
through my perception of it and we will go from there. At page 4 of the bill, the definition of “police services” 
states — 

… in relation to an event, means the attendance of police officers at the event in order to do any of the 
following — 

(a) keep order; 

Is that real order or perceived order? Is it because there is going to be a real problem at an event, or is it because 
the police perceive that there is going to be a problem at an event? 

Several members interjected. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I am not trying to be difficult; I am just trying to understand how this bill will affect 
my constituency and how it can work for my constituency. As I said in my speech the other day about the liquor 
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licensing process, the police are using a range of provisions that are perceived, not real. Those perceived 
provisions are penalising events. I agree that this is not the only legislation that does that, but it adds another 
layer of activity that might happen. At page 5, proposed section 39G(3)(b) states — 

(i) to consult on the matter with the promoter or organiser of the event; 

(ii) to have regard to the current charging policy published under section 39L; 

That is happening now. The current level of consultation with event organisers consists of them being told that 
they will have security officers at the event whether or not they like it; and, if they do not like it, they will not get 
a licence. I will put a couple of things on the record. I understand that the Commissioner of Police has said in 
recent times that he agrees with the point of view that I have been putting forward, so my concern is not with the 
current commissioner. I have a fair amount of regard for him as an individual, and I believe that the current 
commissioner is weighing up these matters. I do not have any problems with the current commissioner, because 
he has spoken publicly on the matter on a couple of occasions, and I will quite happily take him at his word. But 
there will be another commissioner not far down the track. 

I repeat the question: is this about a real problem or is it about a perceived problem? The current application for 
liquor licensing is about a perceived problem. In many cases it is a real problem. I spoke the other day about the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Review of the Racing and Wagering Western Australia Acts, which heard case 
after case of people having to deal with a perceived position. I do not think there is any doubt that that is true. 
There is certainly no doubt in my mind that it is true. I do not want to speak for members of that committee; they 
can all speak for themselves. A report has been written from the outcomes of that committee, which people can 
read if they wish. Part of the findings of that committee dealt with this matter as it related to the racing industry. 
This act does not just relate to the racing industry; it relates to a whole raft of activities that could be happening. 
Philosophically, I have no problem if Bon Jovi or Neil Diamond comes to town—that is not what I am 
concerned about. I am more concerned about, once this is law, how it is going to operate. I am very sure, because 
I have a great deal of confidence in the minister as well, that he is going to tell me what the intent is. I do not 
doubt him for a second. What I am trying to say is: what is going to happen after this bill has been in operation 
for a number of years and there is a personnel change? That is where my concern lies. I will not be happy with 
the bill until I am convinced and have some surety that the things I already see happening are not going to be 
compounded by this bill.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank Hon Max Trenorden for his comments. I say at the outset that nothing will 
change after the enactment of this bill other than the fact that some events will actually pay for police services 
that go beyond the police’s normal responsibilities. There will not be any more or any less police at any events 
than there currently are. From that perspective, nothing is going to shift. Police will still attend those functions—
I need to emphasise that. It does not mean that events are going to be ordered to have police. That is not the 
intent of the legislation. It means, for example, that if there is in excess of 5 000 attendees at an event, the 
10 police will actually be paid for by the attendees, through the process I have been through on a number of 
occasions. In terms of the actual role of the police—the member mentioned police services—that is as per usual: 
to keep order, to provide an immediate emergency management capability and to provide traffic management in 
the immediate vicinity of the event. That is as per normal. There is no move here to try to extend the powers of 
the police or to compel people to have police attend their events. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Can I just continue the point? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I thank the honourable minister for allowing me to do that. On page 5, proposed 
section 39G(3)(b) states — 

the Commissioner is the final judge of the number of police officers required to provide police services 
for an event, but that does not lessen or limit any obligation that the Commissioner has — 

And it goes on to other points. 

That can be read a couple of ways. I would like some assurance from the minister. I have no doubt of the 
minister’s intent or the intent of the current minister, and I have no doubt of the intent of the current 
Commissioner of Police. I am worried that we are just putting a piece of legislation on the table. I have been in 
this place and the other place for approximately 25 years and I have seen bills go wrong on a few occasions, so I 
have a nervousness in that area. I just want some surety from the minister that some future Commissioner of 
Police is not going to say, “I am having difficulty with a certain event. What I am going to do is put 30 police 
officers in there and make it difficult for them.” What I am asking is: is that possible under the provisions of this 
act? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, nothing will change. A risk assessment will be done on a particular event, and 
that will be determined in consultation with the event organiser to determine how many police will be needed. 
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That will be based on a case-by-case basis, which is what happens now. One has to determine how many police 
are needed. As the member would be well aware, as I mentioned this morning, some events shift quite 
significantly from year to year. I know the Big Day Out was very disappointing this year. I think they have had 
40 000 people in attendance in previous years, and that came down to 30 000. That just happens; that is natural 
attrition at events. Nothing will happen, but that risk assessment will be done in consultation with the organiser 
and the police to ensure that the management services that are provided by the police are maintained for the 
safety and wellbeing of those who are in attendance. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: The minister said a little earlier that there is a review or an appeals process, but I 
cannot find reference to an appeals process in the bill. We did talk about taking it off the State Administrative 
Tribunal. I am just wondering how. It is not in the bill that I can see. If the minister can tell me I am wrong and 
show me where it is in the bill, that is fine, because I have never been the best bill reader. The other point is that, 
if it is to be decided by SAT, how is that going to work? My understanding of SAT—I have had a little bit to do 
with SAT—is that it just does not have the sort of authority that the minister was talking about earlier this 
morning. How is that appeal mechanism actually going to work? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank the honourable member for the point that he has made. It was made by a 
couple of members from the opposition as well. We sought some advice on this in regard to SAT, because the 
advice that we received at the time was that SAT had the capacity to review it. I intended to bring this up later 
for discussion in the committee stage. Further advice was sought from the State Solicitor’s Office with respect to 
the jurisdiction of SAT to review a decision under the legislation regarding whether an event falls under the 
definition of an “event”. The advice is that SAT may not have jurisdiction to consider and review the decision. 
Therefore, the government will be making an amendment to ensure that the event organisers can appeal the 
decision of the commissioner. 

I apologise if there was any confusion. I know I probably gave the wrong advice earlier, but as I said, this is a 
result of points that were raised earlier today. I can assure the chamber that we will be moving an amendment to 
ensure that decisions made by the commissioner will be appealable to SAT. 

Hon Ken Travers: When will we get that amendment? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will table it before the next sitting, so it will not be today. 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you know what clause it is going into? Surely we will need to adjourn the bill when we 
get to it.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: We can certainly proceed in its current form, but I will not complete deliberations at 
the committee stage. I will seek leave to sit again. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Minister, I would like to be friendly, and I am still friendly and I want to continue 
to be friendly, but I think this is at the stage where it would be useful to suspend the debate on the bill. Just 
getting back to the SAT situation, it will not be enough to come back and say, “We will change the bill.” Do we 
actually know how it is going to work in SAT? I am nervous about this. I want to know what the mechanism is 
going to be when it goes to SAT. Who is the complainant; how will that process go ahead? How does it get 
heard? Is it going to be heard with legal entities in there? It is not just a matter of saying, “Okay, we will tick it 
with SAT.” I understand the intent, but it will take a little more than that. I actually think it is a good time to say 
that we have debated clause 1. There are a few things that probably the minister and I and others should talk 
about before we progress with the bill. I have far too much respect for the minister to say that he should do 
anything, but I am just gently suggesting that maybe now is the time to stop debating this bill and clear some of 
these issues before we progress.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I appreciate the honourable member’s viewpoint but it will not impact on the other 
clauses before us. The issue with regard to the appeal to the State Administrative Tribunal will not impact in any 
shape or form on the rest of the debate. I have given an undertaking that I will seek leave to sit again, which I 
will. I assure the house that we will deal with that amendment. That amendment will be received in plenty of 
time.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is difficult to debate a bill without knowing what it is we will ultimately debate. I 
think my question touches on the issues Hon Max Trenorden touched upon: will the appeal to SAT be on the 
basis of the merit of the decision of the Commissioner of Police or only on whether or not the commissioner has 
complied with the legislation?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It will be on whether or not the event falls within the definition of the act.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Again we come back to this issue: in the case of the events we talked about earlier, even 
if we amend it to have a SAT appeal mechanism, if the government has not made a provision to exempt that 
class of events and the commissioner determines that it will go ahead, then SAT will also find that the event 
should be charged as well. It really comes back to that question of whether the minister has given an exemption. 
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On that basis the area that needs to be appealable is whether the minister has given exemptions to the types of 
events that should be included, not whether the commissioner is trying to charge for them.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: If members look at proposed section 39E, it is whether or not it will be the type of 
event that it is—whether it is a charitable event or a community event, or whether or not it falls into that 
category. That will be appealable.  

Hon COL HOLT: I want to double-check on that particular part. I am not exactly certain I understand the 
process. Let us say an event organiser negotiates with police about an upcoming event, including how many 
police are required. If the police are advised that it is a charitable event or a community organisation that should 
be exempt—that is, it is an event run for the benefit of the local community—who makes the decision that says 
yes, we agree, or no, we do not agree? What is the avenue for that organisation to appeal that process?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is ultimately the commissioner’s decision. The appeal to that decision will be 
through SAT. That will be reflected in the amendment.  

Hon COL HOLT: I want to extend that a little further and talk about a government-sponsored event. The 
definition states — 

government-sponsored event means an event sponsored by a local government or a regional local 
government or the State or the Commonwealth; 

I am not sure what a regional local government is; maybe the minister can shed some light on that. But what 
does “sponsored” mean? There are lots of different ways that events are sponsored. Does it include funding or 
naming rights? What does that mean in terms of these exemptions?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The minister makes that decision. The member is quite correct that a government-
sponsored event would be a sponsorship whereby a particular government or a government organisation actually 
provided financial sponsorship. Although in some instances it may transcend a venue or a donation, things like 
that, it is cases in which the government actually contributes to that event via sponsorship.  

Hon COL HOLT: I am not sure the minister answered the first part of my question. Does “regional local 
government” mean country local government?  

Hon Ken Travers: It is a combined local government, such as a regional council.  

Hon COL HOLT: There is no such thing. That is why I want to ask the minister. Thanks for your input. 

Hon Peter Collier: Thanks, minister!  

Hon Ken Travers: You weren’t answering; I thought I would do it!  

Hon Peter Collier: I did not have a chance to get to my feet.  

Hon COL HOLT: To make it clear: the organisation negotiates with police to say, “This is what we’re running. 
We want to be exempted because we’re a government-sponsored event.” A final decision is made by the 
commissioner as to whether it is a government-sponsored event or not and should be exempt. When does the 
minister become involved in an exemption decision?  

Hon Peter Collier: The minister gets involved when he actually sponsors the event.  

Hon COL HOLT: I am asking about exemptions. The minister said before that the decision about exemptions is 
ultimately made by the commissioner. Does the minister ever —  

Hon Peter Collier: Not in government-sponsored events. That is for the minister.  

Hon COL HOLT: In the section before that, that is the commissioner?  

Hon Peter Collier: That is correct. That is non-government.  

Hon COL HOLT: An event that will benefit the local community is made by the commissioner?  

Hon Peter Collier: Sorry, the last question was?  

Hon COL HOLT: It may be my fault for jumping around. The minister makes an exemption decision about a 
government-sponsored event?  

Hon Peter Collier: Yes.  

Hon COL HOLT: In the section before that, the exemption is — 

Hon Peter Collier: Is that proposed section 39G?  

Hon COL HOLT: It is paragraph (b)(iv) under proposed section 39E, which reads — 

an event run for the benefit of a local community …  

Some sort of an exemption can be applied for. 
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Hon Peter Collier: Sorry, what was that?  

Hon COL HOLT: It is on page 4, line 13. In the case of an event run for the benefit of a local community, if an 
organisation has said, “We think it is for the benefit of the local community and they have said we should be 
exempt”, the minister said before that the commissioner makes that decision—is that right? When does the 
minister become involved in that decision under that proposed section?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. I am with the member now. 

Hon Col Holt: I am sorry; I realise my mistake, too. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is all right; no problem at all. The government-sponsored event is determined by 
the minister; right? 

Hon Col Holt: Yes. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The commissioner’s determination on whether he can exempt an event is made 
through proposed section 39E(b)(v)—that is, a government-sponsored event that is exempted by the minister 
under proposed section 39H and gazetted. 

Hon COL HOLT: So, the minister has input through subparagraph (v) of that proposed section. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes; he would have already made that decision. 

Hon COL HOLT: I thank the minister. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: This bill, on my reading, is very much a process of the commissioner. How does the 
minister find out? Is there a compulsory reporting process? Could the minister tell me how the minister would 
actually get involved? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank the honourable member. Does the member have the cost recovery report? 

Hon Max Trenorden: I did not actually pick up one of those. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is all right; the member can get one, as it was tabled. Page 6 contains the 
exemptions to cost recovery, and states that an event organiser may apply to the Minister for Police to have a 
government-sponsored event exempted from cost recovery. It also states that for the event to be exempt under 
section 39H of the Police Act 1892, the minister must be satisfied about the event. As I said, the criteria are 
outlined on page 6 of that document. 

Hon Max Trenorden: I will get the document and have a look at it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: On my reading of the way this bill is constructed, the key issue is that the Commissioner 
of Police can charge for an event if it is a major event. That provision is contained in proposed section 39G. The 
commissioner would then need to determine whether it was a major event, and that is when the commissioner 
would go to proposed section 39F, which refers to 5 000 or more attendees or participants or 10 police officers. 
The commissioner would be able to charge for that event unless it was exempt under proposed section 39E. One 
of the levels of exemption is a government-sponsored event. The event would need to have been exempted by 
the minister. If the minister has not exempted it or refuses to exempt it, then it is covered. However, another 
proposed section comes into play, proposed section 39H, under which the minister can exempt an event as a 
government-sponsored event only if the minister is satisfied that the event — 

(a) will provide significant economic benefits for the State; or 

(b) will provide significant publicity for the State through media coverage of the event; or 

(c) will contribute significantly to the State’s national or international profile as a host of sporting, 
entertainment or other events. 

So, in fact, that is the real key, as an event will get an exemption only if it is, say, the Red Bull Air Race. The 
way the bill is written seems to be the wrong way around. We should be exempting the lower-level events, or 
guaranteeing their protection, not the higher-level events. However, with the way this bill is structured, the big 
events are exempt. I reckon people could pretty much argue that if they do not have Eventscorp funding, they 
will struggle to get an exemption under this proposed section of the bill. That is how I read it. I would call this 
the Eventscorp clause. The sorts of events that are sponsored by Eventscorp will meet the test in proposed 
section 39H. I note that Hon Brian Ellis proposes an amendment to this proposed section to remove “may” and 
substitute “must”. I suspect in this case that “may” means “must” anyway. I will leave Hon Brian Ellis to read 
the Hansard of Hon Peter Foss to understand the difference between “may” and “must”. I will wait until I hear 
Hon Brian Ellis’s argument for the amendment, but I am probably pretty happy to support it. However, it comes 
back to the minister being satisfied of all those criteria for the event to be exempt. Therefore, an event that has 
been sponsored because the local council in Geraldton thinks it is a great idea for Geraldton will not be covered. 
It is actually only events that the government and Eventscorp think are great that will be covered. To me, that 
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highlights one of the problems with this bill. I think the government has got it back to front. It is actually 
attacking the small sporting events and lower-level events. 

Another question I have for the minister, if I have it correct and he can confirm it for me, is whether the 
Commissioner of Police may charge for an event. Is this going to become discretionary? Will the commissioner 
decide that he likes one event and will not charge for it, and that he does not like the organisers or nature of 
another event and will charge for it? There could be a whole level of discrepancies. Will one set of music concert 
promoters not be charged and another set charged? Again, that seems to me to be a really problematic area with 
the way in which this bill is drafted. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The member is talking about the Red Bull Air Race, for example. That will be 
captured under proposed section 39H logically, as it is government sponsored and is a large event; most events, 
though, are not. Here we are talking about events that have fewer than 5 000 in attendance, or a community event 
or a charitable event, which can be exempt. A lot of those events will be captured by the terms under 
paragraph (b)(vi) of the definition of “event” in proposed section 39E, which reads — 

any other event or class of event exempted from this Part by regulations made under this Act; 

I dare say a raft of different events will be exempt under the regulations. 

Hon Ken Travers: Can you give us some examples? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The Royal Show would be a perfect one, as it is a large one. 

Hon COL HOLT: I want some clarification, and thanks to Hon Ken Travers for helping me. Can we expect that 
an event such as the Albany show, which is sponsored by local government and would probably have more than 
5 000 attendees, would not be exempt under proposed section 39H because it would not be considered that it 
would provide economic benefits to the state despite the fact that it is very important for the region? Is the 
minister saying that it would be included in paragraph (b)(iv) of the definition of “event” in proposed section 
39E, which refers to “benefit of a local community”; or in proposed subparagraph (vi), which refers to 
“exempted from this Part by regulations”? Can the minister say that events run by those organisations will be 
exempt from this legislation? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: They can apply for exemption and more than likely will receive it. 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I will ask again a question that we might hear a little further on when we debate the 
difference between “shall” and “may”. On page 6 of the bill, proposed section 39H(1)(a) states it “will provide 
significant economic benefits to the State”. Can the minister state clearly whether that is a “we” statement, as 
there are a lot of events that are pretty important for communities? So, if we debate that statement broadly, those 
events would be of little importance to the state but of substantial importance locally. I know it is the same 
argument and that we have heard this argument before. However, I want to hear what the minister’s impression 
is of the word “state” in that proposed section. Does it or does it not include small communities out there that 
might have an event with more than 5 000 attendees? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No. That proposed section actually refers to large international events that will bring 
significant dollars into the state to provide significant economic benefits. 

Hon Max Trenorden: So, it is not a biblical term! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No. 

Hon COL HOLT: That is about the significant events. With those small regional community events, it is really 
down to local negotiation and the Commissioner of Police’s view of those events when making a decision about 
whether they are exempt. Are we then left with the Commissioner of Police’s opinion and some sort of appeals 
process? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, and ultimately, the minister’s decision to prescribe those events in the 
regulations. This has come up before. As I said, we could put those events in the act, but then if we put them in 
the act, where do we stop? If they are put in the act, it will potentially contain literally thousands of different 
events. That is the whole point of putting them in the regulations instead. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would argue that if the government goes down the path of regulating individual events 
and seeks to give the comfort to the chamber that I think it is looking for, there will be potentially thousands of 
events in the regulations. Instead, the government could put into the bill the classes of events that we do not want 
touched by the legislation, and that would make a significant difference.  

I want to touch on proposed section 39H. The sort of event that we are looking at in that proposed section is one 
that will provide significant economic benefits. I assume that the sort of event that would be covered by this 
proposed section would be one that brought 2 000 to 3 000 people from the eastern states into the state to watch 
it; provided significant media coverage and was broadcast nationally; or contributed significantly to the state’s 
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national or international profile as a host of sporting, entertainment or other events—that is, it showcased the 
best Western Australian athletes and the state’s ability to put on great sporting events on a regular weekly basis. 
However, the minister would still be required to grant an exemption. Is that right? 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is an Australian Football League match? It is an event that provides significant 
economic benefits. The minister can go and check, but at least 2 000 to 3 000 people come to this state for an 
AFL game each week. AFL games provide significant publicity every week. The Fremantle Dockers and the 
West Coast Eagles get national coverage. 

Hon Peter Collier: Do they get government sponsorship to run those events? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The West Australian Football Commission does and it is the owner of those events; it is 
the beneficiary of the money generated from that event. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was just telling Hon Kate Doust about the new process of Healthway. We will not get 
into the debate about the way Healthway is dealing with the sporting clubs in this state at the moment; we will 
stay away from that. 

The WAFC, which runs those events and is the beneficiary of the proceeds from those events—it is not the 
AFL—meets all those tests. The WAFC get government sponsorship of $400 000 a year and they give 
significant economic benefit. Will they be granted an exemption under proposed section 39H? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I said, the actual weekly AFL events are not sponsored. They are essentially 
funded through ticket sales. That is different from the government sponsoring the West Australian Football 
Commission. A lot of that sponsorship money goes into player and junior player development. Ultimately, of 
course, it will be up to the minister to seek an exemption. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the City of Subiaco comes along and says that in return for keeping the name 
“Subiaco Oval”, it will provide sponsorship for all the AFL games so that Subiaco is promoted every time a 
game is played at Subiaco Oval, would that meet the sponsorship requirements from a local government? Will 
the events be defined as sponsored or will it still come back to the minister not wanting to give the exemption? 
Even though the events have met all those criteria, the government can still refuse to grant the exemption, and 
there is no appeal to the State Administrative Tribunal. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, ultimately it is up to the minister to determine whether the event meets those 
criteria and then if the event will be exempt. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The key point here is that those criteria are about determining what the minister cannot 
do, not what the minister will do. Therefore, we come back to my point earlier that this bill is structured in such a 
way that it is not about providing protections; this bill is about providing a blank cheque with a lot of other 
words in there to try to give people comfort. But in reality, there is no comfort because it comes back to the 
executive of the day making the decisions. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This particular component of the bill is essentially designed to ensure that the minister 
has the capacity to exempt events which may potentially be lost and which may have been of economic benefit 
to the state. Therefore, he has the capacity to exempt those events. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That could be done, as the minister pointed out earlier, under proposed section 
39E(b)(vi). Why do we need proposed paragraph (b)(v) other than to create an illusion? All that paragraph 
means is that the minister can exempt events only if they meet these criteria, but it does not require the minister 
to exempt them if they meet those criteria. In reality, we are being told that the minister could exempt the events 
under proposed section 39E(b)(vi), but, again, that still comes back to the minister making the choice. If the 
minister does not grant that exemption, there is no appeal to SAT, there is no appeal to any other body; the 
events organisers will be charged for a police presence. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The whole point of this proposed section is that the event can be gazetted and the 
Commissioner of Police must act upon it. The commissioner cannot go against that, because if the minister sees 
that the event is of benefit to the state, that is exactly what will happen. 

Hon Ken Travers: Only if the minister sees it as a benefit. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is what it says. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am looking at the events that are not included, and proposed section 39E(b)(iv) refers 
to an event run for the benefit of a local community. What criteria will be used to determine whether the event is 
being run for the benefit of a local community? I would argue that all events benefit the local community. 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Ultimately, of course, there will be collaboration, as I have said, between the major 
events coordination unit and the event organisers to determine that. If the organisers do not satisfy that 
requirement—that is, their event has not been classified as having benefit for the local community—they will 
have, as a result of an amendment that I will bring in at the next sitting, the capacity and the ability to challenge 
that through SAT. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Who makes the decision about whether an event is one that is run for the benefit of the 
local community? 

Hon Peter Collier: The Commissioner of Police. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It does not say that in the bill. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will go back and work my way through the different proposed sections, starting with 
39E. Can the minister explain to us what is meant by the term “public benevolent”? I understand what a religious 
institution is — 

Hon Kate Doust: Ask him to explain that, too. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member can ask him; I am particularly interested in why “public benevolent 
institution” is included and what the government means by “public benevolent institution”. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This came about as a result of an amendment in the lower house. The term came from 
the Debits Tax Assessment Act and it is people who are exempt from debit tax. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That may be what happens when it is applied to the debits tax act in that people who are 
a public benevolent institution are exempt from that act. I think that legislation has actually been repealed. 
However, once we pass this legislation, that term will be given a meaning. What does the government intend 
“public benevolent institution” to mean? Who are we talking about? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is any charitable organisation. We have been trying to think of a few—potentially 
like Good Samaritan Industries or The Smith Family. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If it was a charitable organisation I thought it would be picked up under the definition of 
“charitable purpose” referred to in paragraph (b)(i) of the definition of “event” in proposed section 39E, which 
relates back to the Charitable Collections Act 1946. I suspect that this term will be given its common ordinary 
meaning by the courts; therefore, it becomes interesting for me because it may resolve our problems if we get the 
right definition. The Macquarie Dictionary defines benevolent as “desiring to do good for others” or “intended 
for benefits rather than profit: a benevolent institution”. That would be a benevolent institution. In fact, if we 
were to delete the word “public” that would cover us completely in what we want to achieve in this bill—
namely, the events run in Dowerin and all the rest of it would clearly be for benevolent institutions, as would 
events run by organisations that are doing it not for their personal benefit but “desiring to do good for others” or 
are “intended for benefits rather than profit”. My problem is, of course, that the legislation does not use the term 
“benevolent institution” but “public benevolent institution”. Therefore, clearly the government has some 
intention by including the word “public”. The Macquarie Dictionary defines public as — 

… of, pertaining to, or affecting the people as a whole or the community, state, or nation: public 
affairs … done, made, acting, etc., for the people or community as a whole: a public 
prosecutor … pertaining to or engaged in the affairs or service of the community or nation: a public 
official … maintained at the public expense, under public control, and open to the public 
generally … open to the view or knowledge of all; existing, done, etc., in public … having relations 
with or being known to the public generally … 

Certainly, if we were to simply use the term “benevolent institution” I think that would cover everything. My 
problem is what the word “public” does to the term “benevolent institution”. Does it actually broaden it; and, if 
so, how far is the term broadened? I suggest that an awful number of the events we have talked about today meet 
that test of benevolence in that they are not for profit and they are intended for benefits rather than profit and a 
desire to do good for others. I still want to get a better understanding of “public benevolent institution”. 
Otherwise, I think the answer is to simply delete the word “public” because that is the bit that will confuse us. If 
we simply use the term “benevolent institution” in the legislation, we will be laughing. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If we were just to use the term “benevolent” that in itself would suppose that the 
society is closed to a particular cohort or grouping. The term “public benevolent” means that it is open to 
everybody; it is literally a public benevolent group or institution, as opposed to just a select group of people. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the West Australian Football Commission a public benevolent institution; and, if not, 
why not? It is open to the public and it provides services for the public, not for profit but for benefits. It provides 
services for kids to enjoy football. It meets the test of a benevolent organisation because it is doing it out of a 
desire to do good for others—goodwill, charitableness. That is benevolence. Benevolent is defined as “desiring 
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to do good for others” or “intended for benefits rather than profit”. The WA Football Commission is for 
everybody and it provides Auskick for any kid who wants to turn up to play football, so is it a public benevolent 
institution? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Some would suggest no, I have to say. I think probably if we were to look at what 
would be an agreed definition or assumption of a benevolent society, virtually everyone would say that Good 
Samaritan Industries is. If we were to say the same about the Australian Football League or the WA Football 
Commission, I doubt that we would get the same response. 

Hon Ken Travers: Be clear: the AFL is different from the commission. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, the football commission, but we would get a different response because it deals 
with a sectional particular interest group of the community, whereas Good Samaritan Industries deals with a 
much more generic overall goodwill motivation. That is the distinction between the two.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Providing sporting services for young kids to encourage them to be active and to do 
physical activity in our society — 

Hon Peter Collier: In a very sectionalised group.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We can think about the services provided by those other public benevolent institutions. 
For example, Good Samaritan Industries provides services for those who are hard up. Good on it. I congratulate 
it. A range of other charitable organisations provide services targeted at people who are down on their luck and 
having a bit of a hard time. They do not provide services for everyone. I do not see the difference. Some of those 
organisations still charge for their services, but at a low price or the profits they make go straight back into their 
services. A lot of those organisations now run commercial activities alongside their benevolent activities, but 
their profits go back into the benevolent side of what they do, which is to provide a service for the greater good.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I understand where Hon Ken Travers is coming from. I have great respect for any 
sporting organisation that moves and interacts with our community. The more we get youth into sporting 
disciplines, the better. But at the same time, in terms of the pure definition of “benevolent society”, I genuinely 
do not think we could put the West Australian Football Commission in that category. Tennis West also cannot be 
put in that category. Tennis West does an enormous amount for tennis kids right around the state but if it were 
included under the definition of “benevolent society”, we would be broadening the accepted definition of that 
term a little too far. I acknowledge the good work that those organisations do, but those sorts of organisations 
tend to work for a specific section or cohort within the community, whereas The Smith Family or Good 
Samaritan Industries are much more altruistic in the benefit they give back to the community.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What about an ethnic organisation that runs a major multicultural fair?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Being a cultural organisation does not necessarily mean that it is a benevolent 
organisation. It may well be, but it is not necessarily. It would be wrong to assume that all cultural organisations 
are benevolent organisations. It would be an accepted norm within the community that a benevolent organisation 
is a charitable organisation that exists solely for the benefit of the community, particularly in terms of assisting 
the underprivileged or disadvantaged—those members of the community who are down and out. Good 
Samaritan Industries definitely fits that criterion, whereas organisations such as the West Australian Football 
Commission and Tennis West do not. Although some organisations do a good job for their particular cohort or 
multicultural group, they do not necessarily fit the criteria of being a benevolent organisation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister said that Tennis West does a great job and that he would not want to be 
seen to be doing anything to damage it. I agree with the minister. Tennis West, along with a host of other 
sporting organisations in Western Australia, does a great job. We all support and encourage them, and the 
government gives them money to assist them. When this bill is passed and those organisations are charged for 
their events, where does the minister think the money will come from to pay the police? The list is wrong 
because it includes the Australian Football League. They are AFL games, but if we look at the structure in 
Western Australia, the profits from a game played at Subiaco Oval by the Eagles or Dockers go back to the West 
Australian Football Commission and then go into sport development. I am referring to the list of the types of 
events, which was provided by the minister earlier today. Money going to the football commission goes back 
into junior football. Profits made from Western Force games go back to RugbyWA and into junior sporting 
events. Profits made from international cricket matches held at the WACA go back to junior sporting events. The 
only sporting club for which the profits do not go back into promoting and encouraging junior sport would 
arguably be Perth Glory. Perth Glory is making a loss, and has done for a few years. I suspect it will continue to 
make a loss, but hopefully not for too much longer. But it will be a long time before Perth Glory recoups what it 
has lost. If the minister is telling us that he does not want those organisations to be hurt, where does he think the 
money will come from and how will those organisations cope with the impost this bill will place on them?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will just clarify that. My comments were in relation to those sporting organisations 
that I did not think were benevolent organisations.  
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Hon Ken Travers: But you said that they were doing a great job and you wouldn’t want to hurt them.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: They do a great job. I will just clarify my remarks. A lot of the money that goes to 
Tennis West goes towards taking teams of kids—elite teams—to the eastern states or overseas. That is why I do 
not regard Tennis West as a benevolent organisation. As I said, a select group of people will benefit from Tennis 
West, as opposed to Good Sammy, which supports people right across the community.  

Hon Ken Travers: The kids are achieving to the best of their ability.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: They are. This is a moot point. A lot of these people probably do not need financial 
support from Tennis West; they could probably afford it, with all due respect. That is no disrespect to the 
children. I have coached hundreds of them over the years. They work their butts off. But in terms of 
benevolence, I stick by what I said earlier, which is that it is seen as support, encouragement and assistance in a 
charitable way and in a much more generic fashion.  

Hon Ken Travers: I had moved on and asked you another question.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I know, but I wanted to clarify that point. Hon Ken Travers said that I had made a 
point and I did not actually mean that. What did the member actually ask?  

Hon Ken Travers: I was asking where you think the sporting organisations which profit from events and which 
are going to be charged this fee will get that money from.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Nothing will change. The money will come from ticket sales. People will pay around 
an extra 60c on ticket sales for the police at an AFL match. The money recouped will continue to go into junior 
football and the various football clubs.  

Hon ED DERMER: Before the debate moves on from the definition of “benevolent organisation”, I would like 
the minister to clarify his explanation. Is the minister suggesting that in order to be a benevolent organisation, an 
organisation must also be a charitable organisation?  

Hon Peter Collier: No.  

Hon ED DERMER: If that is the case, I would like the minister to explain which organisations would fit within 
the definition of “benevolent organisation” that do not also fit within the definition of “charitable organisation”. 
To the best of my knowledge, every example the minister cited was also a charitable organisation. I thought the 
minister said that he meant a charitable organisation by the term “benevolent organisation”. Can the minister 
explain which organisations are benevolent without being charitable? I think such an explanation would inform 
the chamber.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: There may be none that are not also charitable organisations, but that is part of the 
definition so that if an organisation feels that it is a benevolent organisation, it can put in a request for 
exemption.  

Hon ED DERMER: What definition would guide an organisation that is seeking to discover whether it is 
regarded as benevolent?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The advice I have received is that it will make an application to the commissioner, on 
the ground that it believes it is a benevolent organisation; and the commissioner will more than likely get legal 
advice if there is any dispute. 

Hon ED DERMER: Is it, therefore, correct to interpret the minister’s answer to suggest that at the time when 
we are considering whether to advance this bill further, the minister is unable to give us any indication as to what 
types of organisations will be assessed by the commissioner as being benevolent organisations?  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have already given two examples: The Smith Family and Good Samaritan 
Industries.  

Hon ED DERMER: With all due respect, minister, the minister is not the commissioner. The minister has just 
explained to me that an organisation would need to apply to the commissioner, and the commissioner would then 
make a decision. How can the minister be sure that the two examples of organisations that he has given would be 
assessed by the commissioner as being benevolent organisations? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I cannot give the member that commitment. All I am saying is that we are looking at 
an organisation that is for the betterment of the community, of society, as we determined earlier, and I have 
given those two examples as organisations that would fit those criteria.  

Hon ED DERMER: It would seem from what the minister has said in answer to the points raised, that no advice 
has come forward from the government as to what considerations would inform the commissioner when the 
commissioner is assessing whether an organisation is a benevolent organisation for the purpose of this bill. I feel 
that on that basis alone, it would be inappropriate for us to support this bill. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The commissioner will rely on legal advice and the legal definition. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: The charge for an AFL game will be 60c per person. The AFL may be able to squeeze 
that out of its patrons, but some of the other sporting codes may not. Looking at the figures that the minister has 
given us about the estimated revenue from events, I suspect that if only 5 000 people attend an event, that figure 
will start to rise above 60c and may become $1 or $2. In fact, it may become a negative process, because that 
sort of price increase may start to drive people away from events. The minister talked earlier about how these are 
the worst-case scenarios. I suspect that the 60c might be the bottom end of the scale and that it might in fact be 
the best-case scenario of the impact on ticket prices. Does the minister have any idea of what the potential scale 
might be? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: For the AFL and every other event, the actual amount that will be paid will be 
determined exclusively on the number of people who are in attendance and the number of police who will be 
needed, and that will fluctuate. 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes; which could mean that it will be a lot higher than 60c. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: There would have to be a significant increase in the number of attendees to have a 
significant increase in the number of police who attend. 

Hon Ken Travers: If an event has 5 000 people and 10 police, that will be more than 60c.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: For the soccer, with 10 000 people—this is on the sheet—it is 19c per person. 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes, except that I notice that the sheet shows that only seven police will attend the event.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is right. That is the estimated crowd, so we will need fewer police officers.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is probably about time that I move some of the amendments standing in my name. I 
move — 

Page 4, after line 12 — To insert — 

(iv) a sporting event run by or for the benefit of an association incorporated under the 
Associations Incorporation Act 1987; or 

The reason I move this amendment is that the Associations Incorporation Act provides that the benefits of an 
organisation cannot go back to the individual members of the organisation but must go back to the purpose for 
which the organisation was formed. If we were to exempt sporting events that are not run for profit, that would 
resolve a number of the events that we have talked about. That would include horseracing and all the other 
sporting events that are run for the benefit of the association, and not for individuals.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I mentioned in my closing remarks to the second reading debate, the government 
will not be supporting this amendment. This amendment will essentially provide a statutory exemption 
preventing the police from charging under this legislation for sporting events run by, or for the benefit of, an 
association incorporated under the Associations Incorporation Act 1987. The government does not support this 
amendment, as it will exclude major events such as AFL football matches run by the WA Football Commission, 
and international and domestic cricket matches run by the WA Cricket Association. It is considered that if these 
types of events are to be exempted by the legislation, they should be exempted by the minister via proposed 
section 39H—that is, government-sponsored event—or via the regulations. This will enable the nature of the 
event to be considered on a case-by-case basis. An exemption to exclude all organisations incorporated under the 
Associations Incorporation Act 1987 may create a loophole in the legislation for some event organisers to 
exploit.  

Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy Chairman (Hon Jon Ford) casting his vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Helen Bullock Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton  

            
Pairs 

 Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Simon O'Brien 
 Hon Adele Farina Hon Phil Edman 

Amendment thus negatived. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I move — 

Page 4, after line 12 — To insert — 

(iv) a cultural or entertainment event run by or for the benefit of an association 
incorporated under the Associations Incorporation Act 1987; or 

I accept that the government is highly unlikely to accept this amendment, but certainly there should be provision 
for tourism events. There is no doubt that what is proposed in this legislation will have an impact on tourism and 
tourism events. That is why I have moved the amendment. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This amendment is similar to the previous amendment and the government will not 
support it. It is considered that the most prudent way to deal with cultural and entertainment events that may be 
suitably exempted is by proposed section 39H, “Minister may exempt government-sponsored events”, or the 
regulations. This will enable the nature of the event to be considered on a case-by-case basis. An exemption to 
exclude all organisations incorporated under the Associations Incorporation Act 1987 may create a loophole in 
the legislation that some event organisers could exploit. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move — 

Page 4, after line 15 — To insert — 

(v) the Perth Royal Show; or 

The reason I have moved this amendment is that the government has told us that it intends to exempt this event. 
The only way that the chamber can guarantee that will occur is to support this amendment. 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 604.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

BENTLEY CHILD AND ADOLESCENT MENTAL HEALTH SERVICE —  
ACUTE PSYCHIATRIC FACILITIES 

41. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the Bentley Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service. How many children have been unable to be 
admitted and referred to acute psychiatric facilities as a result of the Bentley unit being full in the past six 
months to date?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

I am advised by the Department of Health’s director general that 30 children were redirected to alternative 
services by the Bentley adolescent unit in the past six months to date. I expressed my concern about this during 
my visit in January 2011, and changes are already taking place at the Bentley adolescent unit. From 28 February 
2011 a new leadership team will be operating child and adolescent mental health services in the metropolitan 
area, which includes the Bentley adolescent unit. The Child and Adolescent Health Service will implement a 
new child-focused service model at the Bentley adolescent unit and has appointed an architect to develop 
proposals to improve the facility. The Mental Health Commission has provided additional staff resources to 
improve discharge planning and follow-up in local communities. The Mental Health Commission has also 
approved funding of $337 000 for immediate improvements to the facility.  

SENIORS CARD — ELIGIBILITY 

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

I refer to the failure of the Barnett government to lift the number of hours per week that a senior may work to be 
eligible for a Seniors Card. Does the minister agree with the comments the member for Southern River made, as 
reported today on the front page of the Gosnells edition of the Examiner, when he said he supported the existing 
eligibility criteria and that “if someone is working more than 20 hours per week then they have clearly not retired 
and are still generating a significant income”? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the member for the question. I will refer to the Labor government’s failures when it was in 
government — 

Several members interjected.  
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Hon Sue Ellery: Why don’t you answer the question? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, I will; I will get to that. But, first of all, listen to Labor’s failures. In 2003 
the Labor Party reviewed the Seniors Card and did nothing. In 2006 there was another review of the Seniors 
Card — 

Hon Sue Ellery: So you’re going to do nothing—is that the answer?  

The PRESIDENT: Order! The old adage in this place is that you do not have to like an answer you hear, or you 
do not have to agree with it, but you do have to listen to it.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: When we came into government we said that we would review the Seniors Card. 
Part of that review would be to look at the hours. We have done that review. Unlike the Labor Party, which did 
nothing, this government will do something. At budget time the Leader of the Opposition, along with everybody 
else, will know what this government is going to do with the Seniors Card. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Except that is what the minister said about the midyear review.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, I did say that about the midyear review. Sometimes in government things 
take longer than one would like. The former government, from 2003 to when it was not in government, had been 
reviewing the Seniors Card and did sweet nothing!  

Hon Sue Ellery: I did not make a promise; you did.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No; you did. In 2003 you made a promise.  

Hon Sue Ellery: I didn’t make a promise. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No, not you personally.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! The whole point of an interjection, surely, is to make some sort of point. If 
19 members try to make a point at the same time, Hansard has not got any chance of picking up the interjections 
anyhow. So do not interject.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Thank you, Mr President.  

We are looking at the possibility of changing those 20 hours. Hopefully, at budget time the Leader of the 
Opposition, along with everybody else, will see what we have done with the Seniors Card. The Western 
Australian Seniors Card is considered the best in the country. It provides significantly more state government 
concessions than any other state–territory value. It should be noted that five of the eight jurisdictions base 
eligibility for the Seniors Card on 20 or fewer hours’ work per week. Western Australia is the only state to make 
a cost-of-living payment to provide a safety and security rebate, and provide an air conditioning subsidy for 
seniors. We are extremely generous to our seniors. 

WESTERN POWER — WOOD POLE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 

43. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to Western Power’s wood pole maintenance program. 

(1) How many poles were inspected in 2010, and what is the current backlog?  

(2) How many poles were replaced in 2010, and what is the current backlog?  

(3) How many pole failures occurred in 2010, and in 2011 to date?  

(4) Has Western Power complied with the recommendations in EnergySafety’s “2008 Distribution Wood 
Pole Audit Review”; and, if not, what recommendations have not been completed and for what reason?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) In the 2009–10 financial year, 184 924 distribution wood poles were inspected as part of Western 
Power’s routine wood pole inspection program. As of 31 December 2010, the backlog for distribution 
wood pole inspections was 883 poles.  

(2) In the 2009–10 financial year, 10 608 distribution wood poles were replaced. As of 31 December 2010, 
the backlog for distribution wood pole replacement was 4 491 poles. These will be progressively 
replaced as part of Western Power’s wood pole replacement program.  

(3) In the 2009–10 financial year, Western Power recorded 50 unassisted distribution wood pole failures. 
Three hundred and seventy-one poles failed due to exogenous factors such as car versus pole or very 
strong winds. For the 2010–11 financial year, as of 31 December 2010, Western Power had recorded 
34 unassisted distribution wood pole failures, while 152 poles failed due to exogenous factors.  
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(4) Yes. EnergySafety’s “2008 Distribution Wood Pole Audit Review” has a range of recommendations 
with a number of different time lines for completion. To date, the recommendations in the 2008 audit 
have been completed by the required deadlines. Some of the recommendations have completion dates 
into the future and Western Power is on track to achieve these dates.  

STATE WASTE STRATEGY 

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

(1) Why in two and a half years has this government failed to put a state waste strategy in place, even 
though its own research is telling it that waste to landfill in Western Australia is increasing 
exponentially?  

(2) If the minister believes that Jim Malcolm’s brief is to develop, promote and review a waste strategy for 
the state and coordinate its implementation—believe it or not I am quoting the minister!—why has 
Mr Malcolm been appointed for only six months?  

(3) Will the minister support Labor’s move to ban the use of plastic bags in WA? 

(4) Will the minister act without delay to introduce container deposit legislation in WA?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) The Waste Authority has developed a draft waste strategy for Western Australia after extensive 
statewide consultation with stakeholders. The Minister for Environment will release the waste strategy 
as soon as he has considered and approved the draft waste strategy, as he is required to do under the 
legislation.  

(2) Mr Malcolm was appointed for a period of six months, to align with the remaining term of membership 
for the current Waste Authority members. 

(3) The Minister for Environment is considering the use of plastic bags in the context of broader waste 
policy, including considerations of measures to change consumer behaviour. 

(4) Western Australia is participating in the development of a consultation regulatory impact statement 
through the Environment Protection and Heritage Council to address packaging impacts. This 
specifically includes consideration of a container deposit scheme. Until such time as that process is 
complete, it would be premature to adopt a state-based scheme. 

CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION STRATEGY 

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

With regard to the government’s response to climate change and the minister’s answer to my question without 
notice of Wednesday, 16 February 2011, I ask — 

(1) Does the government have a policy on climate change? 

(2) If yes to (1), what is the policy? 

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

(4) If no to (1), on what policy will the WA climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy be based? 

(5) When does the minister expect to have a working draft of the CCAMS to consider? 

(6) How many full-time equivalent staff in the climate change unit are currently working on preparing the 
CCAMS? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1)–(5) The government has an election commitment to work with industry, scientists, local government and 
conservation groups to develop a climate change adaptation strategy covering each major sector of 
Western Australian industry as well as urban planning agencies and state water and energy utilities. The 
strategy will assess the likely impacts and risks of climate to various sectors of the economy and 
communities and make recommendations of mitigation and adaptation actions. 

The state government supports national action to reduce Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions, 
including placing a price on greenhouse gas emissions. However, the primary responsibility for 
emissions reduction policies and instruments rests with the commonwealth government, which must 
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design these to meet Australia’s international commitments and play our part in what must be a global 
solution. 

The Minister for Environment’s office recently received a working draft of the strategy for 
consideration, prior to agency and, then, public consultation. 

(6) The majority of the 12 staff in the climate change unit are working on the strategy and related matters. 

LIBERAL ELECTION PROMISES — TAX CUTS 

46. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the Minister for Finance: 

Some notice of the question has been given to make it a bit easier for the Minister for Finance. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I don’t have any trouble with you! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has been having trouble all week! He could not answer two of the 
questions I had for him. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It is question time—not comment or statement time. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I refer to the 2008 Liberal state election promises. 

(1) Is the Liberal Party still committed to delivering a minimum of $250 million in additional tax cuts for 
Western Australian families and small businesses in its first term of government? 

(2) Is the Liberal Party still committed to quarantining all savings identified by the economic audit for 
return to the Western Australian taxpayer through taxation reform and reduced taxes? 

(3) Is the Liberal party still committed to directing all windfall state budget surplus revenues to tax cuts 
unless needed to meet unexpected contingencies such as natural disasters? 

(4) If no to (1), (2) or (3), why not? 

(5) Does the minister accept this will mean the government will need to find at least $2 billion in tax reform 
and reduction measures over the next two years; and, if not, why not? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1)–(5) Faced with the dramatic impact of the global financial crisis on the state budget, this government took 
financially responsible steps in delaying our tax cut commitment and some capital works projects, in 
addition to delivering operating cost savings across the public sector. The economic recovery, combined 
with good management by the government, is improving our financial position, thereby enabling us to 
fund an increasing number of infrastructure projects and growing demand for services.  

I do not know how many times the member wants to keep asking these questions in different ways day 
after day, but that is fine.  

Tax cuts in the future will depend on our overall financial position and will be considered in the overall 
context of the state’s need for more infrastructure investment and growth in government services. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ken Travers had his opportunity to ask the question; he should let the minister 
answer it. He wants to continually interject, and that might be done in other places in the parliamentary system 
but it is not done here. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The honourable member has found a statement about economic management that 
came out in the last week of August 2008; that is, in the heat of the final week in the lead-up to the 
extraordinarily early election called—to the distress of many on that side of the chamber—by then Premier 
Carpenter. Among the range of other matters contained in that statement was—I acknowledge this every day of 
the week—a commitment to identify some tax cuts. The world moved on. This was addressed in the 2009–10 
budget when the global financial crisis was impacting on our economy. I do not know if the member thinks only 
one document that matters has been put out and that matters like the GFC and subsequent budgets never 
happened, but this matter has been dealt with before. I have indicated every day of the week where the 
government is looking to for the future. Perhaps one day we might debate Hon Ken Travers’ record—if he wants 
to toss around fanciful guesstimate figures such as those — 

Hon Ken Travers: They are not guesstimates; they are based on your budget, you — 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: If you want to pull billion-dollar figures out of the air, I do not know where you get 
them from. You make it up!  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Come back again next week after you have looked up your contribution to the last 
debate we had in this place and we will talk again about your forensic skill, Einstein!  

Several members interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: That is what the Leader of the Opposition calls it when referring to how good the 
member is at predicting budget trends. We will see if the member likes having a bit of scrutiny applied.  

As for me, keep asking me the dopey questions, and we will get on with running the government.  

RESOURCES SAFETY DIVISION 

47. Hon JON FORD to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 

I refer to the resources safety division and ask, as of today’s date — 

(1) How many full-time equivalent staff are allocated to this department? 

(2) What are their job titles and levels? 

(3) How many FTE positions are vacant and what positions are they? 

(4) How long have the positions in (3) been vacant? 

(5) When is it planned to fill the vacant positions? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) As at February 2011, the establishment of the resources safety division of the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum was 199. 

(2) I will table a list detailing the job titles and levels as attachment 1 to the tabled paper. 

(3) Thirty-one positions are vacant. I will table the list of those positions as attachment 2 to the tabled 
paper. 

(4)–(5) Some vacant positions are newly created positions and have not yet been advertised. Some vacant 
positions have resulted from promotions. 

I refer the honourable member to the answer to question without notice 287 of 25 May 2010. The 
answer to part (4) of that question highlighted the intention to fill positions over two years and 
explained the issues of competition with industry to recruit the necessary specialist skills and that it is 
generally recognised there is a skills shortage in Australia across some sections of the resources 
industry. 

I am pleased to report that the department and industry are working together to actively implement the 
new safety reforms and recent rounds of recruitment have been very successful in attracting suitably 
skilled staff. 

[See paper 3042.]  

PERTH WATERFRONT PROJECT — CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS 

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

(1) In drawing up the plans for Perth’s city waterfront, how has the government taken into account the 
assumed mean sea level rise of 0.9 metres by 2110, which will be factored into the revised state 
planning policy 2.67? 

(2) How has the government taken into account the predicted climate change-related increase in storm 
surges? 

(3) Will all structures in the development be required to meet high energy efficiency standards? 

(4) What energy efficiency star rating will the buildings be required to meet? 

(5) Will the development showcase sustainable building and urban design principles; and, if so, how? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

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

(1) The Perth waterfront has been designed to comply with “Western Australian Planning Commission: 
Statement of Planning Policy No. 2.6: State Coastal Planning Policy” and the WAPC position statement 
released in 2010, which deals with the increased allowance for a sea level rise of 0.9 metres. 
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(2) Buildings will be constructed above predicted storm surge levels. Some areas of the public promenade 
will be constructed at lower levels, but designed to accommodate flooding in extreme storm events. 

(3) Yes. 

(4) Buildings will be required to achieve minimum green-star rating. The required rating level will be 
determined prior to land being released to the market. 

(5) In addition to the minimum green-star rating for buildings, the project will also explore opportunities 
for water-sensitive urban design, such as harvesting and reuse, reduced potable water consumption and 
on-site catchment and treatment of stormwater; and decentralised energy systems, such as cogeneration 
and trigeneration. 

SKILLED MIGRATION 

49. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 

Given the projection by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy that an extra 26 000 workers will be needed in the 
resources sector alone to 2013, I ask — 

(1) How many extra workers will be needed across all industry sectors by 2013? 

(2) How many skilled migrants will WA take in 2011? 

(3) How many skilled migrants will WA take in 2012? 

(4) How many skilled migrants will WA take in 2013? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1) Modelling by my department indicates that Western Australia will require approximately 67 000 
additional workers by 2013, over and above natural population increase and current migration levels. 

(2)–(4) The state has an agreement with the commonwealth through a memorandum of understanding to 
sponsor 2 500 skilled migrants for 2011, 2012 and 2013. A further 15 000 to 20 000 skilled migrants are 
expected each year under the employer nominated scheme and temporary subclass 457 visa program. 

PERTH WATERFRONT PROJECT — TRAFFIC MODELLING 

50. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

(1) Has the government done any traffic modelling on the proposed changes to Riverside Drive contained 
in the Perth waterfront plan? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the government table all traffic modelling done on the traffic changes necessitated by 
the waterfront, including modelling until 2031? 

(3) Is the traffic modelling predicated on the government’s intention to close the emergency lanes on 
Graham Farmer Freeway? 

(4) Which other options did the government consider to deal with the 30 000 motorists a day that currently 
use Riverside Drive and what were the reasons for their rejection? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for notice of this question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) No. 

(3) Graham Farmer Freeway was designed to have three lanes of traffic in each direction. The traffic 
modelling undertaken for the waterfront project considered that the metropolitan road network has 
capacity to handle additional through traffic and that this upgrade should be a response to future growth 
of the city. 

(4) During the consideration of the waterfront project, the government assessed bridging and tunnelling 
options to carry Riverside Drive traffic under or over the waterfront cove. The bridging option was not 
supported. The option of tunnelling under the waterfront development was not supported for reasons 
including cost. 

Further traffic modelling is now being undertaken by the Department of Transport to build on the work 
undertaken for the waterfront project. 
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WORKERS’ COMPENSATION REFORM 

51. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Minister for Commerce: 

I refer to the review of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 and the first round of 
reform, which was originally intended to be introduced last year. When will the government be introducing the 
first round of workers’ compensation reform into Parliament? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for notice of her question. 

The finalisation of amendments to the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 is a matter of 
priority. It is anticipated a bill will be introduced into Parliament in the first half of 2011. 

STIRLING GARDENS MAGISTRATES COURT — VIOLENT INCIDENT 

52. Hon ED DERMER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 

Some notice has been given of the question. 

I refer to the violent incident at Stirling Gardens Magistrates Court yesterday. 

(1) What are the normal security arrangements in place at the entrances and exits of the court? 

(2) Were those arrangements in place yesterday; and, if not, why not? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

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

Firstly, it should be noted that the incident took place under the portico of the Council House building after the 
person had left the court and was en route to the car park; that is, not at Stirling Gardens Magistrates Court. 

(1) Both entrances and exits at the Supreme Court have security screening and weapons detection for all 
persons entering the building, with security officers present in order to manage entry and to seize any 
property, as required, and issue the relevant receipts. 

(2) Yes. 

“EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA: CAPTURING THE POTENTIAL” 

53. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the report “Early Childhood Development in Western Australia: Capturing the Potential” by Brenton 
Wright. 

(1) When did the minister receive the report? 

(2) Why has the minister failed to table the report? 

(3) When will the minister table the report? 

(4) What was the total amount paid by the government for the report? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1)–(3) This is a whole-of-government issue. Accordingly, the government is actively considering the 
recommendations arising from the report and other reports into the delivery of early childhood 
development in Western Australia that have been subsequently released. Decisions about the delivery of 
services for young children are critically important, and the government is giving careful consideration 
to this report and other relevant research. 

(4) I am not in possession of this information, as the report was commissioned by the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. 

URANIUM TRANSPORT 

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

I refer to the proposed uranium ore transportation hub at Parkeston and the Kalgoorlie Miner article published on 
22 May 2010 headed—according to my notes—“Uranium Decision Critical” in which the minister states — 

When I became aware of the options they were considering I said to them as far as I am concerned it 
(yellowcake) is not to be transported through built-up areas in Kalgoorlie and it doesn’t need to. 
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(1) Have several uranium project proponents indicated in their scoping documents or environmental review 
management plans that they plan to truck uranium ore through Kalgoorlie if the Parkeston hub has not 
been developed by the time the proponents’ projects are operational? 

(2) If yes, would the minister allow the trucking of uranium ore through the city of Kalgoorlie under the 
circumstances described, given his statements in the Kalgoorlie Miner that he would not do so? 

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

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) I understand that uranium companies have indicated that the road-only option would be considered for 
the transport of yellowcake—not uranium ore, as the honourable member refers to in his question—
should the preferred Parkeston option not be available by the time the mines are in production. 

(2)–(3) Trucking of yellowcake on roads bypassing Kalgoorlie–Boulder would be considered as this would 
clearly avoid the central business district and residential areas. This is entirely consistent with my 
position as reported in the Kalgoorlie Miner article that the honourable member refers to. 

(4) Not applicable. 

GRAFFITI TASKFORCE — MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT 

55. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the reinstatement of the Graffiti Taskforce. 

(1) Have any members of Parliament, state or federal, been appointed to the task force? 

(2) If so, who made the appointment and on what grounds? 

(3) How many meetings of the task force have been held to date? 

(4) How many of these meetings have been personally attended by each of the members of Parliament on 
the task force? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Michael Sutherland, MLA, member for Mount Lawley, is the only member of Parliament on the state 
Graffiti Taskforce. 

(2) The appointment of the task force was made by the Minister for Police following a request from 
Michael Sutherland, MLA, to be a member of Parliament representative on the taskforce. 

(3) Thirteen. 

(4) Seven. 

PERTH WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT — BUNBURY WATERFRONT PROJECT 

56. Hon ADELE FARINA to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier’s announcement on the Perth waterfront development. 

(1) Is it a condition of government funding for the Perth waterfront development that the project be cost-
neutral? 

(2) Why has the government refused to lift the cost-neutral condition on the Bunbury waterfront project 
when the government did not impose such a condition on the Perth waterfront development? 

(3) Will the government reconsider its position and remove the cost-neutral condition on the Bunbury 
waterfront project? 

(4) Noting the government’s funding for the establishment and improvement of parks and public spaces 
forming part of the Perth waterfront development, what funding will the government commit to the 
improvement of the Bunbury waterfront parkland and open space as part of the Bunbury waterfront 
development? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) It is not a condition of government funding that the Perth waterfront project be cost-neutral. Perth 
waterfront differs from many waterfront projects in Australia and around the world in that it is not a 
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regeneration of existing industrial port infrastructure. The government funding commitment will 
therefore deliver the new inlet and associated public infrastructure around which the built form will be 
developed. 

(2)–(4) The original project concept has been the subject of significant public consultation and engagement 
with the City of Bunbury. This has led to a review of the development concept, which in turn will 
require the project’s financials to be reassessed. The government will consider this issue shortly. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE PREMIER AND CABINET — SECTION 68 REDUNDANCY PACKAGES 

Question without Notice 12 — Answer Advice 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]: During question time 
on Tuesday, 15 February, Hon Ed Dermer asked a question without notice to the Leader of the House 
representing the Premier. The question referred to the number of staff who had accepted section 68 redundancy 
packages when the cabinet reshuffle was undertaken in December. On Tuesday, I was advised by the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet that accurate information is still being compiled and that the information 
would be tabled the following day. I have since been advised that the information pertaining to section 68 
redundancies will not be finalised until the closure date of 14 March 2011. Once this information has been 
finalised, it will be tabled in Parliament. 

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Jon Ford) in the chair; 
Hon Peter Collier (Minister for Energy) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 4: Part IVB inserted — 

Committee was interrupted after the amendment moved by Hon Ken Travers had been partly considered. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move — 

Page 4, after line 12 — To insert —  

(iv) a sporting event that is held as part of a sporting competition organised by or on 
behalf of a state or national sporting organisation that receives funding from a WA State or 
Commonwealth Government agency for the purposes of promoting or developing the sport; or 

This amendment is pretty self-explanatory. It just does not make sense—this goes back to the issue that I raised 
earlier in the debate—that the state government provides money to sporting organisations such as the West 
Australian Football Commission, the Western Australian Cricket Association and to organisers of community 
events that will be potentially captured under this legislation, and I expect will be captured over time, to promote 
their events and to encourage young people to participate in sports. They are given money to do that and now it 
will be taken back from them for the purposes of having a police presence at their events. Therefore, those 
organisations will be worse off. The government will take back the money that it gives these organisations to 
promote their sports. That will be the net effect of this bill if we pass it as it is. If we do not want that to happen, 
it makes sense to include an amendment that provides for a classification of events. I went through this in my 
contribution to the second reading debate. The West Australian Football Commission receives in the order of 
$400 000 just for its organisational grant, and it gets additional money from the sports lottery account on top of 
that from the state government to promote its sport. The government will take another sum of money from it. It 
is the same for cricket. We have not talked about Barbagallo Raceway, but events at that venue will be captured 
under this legislation. I understand that it is the government’s intention to capture those events under this 
legislation. On the one hand the government is giving money to sports bodies, and on the other hand it will be 
taking it back. It is ludicrous. This amendment will prevent that from occurring. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank Hon Ken Travers for his comments, which he has made on a number of 
occasions. I understand where he is coming from. As I have said for the duration of this debate, the government 
will not support this amendment as it will exclude major events such as AFL football matches run by the West 
Australian Football Commission and international cricket matches run by the Western Australian Cricket 
Association. As I said in the debate on the previous amendment, it is considered that these types of events should 
be exempted by the legislation; that is, they should be exempted by the minister via proposed section 39H, which 
relates to government-sponsored events, or by regulations. This will enable the nature of the event to be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is clear that the government will not do that; that is the whole purpose of these events. 
In fact, I do not want to go into private correspondence between a government minister and me, but the minister 
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in question made it very clear to me that those are the sort of events that this government is targeting: AFL 
games, the profits of which go to the West Australian Football Commission, the cricket and events organised by 
the WA Sporting Car Club. I cannot understand the logic of the government wanting to give money on the one 
hand to promote the sport, and then wanting to take it back from those same organisations on the other hand for 
the purposes of providing police at sporting events. Can the minister explain to me the government’s logic for 
that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Could the member please repeat the last part of the question? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can the minister explain to me the government’s logic in giving money to an 
organisation to promote its sport on the one hand, and immediately proceeding to take it back off the 
organisation on the other hand, by charging for police to attend the organisations’ events—events for which the 
organisations get the profits. If they could increase entrance fees by 60c, without the government putting this bill 
in place, that money would go to developing junior sport. Once this act is put in place, the government will give 
money with one hand and take money away with the other. What is the logic of that? Why is the government 
doing that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Again, I understand and appreciate the passion of Hon Ken Travers but, as I said, the 
money is actually coming directly as a user-pays system from ticket sales; for people who attend these events, it 
will be a component of the ticket price. Therefore, it is not directly taking money from the grants at all; it is 
different criteria altogether. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If a sporting organisation does not increase the price of the ticket, it comes off its profits 
and it comes off those grants. That is the bottom line. If sporting organisations had the capacity to increase those 
ticket prices, they would probably do so tomorrow and put it into junior sports development. Every sporting 
organisation that I have met would love to have more money, but they do not want to increase the prices 
because, first, there are the market forces of supply and demand, and elasticity, and, second, that would be a 
burden on the people who have to pay. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I move — 

Page 4, lines 13 and 14 — To delete the lines and insert —  

(iv) a special interest or other community event (for example, a fair or festival or parade); 

I raised this issue in my contribution to the second reading debate and have been following with interest similar 
concerns raised by other members about specific events. This issue was raised with me during the consultation 
period for this bill. I mentioned in my second reading contribution that the Lesbian and Gay Pride Parade and 
Pride Fair Day are events that could possibly be captured by this legislation, and I believe it was also raised in 
the other place. I received some assurance from the minister’s liaison officer that it was unlikely that those 
events would be captured by this legislation, but I would be most concerned if they were; therefore, to put that 
beyond doubt, I have drafted this amendment to accommodate that. It seems to me that in the response I received 
it is clearly the government’s intention not to capture those or similar events, but I guess what I am hearing is 
that it is also not interested in any amendments, which is really unfortunate. 

Hon Peter Collier: We will, but not this one. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It will? I will not pre-empt an answer—who knows! However, the question was raised 
about ambiguity in the legislation, and certainly the response I got back was that it was uncertain whether those 
Pride events would be captured by it. Having had a fair bit to do with organising parts of those two events, I 
must say that they do not make any profit and it is a struggle to get enough sponsorship and support to run a 
good event. Certainly, if there was a prospect that those events would be charged for policing expenses, that 
would be a considerable additional impost—possibly enough to prevent the events being viable. I am interested 
to know whether the government intends to support this amendment, and I would commend it to the chamber 
because this amendment clarifies that these sorts of events will not be captured and removes any ambiguity; it is 
not fundamentally against the policy of the bill. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I said in my summation, we will not be supporting the amendment, but not 
because we are going to exclude a particular group. The government feels that this amendment is already 
captured by the definition of an event in proposed section 39E(b)(iv), which states — 

an event run for the benefit of a local community (for example, a street fair); 

I have been advised that the two events the member is talking about—the Gay Pride Parade and Pride Fair 
Day—will be in the regulations as exempt events. I can give the member that information now. But, as I said, we 
feel that the amendment is redundant as it is already captured in proposed section 39E. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister has just scared me with that answer, because I thought his answer might 
have been that it is not captured by the definition of an event, being an event of a sporting or entertainment 
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nature. Is the minister telling me that things such as the Gay Pride Parade and the Pride Fair Day are going to be 
captured under that definition of an event? If that is the case, that expands significantly what an entertainment 
event is. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The Gay Pride Parade is an entertainment event, and the police send more than 
10 police on that evening. 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s a political protest. 

Hon Giz Watson: It’s a political protest? 

Hon Ken Travers: Wasn’t the Pride Parade originally a political protest?  

Hon Giz Watson: Yes. 

Hon Ken Travers: And it still is, as far as I understand.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I think it is beyond that now. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But lots of protests are entertaining; this is quite concerning. Is the Liberal Party annual 
conference going to be captured by this?  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I very much doubt it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is an event of an entertaining nature! I get lots of entertainment out of watching the 
Liberal Party annual conferences!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You need to get a life if that’s your attitude! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Some of those conferences have been very entertaining to watch, and I am sure Hon 
Simon O’Brien enjoys watching some of ours!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I do; don’t worry about that! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There we go! I think the minister has just broadened the definition of an event, so can he 
explain it to us. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I thank Hon Ken Travers very much for drawing the analogy between the Gay Pride 
Parade and the Liberal Party state conference. 

Hon Ken Travers: I’ve heard they’re very similar! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: But we do not have 70 000 people turning up to the Liberal Party state conference. 
We are growing constantly, I can assure the member, but we have nowhere near the 70 000 who line the streets 
of Northbridge for the Gay Pride Parade. I understand what the member said about its originally being a protest 
parade, but my understanding is that the Gay Pride Parade has become much larger; it is actually a real 
community event and families go to the Gay Pride Parade annually. It has become a real family event. That is 
what we are talking about in that instance. That is exactly why, as I have said—I stand by this again—every 
event must be assessed on a case-by-case basis. A list of events cannot be captured within the act. That is why 
the regulations are there, and that is why each event will be assessed on a case-by-case basis. 

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

“WORKING TOGETHER: SMARTER NOT HARDER” FORUM 

Statement 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [5.20 pm]: I would like to speak this evening about the 
Champion Centre in Armadale. For those members who do not know, the Champion Centre is located on 
Champion Drive in Seville Grove. It is a facility owned and operated by the City of Armadale. Its purpose is to 
provide a culturally appropriate setting for the provision of services and programs for Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander people. The activities that operate from the centre are provided by state and federal government 
agencies, not-for-profit organisations and other community groups that work in partnership with the city. Since 
February 2010, the Champion Centre has also been aiming to provide a one-stop shop. The aim of that is to help 
local people to access the services they need, to build capacity, to bring together services in one location and to 
increase family access to agencies by meeting the needs identified by them. The forum that I attended on 9 
December was called “Working Together: Smarter not Harder”, and there were approximately 100 people 
attending from a wide range of non-government organisations and federal and state government agencies; all of 
them were providers of services to Indigenous families in the Armadale area.  

The background to the forum was explained this way. There are many people in many agencies working 
diligently to meet the needs and aspirations of Aboriginal people and others within Armadale. It can be 
frustrating; sometimes there is just not enough time in the day, and many times we do not achieve what is 
needed. In the meantime, many Aboriginal people and extended families face a range of issues in their lives. 
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They are confronted with a complex maze of services, and it can be difficult and stressful navigating this maze. 
Sometimes people can fall through the cracks of support that is available.  

The forum was run in a very innovative way by Jodie Clarke, who is the Indigenous development coordinator at 
the Champion Centre. Jodie began by describing members of an imaginary Indigenous family, beginning with 
two-year-old Lizzy, and the challenges that she and other members of her family faced individually and as a part 
of the family. Two-year-old Lizzy was described as a delightful toddler but already exhibiting some behavioural 
problems and having few other children her own age to play with. Members of the audience who thought that 
they may be able to assist Lizzy and her family with her issues were asked to come up on the stage and explain 
what they thought they could offer. We progressed through Lizzy’s family. To make it clearer to members how 
this was done, I will read out a little about these other imaginary members of this family. There was her brother 
Tom, who was a five-year-old, feisty and creative, showing some behavioural issues and worried about starting 
school. There was Julie, another sister, who was already at school and struggling, particularly with problems 
with her sight. There was Wayne, who was 10, who loved sport and who had some hearing problems and was 
feeling peer group pressure. Then there was Lizzy’s dad, Wayne, 32, struggling with family and marital conflict 
and having difficulty holding down his job. Then there was the mother, Josie, a committed mother, with a lot of 
skills, but pregnant again, and with her emotional wellbeing and mental health stretched. Other members of this 
imaginary family were described for us: an aunt; a grandmother; a grandfather who had some problems with 
diabetes; two cousins, one of whom had recently come out of prison, and a younger cousin who was aged 16 and 
was four months pregnant and wanted to continue at school. As we went through each family member, people in 
this 100-strong audience were asked to come up on the stage if they thought that they were someone in the area 
who would be able to provide services to one of these family members. By the end of the presentation, virtually 
everyone was up on the stage. What became clear was that a significant number of the people at that forum were 
not aware of the services that could be provided by others, even though they were in the same area in the 
Armadale region. A number of the people at the forum also spoke about the difficulty of providing services, 
particularly in the longer term, because funding was not assured and was relatively short term. All acknowledged 
that it would be very difficult for a family like Lizzy’s to understand and access the range of state, federal and 
non-government services available. This is particularly the case for families that have the most complex 
problems. Those families are also among the ones least likely to seek help—a problem that is exacerbated when 
their children are under school age.  

The format that was used was not only innovative, but also a powerful illustration of what Mr Mark Bin Baker, 
one of the guest speakers at the forum and a previous national Indigenous Person of the Year, said arose when 
there were “too many government departments and agencies, too many levels, and too many times being told 
that your issue was not the responsibility of this agency but another”. He called for a paradigm shift in the way 
services are offered. Members may recall that I have spoken before in the Council about people such as 
Professor Fiona Stanley, Michelle Scott, the Commissioner for Children and Young People and others who are 
working at the coalface at places such as Wanslea Family Services and Ngala. These people are also arguing for 
a move to a model that brings together services, particularly for zero to eight-year-olds, to overcome the existing 
fragmentation and ensure coordination. In other words, they are arguing for policy to be realigned so that the 
focus is on what works for children and their families, rather than on what exists in some of the current 
bureaucratic arrangements and structures, some of which were developed many decades ago for another time and 
place.  

I congratulate Jodie Clarke, the Indigenous coordinator, for her leadership in organising this forum, and also for 
the real way in which it worked in helping to find the answer to the guiding question of the forum, which was, to 
quote from the booklet that was put out for this forum — 

“How can we all work together more effectively to support the needs and aspirations of Aboriginal 
families living in and around the City of Armadale”. 

ANSTEY–KEANE DAMPLANDS, FORRESTDALE 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [5.28 pm]: Tonight I want to share an exciting development that 
occurred in my region during the parliamentary break. Members who listen to every word I have to say—I am 
sure that is all members!—may remember that for a while now I have been talking about the importance of 
protecting what remains of our urban bushland. I particularly draw members’ attention to the fact that the south 
west of Australia is considered to be one of the biodiversity hot spots of the world. As such, it is particularly 
important that we pay attention to what is happening with our remaining urban bushland. I have also spoken in 
this place previously about a particular patch of urban bushland that is my electorate. That is the Anstey–Keane 
damplands in the suburb of Forrestdale, otherwise known as Bush Forever site 342. This 203-hectare site has 
been under threat for some time. There is a problem with a lack of appropriate fencing and people going in and 
lighting fires. As a result, there has been an issue with weeds. Unfortunately, like many urban bushland areas, 
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particularly those in the hills, there is an ongoing problem with trail bike riders. Nevertheless, a really diligent 
group—Friends of Forrestdale—have been working very hard to advocate for this particular patch of urban 
bushland. They have taken a very keen interest in what is occurring in the bushland, in particular, checking what 
is happening with the various species of flora and fauna. The additional threat that has faced this patch of Bush 
Forever is the proposal by the City of Armadale to drive a road right through the middle of it, which not only 
makes a mockery of the idea of establishing Bush Forever sites in the first place but also runs the very real risk 
that it will have a detrimental impact on the species that exist within this site.  

The exciting development I wish to refer to was the discovery in January by the Western Australian Museum of 
a completely new, unheard of species of bee in this very patch of urban bushland. I would like to read the 
Western Australian Museum’s media statement. It states — 

WA Museum curator of insects Dr Terry Houston and Museum volunteer Otto Mueller spotted the new 
species in bushland in December 2010. 

An authority on Australian native bees, Dr Houston said he was surprised to discover a moderately 
large and unusual new species of insect so close to the city.  

“Finding a new species of animal is always exciting but finding something like this handsome and 
extraordinary species of solitary bee so close to a large metropolis is highly unusual,” Dr Houston said.  

“What is equally remarkable is that while male bees are not usually known to have a role in building 
nests or rearing young, the males of this species acts like gate-keepers, stationing themselves below the 
burrow entrances. 

“This burrow guarding behaviour is something quite new for a solitary bee species.” 

I have a picture of the brand-new species of bee that was discovered. It is described as — 

About the size of a honeybee, the new species can be distinguished by its jet black colour and partial 
covering of white hair, with the tip of its abdomen a bright orange-red. It has a larger head than is usual 
in native bees, more so in the males which possess remarkably large jaws, suggesting they are well 
adapted for fighting.  

I certainly applaud the Museum for discovering this new species. I note that over the past five years it has found 
and helped describe more than 400 new animal species from WA, which it notes is an incredible number 
compared with almost anywhere else in the world.  

From my perspective, it certainly highlights the importance of protecting the few remaining areas of bushland—
those hubs of biodiversity that we have left. The fact that we are still discovering new species is very, very 
significant. It is particularly special that it was a bee because we have a crisis with populations of bees. The fact 
that we are now starting to discover new species that we did not even know existed makes it even more essential 
that we protect everything we can. I am always pleased when there are new discoveries such as this. As I said, I 
applaud the Museum for its diligence. I also applaud the Friends of Forrestdale for their perseverance in trying to 
ensure that people understand that what we have left in our urban bushland, which is not a lot, is valued and 
protected. People need to understand that certainly those areas that we have now decided are Bush Forever sites 
need to be left unfettered. We also need to ensure that money is put aside to ensure that they are appropriately 
fenced and resourced. This is something that is available for future generations and we have an obligation to 
protect it. I think it is a very exciting thing. I thought that I would share it with the rest of the members.  

The PRESIDENT: I will give Hon Helen Morton the call, but I note that ministers have other opportunities 
during the day to make statements. Normally, if a minister is directly attacked or feels a need to respond, that is a 
different matter. But if it is just a statement, I will give Hon Helen Morton the call today, but perhaps she will 
keep that in mind in future.  

MENTAL HEALTH POLICY COMMITMENTS 

Statement 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.34 pm]: Thank you, 
Mr President, for your wise counsel. I do not know whether you heard the comments that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
directed at me last night during her member’s statement, but I wanted the opportunity to respond to that 
statement. 

I commend Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich for having a go. Somebody who has been in the role for only four or five days 
and can talk with such authority, as she did last night, deserves great commendation. I seriously believe that. I 
hope that she develops into a very effective opposition spokesperson on mental health because it is a very 
important role. Many people, families and communities totally rely on somebody in that position being well 
informed and holding the government to account. I hope that she will very quickly come up to speed and will 
learn about the prevalence and the statistics and their implications for the community, because it is a very 
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important issue. The role requires a lot of work. It is not a desktop job; she will not just be able to get 
information from the internet. It will require her to get out and about amongst the groups involved. She will need 
to make sure that her information is well informed and balanced. My biggest request is: please do not be lazy and 
do not rely on the gift of the gab. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich obviously has a very great gift, but I ask her to please 
get to the point so that she is able to develop her credibility in this sector. My request therefore is for her to 
become informed and educated and to know what she is talking about, and I will be quite happy to help her. 

I came to Parliament so that I could talk about this issue. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was involved in this some time 
ago. She will remember before the 2001 election when she and some of her Labor colleagues, in particular 
Martin Whitely, were involved in a very unfortunate business concerning some people at the Whitby Falls 
Mental Health Rehabilitation Hostel. My government also was involved in that somewhat. Great damage was 
done to a number of people at the hostel because people were totally uninformed and uneducated. They did not 
know what was being done to those people because of the way they went about it. Of course, Martin Whitely had 
the good grace to apologise to me later on behalf of the people who were affected. That is the reason I came to 
Parliament—to make sure that nothing happens that is based on a lack of information about and ignorance of 
mental health issues and people with a mental illness. I am being quite genuine when I say that if Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich wants to be an effective opposition spokesperson on mental health, I am more than happy to help her in 
that process. 

Mental health of course is a very complex area. There are a lot of consumer groups—at least 16. The member 
asked last night why a consumer voice has not been established yet. But she needs to ask why those 16 groups 
have not yet agreed on a single concept for the consumer voice that they want. I do not know whether she has 
met with the Western Australian Association for Mental Health, but hundreds of not-for-profit provider groups 
are involved in providing mental health services. She will be required to meet with every one of those providers. 
There are a number of public providers. I do not know whether she knows who employs the public providers. I 
do not know whether she understands the relationship between the Mental Health Commission, the Department 
of Health and the service providers. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I can’t speak; I’m speechless! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There are also a number of private organisations that provide many of the public 
services, so it is important, once again, that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich get out and talk to those people. I would be 
more than happy to facilitate an opportunity for her to meet people at the Mental Health Commission and 
understand what world-class commissioning entails and why it is not at that level of capability yet. It has not 
been in operation for very long—I do not think it is quite 12 months, but it is getting there. I will be quite happy 
to facilitate that sort of discussion.  

Of course, the state and national interface in mental health is incredibly complex. The member needs to 
understand the mix of resources that go into services, such as state funds, private funds and Medicare funds, and 
what sort of health insurance funds are at play in this process. It might be worth the member’s while talking to 
some of the mental health leaders in other states so that she can get a better feel for the complexities of issues 
that they are dealing with. Of course, I have also met Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s federal minister. Mark Butler 
seems like a really nice chap. I met him when I was in Melbourne. I am sure he is genuine in his approach to try 
to improve the collaboration between state and federal governments in providing a better service for people with 
a mental illness.  

I do not know whether Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich understands the federally funded Better Access to Mental Health 
Care program, Access to Allied Psychological Services—ATAPS—or Headspace. They are a couple of 
programs she might want to look at. There is also the complaints system, which, in mental health, is really 
complex. There is the Mental Health Review Board and the Council of Official Visitors. I do not know whether 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has read any of their reports, but it would be worth her while doing that before she starts 
to make comments about the existing one when it is tabled, so that she can see it in the context of previous 
reports. The Office of the Chief Psychiatrist is another avenue that reviews complaints, so Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
needs to have a knowledge of that. There is also the Health and Disability Services Complaints Office. There are 
a range of issues around suicide prevention that are incredibly important. The WA suicide prevention strategy is 
also available to read if she has not read it, as is the national suicide prevention strategy. Understanding how they 
interface is a really important aspect of developing one’s knowledge and credibility. There is a range of services 
across a continuum. There are also preventive services. I do not know whether the member has been to visit the 
Act–Belong–Commit people at Curtin University, who do a fantastic job not only in Western Australia but also 
in other states. There are also all the child and adolescent services, adult services and aged care. The service for 
elderly people with a mental illness is something that I do not think has been fully developed. There is also the 
forensic services, a very complicated area of work involving the court processes, the services in the prison 
system and the services in the community.  

An amazing amount of research is being undertaken at the moment in mental health services, which might be 
worthwhile Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich getting a handle on. I do not know whether the member has even read the 
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Mental Health Act yet, but I draw her attention to section 162, which is something I intend to beef up a fair bit. 
Other legislation impacts on people with mental illness. If she has not done so, it is very important to get across 
that information so that she can hold me to account in a credible way.  

I ask the member to please, under no circumstances, go into her “silly Ljiljy” performance business in the mental 
health portfolio. 

Hon Kate Doust: That’s a very rude thing to say.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Being the class clown may get her applause in some areas, but I can tell her that it is 
totally disingenuous to people who desperately need her assistance. They are people who need her to be genuine, 
dignified and intelligent. Whatever Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does, she should pay attention to what they are 
actually telling her rather than trying to win some political point-scoring between us. If there is one area that Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich could leave the politics out of, it has to be mental health. To do otherwise will do her no credit 
as an individual, as a member for East Metropolitan Region and certainly not as a woman member of Parliament.  

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS — STOLEN WAGES 

Statement 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [5.44 pm]: I want to make a few brief comments about the issue of 
stolen wages or, as I believe it is more appropriately called, government control of Aboriginal people’s money. I 
do not know that I am prepared to smother my counterpart in this chamber, the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, 
with quite as much love as Hon Helen Morton appears to want to smother her opponent, but in a similar vein I 
want to offer to work with Hon Peter Collier towards a resolution of this issue, which, as he conceded when he 
answered a question from me on Tuesday, is difficult and complex and raises a number of very vexed questions. 
It is in that spirit of working together towards a solution to this very important matter that I make these remarks.  

Yesterday I attended a breakfast hosted by the National Native Title Council at which the guest speaker was 
Wayne Bergmann, the CEO of the Kimberley Land Council, who delivered a truly excellent speech. Members in 
this chamber know that in our job we have to listen to a large number of speeches, and every now and then we 
hear one that changes the way we see things. Yesterday morning’s speech by Wayne Bergmann was one of those 
speeches. During the question time that ensued he was asked a question about the government approach to 
income earned and accrued by Indigenous people. He talked about his grandparents who themselves were 
victims of the stolen wages episode that this country went through over many, many decades—between about 
1905 and 1972. We do not have to go back very far in history to find people who were directly affected by what 
was then government policy.  

I want to give honourable members a flavour of what we are talking about here. I have noticed this week, as we 
have started to raise this issue in the chamber, that this has gone under the radar a little for some members of 
Parliament. I want to take the opportunity to read an article on the front page of the Kalgoorlie Miner on 
3 December 2010 about Dorothy Dimer. She is one of the claimants in the stolen wages case. This is her story. I 
quote from the Kalgoorlie Miner — 

Brought up at Mount Burgess Station, the 81-year-old, who now lives in Coolgardie, moved to 
Credo Station in 1942 with her family when the Kurrawang Woodlines Company her father worked for 
started to decline. At just 13, Mrs Dimer worked long hours on a wide variety of tasks, living in a tent 
and cooking in a hut. 

“My work involved feeding 15 working dogs, raking up their droppings as well as bringing in the cows 
and milking them. 

“Then during the wet weather I had to ride across to the next station and collect the mail on horseback,” 
she said. 

“I also worked with my brothers mustering the sheep; you (have) got all day riding and when you come 
home late you have got to do all the cooking. 

“Lots of the time I had to come home and do the cooking because my mother was ill. 

For this work, she was paid about £1 a week (equivalent to about $2) for the six years she and her 
family worked on the station.  

In 2007 the Labor government set up a task force to look at this problem. The problem is well defined. It is about 
the taking of wages, the taking of savings; the taking, basically, of all entitlements of Aboriginal people during 
those decades. Sometimes this was due to over-control—the government simply moved in and effectively 
garnished the wages of all Aboriginal people. Sometimes the problem arose, though, from under-control; that is, 
there was simply non-payment of wages and no government agency to step in and put that right. That situation, I 
put to members, would be absolutely unthinkable in the case of the white community.  
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That task force worked very hard over the next 12 months. I am taking this information from the Department of 
Indigenous Affairs’ website, which is well worth looking at if members want to get background to this issue. It 
held 62 meetings in 58 towns in WA. It received about 500 written submissions. It is estimated about 750 people 
are affected. That is not an enormous number of people. That is only a tiny proportion of the number of people, 
historically, who have been the victims of the stolen wages practice, which is estimated to be between 4 000 and 
6 000. That task force reported in July 2008. As Hon Simon O’Brien is fond of pointing out, that was when the 
election was called. We are told that that task force report contains 100 recommendations and some highly 
specific details about what the payout figure might entail. Some two and a half years later, in February 2011, we 
still have not seen the report and we certainly have not seen a plan by this government to resolve the issue. 

I agree with Hon Peter Collier that this issue is very difficult. However, very difficult is what we do in this 
chamber. It is not beyond the wit of a person of the calibre of Hon Peter Collier to come up with a plan. Equally, 
members will accept it when I genuinely say that it is not beyond the wit of members on my side of Parliament 
to accept that report and make some constructive comments about how we can move forward. I plead to Hon 
Peter Collier to release the report and let the people who have something to say about how badly they were 
affected read it and digest its recommendations. Please let people like me, who want to help sort out the issue, 
see what problems we might have to resolve in the process of working towards a solution. As I said, it is a very 
difficult and complex issue, but that is what we in this chamber are good at, so give us a chance to do it. 

There is, and has been for a few years, a lot of talk about one of the key issues in resolving Aboriginal 
disadvantage and failing communities; that is, to start creating intergenerational wealth. Think about that term. I 
do not have time in this short adjournment debate to go into details. Intergenerational wealth is something that 
non-Aboriginal Australians take absolutely for granted. It is part of our cultural system and familial expectation, 
yet Indigenous people have very little opportunity to create that. The problem of stolen wages is creating the 
reverse problem; it is creating intergenerational poverty. That factor has been recognised by Dennis Eggington, 
who said — 

“Lots of Aboriginal people could have built an economy base for themselves, including the possible 
purchase of homes and all kind of things, and they lost that opportunity … 

They lost that opportunity directly as a result of the stolen wages issue. 

In the moment that remains to me, I want to finish by telling honourable members another story so they can get 
the flavour of how absolutely crucial it is to resolve this issue quickly. We cannot just sit back and wait, because 
during that time the number of people who are able to receive some redress for the problems that have been 
caused will diminish. Frankly, they are dying of old age. Wayne Bergmann reminded us that the average life 
expectancy for an Aboriginal male living in Fitzroy Crossing is 45 years. Let us not leave this issue for another 
year before we resolve it. This is a story about Mr Munroe, who is claiming about $80 000 in stolen wages, 
which is not a vast amount in the context of intergenerational wealth. For up to 10 years he was not given a wage 
per se when he worked as a stockman at several stations in the north eastern Goldfields. He was given money to 
return home once in a while or given food. In a letter to the Kalgoorlie Miner, he writes — 

“I had to work in extreme weather conditions without proper gear. I could not leave the station to see 
family daily due to lack of funds so I left my children with my mother to take care of them,” 

The article continues — 

Mr Munroe said, if his claim was approved, he had no great plans with the money except to use it for 
food and accommodation purposes for himself and his family.  

LIBERAL ELECTION COMMITMENTS 

Statement 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.54 pm]: I want to make some comments about the questions I 
have asked the new Minister for Finance throughout this week. On Tuesday, I asked a question that in many 
respects a minister on top of his game should have regarded as a dorothy dixer. The first part of the question 
reads — 

Can the minister advise the house what the Liberal Party 2008 election commitments for tax reform 
were? 

I would have thought the minister would be aware what the commitments were. The second part of the question 
reads — 

Will any of the promised tax reforms be implemented in this term of government? 

Then I finally gave the minister a bit of a clue, because in the third part of the question I asked — 

Will the almost $1 billion windfall surplus revealed in the 2010–11 midyear review be directed to tax 
cuts? 
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The answer I got from the minister basically said, “I am proud of what we have achieved in office and what we 
still have to achieve.” But the answer completely failed to answer the question I had asked. When we get an 
answer like that, it demonstrates that the minister has no idea what the election commitments were, even though 
he has had the job for a while. I would have thought that would have been the first thing the minister would have 
done. 

Therefore, the next day, given that the minister was proud of the Barnett government’s achievement in tax 
reform, I asked him — 

Can he name three ongoing tax reform measures introduced by the Barnett government, and what is the 
total value of these reforms? 

The minister was able to relate one measure that is not an ongoing measure and therefore does not meet the 
criterion in the question I asked. I knew that the answer was that there was none, but I wanted to see whether the 
minister knew, as he had been talking about his proud achievements. I am referring to a payroll tax rebate that 
was paid this year but related to the payroll tax of last year. 

Then today we moved forward and I asked him specifically whether the Liberal Party was committed to the three 
key elements of its promises with respect to taxation. The first element was to deliver a minimum of 
$250 million in additional tax cuts to Western Australian families and small businesses in the first term. The 
second element was that the Liberal Party would quarantine all savings identified by the economic audit for 
return to the Western Australian taxpayers through taxation reform and reduced taxes. The third commitment 
that the Liberal Party gave was that it would direct all windfall state government surplus revenues to tax cuts 
unless they were needed for unexpected contingencies such as natural disasters. 

I accept that the government will need to direct some of that money into both the bushfire areas and the flood 
areas of recent times, as our hearts go out to all those people affected by these natural disasters. I asked whether 
that meant the government would need to find $2 billion over the next two years if it were to meet its election 
commitment. What did I get as the answer from the minister? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you seriously think we are just going to entertain you putting words in our mouth? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just listen! I had to listen during question time to Hon Simon O’Brien and he can listen 
now. 

The point is that we got the tired answer from the minister when he went into defence mode and said that it was 
all due to the global financial crisis. What he was not actually clear about but it was there in his answer — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Don’t put words in my mouth! If you want to quote me, quote me! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That’s what he said. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Make your own running! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What was clear in his answer, Mr President — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Don’t try to put words in my mouth. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister was claiming that because of the global financial crisis the government had 
not been able to deliver on its tax cuts and that it was now, as things got better, looking at delivering some tax 
cuts. But the minister still would not give a firm commitment that the election commitment — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is not what I said. You’re a blinking liar! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am absolutely right. What the minister did not say was that he would honour the 
commitments that the Liberal Party gave at the last election. The minister did not give that commitment, even 
though that is what I asked him about. That is the problem, minister: you do not answer the questions I ask you. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Why don’t you ask these things straight? If you’ve got a different commentary, give it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand the rules of this place, Mr President. The minister can say whatever he likes 
in answer to the questions I ask, but I have every right to stand during members’ statements and point out that 
the minister failed to address the detailed nature of the questions. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Yes; all your colleagues are here to listen to you! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister failed to give an answer to the issues that I raised with him today. His 
answer was that the global financial crisis was the reason the government was unable to deliver on its election 
commitments. Let us just test that. The minister also said that my claim of a surplus of $2 billion was a fanciful 
figure. Let me tell the minister. There is $250 million minimum that the government promised. Two measures 
were deferred in the 2009–10 budget. Abolition of the duty on non-real property is worth $355 million and the 
deferral of payroll tax harmonisation is worth $156 million; that is $511 million in total. Stage 1 of the 
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government’s economic audit identified more than $1 billion in savings. Then in the surplus last year, the 
government predicted $286 million at budget time, and the midyear review provides that there will be 
$758 million or $472 million extra. Then for next year the government predicted it would get $652 million. That 
has now blown out, because of the boom that is going on in this state, to more than $1 billion, or $400 million 
extra. These are windfall surpluses. If the minister adds them up, he will see very quickly that it is more than 
$2 billion. To meet the Liberal Party’s election commitments, the government needs to find $2 billion. It cannot 
use the argument that it was the global financial crisis, because the revenue predicted in the pre-election figures 
on which the Liberal Party came to office predicted that in the 2010–11 financial year the revenue for this state 
would be $21.162 billion. In the government’s midyear review, the revenue coming into this state is now 
$23.373 billion. That means the revenue streams have not been affected by the global financial crisis. The 
government is getting about $2 billion more. The reason the government cannot deliver on its election promises 
is because it has blown out expenditure, which has gone from $19.4 billion in the pre-election figures to 
$22.6 billion in the last midyear review. So, the government should get on and deliver its promises!  

House adjourned at 6.00 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

 

ABORIGINAL WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT CENTRE 

3008. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development 

I refer to the Budget papers page 602, Significant Issues dot point three, and ask — 

(1) What is the Budget estimate and forwards estimates for the Aboriginal Workforce Development 
Centre? 

(2) How many staff will be employed in the Aboriginal Workforce Development Centre? 

(3) How many Indigenous job seekers will the Centre deal with in 2010-11? 

(4) What services will it provide to Indigenous job seekers? 

(5) How will success be measured? 

(6) Will this Centre provide advice to employers of Indigenous people and vocational teachers with 
Indigenous students? 

(7) What channels are used to ensure that information about the Aboriginal Workforce Development Centre 
gets out to the target market(s)? 

(8) The State Training Plan mentions other Priority Target Groups, can the Minister please explain — 

(a) who these might be; and 

(b) what programs the Minister is intending to put into place to assist these groups? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1) Aboriginal Workforce Development Centre budget estimate: 

2010/11 — $851,300 

2011/12 — $851,300 

(2) Eight staff will be employed in the Aboriginal Workforce Development Centre. 

(3) It is estimated that a minimum of 2,000 Aboriginal job seekers will be provided services by the Centre. 

(4) The following services will be provided to Aboriginal job seekers: 

- career development and planning; 

- referral to service providers for targeted services such as mentoring; 

- referral to potential employers. 

(5) Success will be measured by the Centre's contribution to increased employment of Aboriginal people. 

(6) Yes 

(7) The following channels will be used: 

- AWDC website; 

- targeted marketing strategy through relevant online and print publications; 

- advice about the Centre to all school leaving age Aboriginal students. 

(8) (a)  These Priority Target Groups include: 

- Students with a disability 
- Mature aged students 
- Students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. 

 (b)  A range of training opportunities will continue to be provided to assist people from Priority 
Target Groups to build skills, and to access further training and employment. This includes 
training to build work readiness and employment skills.  

Funding will continue to be provided to State Training Providers to support students with a 
disability, including through the employment of Disability Services Officers and through 
educational support. 

The Equity Development and Innovation program will provide customised training programs 
for these groups with support from community agencies. This program helps to increase skills 
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and confidence, leading to further education or training and the development of work readiness 
skills. 

Adult Community Education grants will help to expand participation of these Priority Target 
Groups in non-accredited training, developing skills and knowledge and encouraging social 
participation.  

Through Access Programs, funding will also be made available to provide vocational training 
programs to people facing barriers preventing them from accessing mainstream training 
programs.  

TAXIS — INSURANCE BY SUBURBAN TAXI CLUB 

3030. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

In relation to question No. 2498, I ask — 

(1) Since your answer, have any further taxi owner/operators claimed that they are insured by the Suburban 
Taxi Club? 

(2) Has there been an outcome to the complaint referred to the Major Fraud Squad of the WA Police? 

(3) If yes to (2), what is the outcome? 

(4) If no to (2), do you know what the reason is for the delay? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Yes 

(2) No 

(3) Not applicable 

(4) The Department of Transport has not been informed on the progress of the Western Australia Police 
investigation.  

FREMANTLE PORT — RAIL SERVICE 

3040. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to the Fremantle Port Rail Service for the 2010-11 financial year, and ask — 

(1) What is the subsidy that will be paid for each container moved by rail? 

(2) What is the estimated total amount of subsidy that will be paid to move containers by rail? 

(3) How many containers, in TEU’s, are expected to receive the subsidy? 

(4) What is the estimated total number of containers that will be moved through the port? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The subsidy paid for each full container moved by rail will be $90 for a forty foot equivalent unit (FEU) 
and $45 for a twenty foot equivalent unit (TEU).  Volumes are described in TEU. 

(2) $2.1 million 

(3) Approximately 46 000 TEUs, are expected to receive the subsidy 

(4) 574 000. 

FREMANTLE PORT — RAIL SERVICE 

3041. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to the $2.1 million allocated in the 2010-11 Budget for the Fremantle Port Rail Service, and ask — 

(1) Is the $2.1 million allocated sufficient to meet the estimated number of containers that will receive the 
subsidy this year? 

(2) Can the Minister explain how will the $2.1 million be sufficient to meet demand if the same number of 
containers are moved by rail as were moved in the 2009-10 financial year? 

(3) Can the Minister explain how the $2.1 million will be sufficient to meet demand if the target 
of 16 percent of containers being moved by rail is met? 

(4) Can the Minister explain how will the $2.1 million be sufficient to meet demand if the expected growth 
in the number of containers going through the port is achieved, and we maintain the same percentage of 
containers on rail as in 2009-10? 
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(5) Can the Minister confirm that the $2.1 million allocated is only enough to pay the subsidy for 46 666 
TEU’s? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Department of Transport advises: 

(1) Department of Transport estimates are that $2.1m will be sufficient to meet the estimated number of 
containers that will receive the subsidy this year 

(2) In 2009-10, 45,700 TEU were subsidised.  A similar volume of containers requiring a subsidy is 
estimated in 2010-11 

(3) The reduction in the competing bulk freight rates as a result of the GFC will mean the 16 per cent target 
is unlikely to be realised this year 

(4) The rail container movement will be monitored and if necessary the Government will consider if 
additional support is warranted 

(5) Yes. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT AUTHORITY — SERVICE KILOMETRE FUNDING 

3043. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) How many service kilometres for metropolitan train services did the Public Transport Authority (PTA) 
receive funding for in each of the following financial years — 

(a) 2005-06; 

(b) 2006-07; 

(c) 2007-08; 

(d) 2008-09; and 

(e) 2009-10? 

(2) How many service kilometres for metropolitan train services is the PTA currently funded for in 
the 2010-11 financial year, and for each year of the forward estimates? 

(3) How many service kilometres for metropolitan bus services did the PTA receive funding for in each of 
the following financial years — 

(a) 2005-06; 

(b) 2006-07; 

(c) 2007-08; 

(d) 2008-09; and 

(e) 2009-10? 

(4) How many service kilometres for metropolitan bus services is the PTA currently funded for in 
the 2010-11 financial year, and for each year of the forward estimates? 

(5) How many service kilometres for regional train services did the PTA receive funding for in each of the 
following financial years — 

(a) 2005-06; 

(b) 2006-07; 

(c) 2007-08; 

(d) 2008-09; and 

(e) 2009-10? 

(6) How many service kilometres for regional train services is the PTA currently funded for in the 2010-11 
financial year, and for each year of the forward estimates? 

(7) How many service kilometres for regional coach services did the PTA receive funding for in each of the 
following financial years — 

(a) 2005-06; 

(b) 2006-07; 

(c) 2007-08; 
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(d) 2008-09; and 

(e) 2009-10? 

(8) How many service kilometres for regional coach services is the PTA currently funded for in the 2010-
11 financial year, and for each year of the forward estimates? 

(9) How many service kilometres for regional town bus services did the PTA receive funding for in each of 
the following financial years — 

(a) 2005-06; 

(b) 2006-07; 

(c) 2007-08; 

(d) 2008-09; and 

(e) 2009-10? 

(10) How many service kilometres for regional town bus services is the PTA currently funded for in 
the 2010-11 financial year, and for each year of the forward estimates? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) (a) 2005-06;    8.138m  

(b) 2006-07;    8.408m 

(c) 2007-08;   12.138m 

(d) 2008-09;   14.531m  

(e) 2009-10:   13.582m 

(2) 2010-11:  14.040m 

2011-12:  14.040m 

2012-13:  14.040m 

2013-14:  14.040m  

(3) (a) 2005-06;  49.146m 

(b) 2006-07;  49.961m 

(c) 2007-08;  50.923m 

(d) 2008-09;  51.997m 

(e) 2009-10:  52.340m 

(4) 2010-11:   52.759m 

2011-12:   52.759m 

2012-13:   52.759m 

2013-14:   52.759m 

(5) (a) 2005-06;   1.015m        

(b) 2006-07;   1 057m 

(c) 2007-08;   1.101m  

(d) 2008-09;   1.060m 

(e) 2009-10:   1.055m 

(6) 2010-11:  1.033m 

2011-12:  1.036m 

2012-13:  1.032m 

2013-14:  1.035m  

(7) (a) 2005-06;   3.246m               

(b) 2006-07;   3.243m 

(c) 2007-08;   3.247m 

(d) 2008-09;   3.295m 

(e) 2009-10:   3.222m 

(8) 2010-11:  3.202m 
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2011-12:  3.210m 

2012-13:  3.198m 

2013-14:  3.202m  

(9) (a) 2005-06;  2.371m 

(b) 2006-07;  2.368m 

(c) 2007-08;  2.411m 

(d) 2008-09;  2.411m 

(e) 2009-10:  2.457m 

(10) 2010-11;    2.502m 

2011-12;    2.502m 

2012-13;    2.502m 

2013-14:    2.502m 

SCHOOL BUSES — SERVICE IMPROVEMENT 

3045. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to your statement on 17 March 2009, that you had appointed a group of Government members headed by 
Bill Marmion to consult widely with the school bus industry, and to make recommendations to you about 
possible improvements to this vital service, and ask — 

(1) Has this group completed its work? 

(2) Has it made any recommendations to you? 

(3) If yes to (2) — 

(a) how many; and 

(b) will you table these recommendations? 

(4) On what dates did the group meet? 

(5) Were minutes taken of these meetings? 

(6) If yes to (5), will you table them? 

(7) Who did the group consult with and on what dates? 

(8) Will the Minister table any minutes or outcomes from any consultations? 

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

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1)-(9) The Parliamentary Inquiry did not proceed however this process has been replaced by an Independent 
Review Panel (the Panel). The Panel will review submissions and undertake consultation meetings with 
school bus contractors in February/March 2011. A final report by the Panel is not anticipated until the 
end of April 2011 and I will consider the recommendations when the report is completed.  

TRANSPORT — PROHIBITION ORDER WARNING NOTICE 

3051. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Have any of the 124 people issued with a Prohibition Order Warning Notice committed a further 
offence outside the legislated timeframes for a Prohibition Order to be applied? 

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) how many; 

(b) how much beyond the timeframe was the second or third offence committed; and 

(c) what offences were involved? 

(3) What offences were the 124 warning notices issued for? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The Public Transport Authority does not maintain records for persons who have committed another 
prescribed offence out of the periods nominated in the Act which would require a Prohibition Notice to 
be issued.  Each subsequent offence is treated as a new matter and the time periods are reapplied for the 
date of any new offence.  
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(2) Not Applicable 

(3) Assault Public Officer (51) 
Violent Behaviour (12) 
Offensive Behaviour (28) 
Obstruction (33) 

PERTH AIRPORT TRANSPORT MASTER PLAN 

3053. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Is the Perth Airport Transport Masterplan complete? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the Minister table a copy? 

(3) If no to (1), does the Minister intend to table it? 

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

(5) Has a copy been provided to the Federal Transport Minister? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Yes 

(2) The funding agreement between the State and Commonwealth stipulates that the relevant Ministers of 
both Governments must approve the publication of the transport plan.  The Commonwealth Minister for 
Transport and Infrastructure has not yet given his approval 

(3) I intend to table a copy of the transport plan, after the Commonwealth Minister has given his approval, 
the document has been printed and the masterplan has been considered by Cabinet 

(4) Please refer to Part 3 above 

(5) Please refer to Part 3 above. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 

3074. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 financial years —  

(1) What was the total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind in each year? 

(2) How many vehicles did your Agency have, by vehicle type and size at the end of each quarter, in each 
year?  

(3) Can you provide a list of all vehicles on your asset register and details listed on the register at 30 June 
of each year? 

(4) What was the total cost of vehicles purchased in each year? 

(5) What were the total operating costs for all vehicles in each year? 

(6) What is the expenditure in each year for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3075. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 

3076. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 financial years —  

(1) What was the total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind in each year? 
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(2) How many vehicles did your Agency have, by vehicle type and size at the end of each quarter, in each 
year?  

(3) Can you provide a list of all vehicles on your asset register and details listed on the register at 30 June 
of each year? 

(4) What was the total cost of vehicles purchased in each year? 

(5) What were the total operating costs for all vehicles in each year? 

(6) What is the expenditure in each year for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3075. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 

3106. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the representing the Minister for Housing 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 financial years —  

(1) What was the total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind in each year? 

(2) How many vehicles did your Agency have, by vehicle type and size at the end of each quarter, in each 
year?  

(3) Can you provide a list of all vehicles on your asset register and details listed on the register at 30 June 
of each year? 

(4) What was the total cost of vehicles purchased in each year? 

(5) What were the total operating costs for all vehicles in each year? 

(6) What is the expenditure in each year for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3075. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 2010-11 

3111. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2010-11 financial year and for each year of the forward estimates, I 
ask — 

(1) What is the estimated total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind? 

(2) How many vehicles are budgeted for within your Agency, by vehicle type and size? 

(3) How much is budgeted for purchasing vehicles? 
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(4) What is budgeted for total operating costs? 

(5) What is the budgeted expenditure for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Department of Transport advises: 

(1) 2010-11: $2.10m 

2011-12: $2.20m 

2012-13: $2.31m 

2013-14: $2.43m  

(2) 2010-11: 170  

2011-12: 170  

2012-13: 170 

2013-14: 170 

Cab chassis = 4 (4x 4 cylinders) 
Hatchback = 21 (21x 4 cylinders) 
Liftback = 10 (10x 4 cylinders) 
Mini MPV = 1 (1x 4 cylinders) 
Motorcycle = 32 (32x 4 cylinders) 
Off-road commercial = 1 (1x 8 cylinders) 
Pickup = 14 (11x 4 cylinders and 3x 6 cylinders) 
Sedan = 52 (50x 4 cylinders and 2x 6 cylinders) 
Sport utility vehicle = 9 (8x 4 cylinders and 1x 6 cylinders) 
Utility = 4 (2x 4 cylinders and 2x 6 cylinders) 
Wagon = 22 (15x 4 cylinders, 6x 6 cylinders and 1x 8 cylinders) 

(3) 2010-11: Nil 

2011-12: Nil 

2012-13: Nil 

2013-14: Nil  

(4) 2010-11: $880 000 

2011-12: $924 000 

2012-13: $970 000 

2013-14: $1.02m  

(5) a) 2010-11: Nil 

2011-12: Nil 

2012-13: Nil 

2013-14: Nil 

(b) 2010-11: $1.23m 

2011-12: $1.29m 

2012-13: $1.35m 
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2013-14: $1.42m 

(c) 2010-11: $10 000 

2011-12: $10 000 

2012-13: $10 000 

2013-14: $10 000 

(d) 2010-11: Nil 

2011-12: Nil 

2012-13: Nil  

(e) 2009/10: $258 000 (1 July 2009 to 31 March 2010 — nine months as FBT is from 1 April to 
31 March) 

2010-11: $344 000 (Full FBT year) 

2011-12: $361 000 

2012-13: $379 000 

2013-14: $398 000 

(f) 2010-11: $386 000 

2011-12: $405 000 

2012-13: $425 000 

2013-14: $446 000 

(g) 2010-11: $203 000 

2011-12: $213 000 

2012-13: $223 000 

2013-14: $234 000 

(h) 2010-11: $204 000 

2011-12: $214 000 

2012-13: $225 000 

2013-14: $236 000 

(i) 2010-11: $44 000 

2011-12: $46 000 

2012-13: $48 000 

2013-14: $50 000 

(j) 2010-11: $39 000 

2011-12: $41 000 

2012-13: $43 000 

2013-14: $45 000 

Main Roads WA advises: 

(1) The estimated total expenditure of all vehicles for each financial year is as follows: 

2010-2011: $7.88m 
2011-2012: $7.94m 
2012-2013: $8.20m 
2013-2014: $8.46m 

(2) Budgeted vehicle numbers are as follows: 

Budgeted vehicle numbers for the Light Vehicle Fleet are as follows: 

2010-2010 

Passenger vehicles and service utility vehicles = 151 
Commercial vehicles including utilities and 4x4 wagons = 243 

2011-2012 

Passenger vehicles and service utility vehicles = 153 
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Commercial vehicles including utilities and 4x4 wagons = 231 

2012-2013 

Passenger vehicles and service utility vehicles = 153 
Commercial vehicles including utilities and 4x4 wagons = 231 

2013-2014 

Passenger vehicles and service utility vehicles = 153 
Commercial vehicles including utilities and 4x4 wagons = 231 

Budgeted vehicle numbers for the Heavy Vehicle Fleet are as follows: 

2010-2011 
Trucks = 14 
Buses = 2 
Tractors = 9 

2011-2012 
Trucks = 15 
Buses = 2 
Tractors = 9 

2012-2013 
Trucks = 16 
Buses = 2 
Tractors = 9 

2013-2014 
Trucks = 17 
Buses = 2 
Tractors = 9 

(3) Main Roads does not purchase light vehicles (passenger and commercial vehicles).  These vehicles are 
leased through State Fleet (Department of Treasury and Finance). 

The budgets for purchasing the heavy vehicle fleet are as follows: 

2010-2011: $149 000  

2011-2012: $160 000  

2012-2013: $168 000  

2013-2014: $176 400  

(4) The budgets for total operating costs of all vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $3.67m 

2011-2012: $3.70m 

2012-2013: $3.83m 

2013-2014: $3.96m 

(5) The budgeted expenditure for each category is as follows: 

(a) The purchase price of heavy vehicles is as follows: 

2010-2011: $149 000 

2011-2012: $160 000 

2012-2013: $168 000 

2013-2014: $176 400 

(b) The finance (lease) costs for the light vehicle fleet are as follows:  

2010-2011: $4.06mn 

2011-2012: $4.08m 

2012-2013: $4.20m 

2013-2014: $4.32m 

(c) The depreciation costs for heavy vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $14 900 
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2011-2012: $16 000 

2012-2013: $16 800 

2013-2014: $17 640 

(d) The resale estimates for the heavy vehicle fleet are as follows:  

2010-2011: $134 100 

2011-2012: $144 000 

2012-2013: $151 200 

2013-2014: $158 700 

(e) The fringe benefits tax for all vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $411 631 

2011-2012: $413 277 

2012-2013: $425 675 

2013-2014: $438 446 

(f) The fuel costs for all vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $1.58m 

2011-2012: $1.59m 

2012-2013: $1.65m 

2013-2014: $1.70m 

(g) The maintenance costs for all vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $961 622 

2011-2012: $973 841 

2012-2013: $1.01m 

2013-2014: $1.05m 

(h) The insurance costs for all vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $485 494 

2011-2012: $493 521 

2012-2013: $511 103 

2013-2014: $529 353 

(i) The registration costs for all vehicles are as follows: 

2010-2011: $110 391 

2011-2012: $111 842 

2012-2013: $115 657 

2013-2014: $119 610 

(j) The management fees for the light vehicle fleet are as follows: 

2010-2011: $124 413 

2011-2012: $121 899 

2012-2013: $125 556 

2013-2014: $129 322 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) 2010-2011: $334 218 082 

2011-2012: $359 229 622 

2012-2013: $360 989 174 

2013-2014: $374 659 913 

(2) 2010-2011 
Buses = 1 290 
Coaches = 22 
Cars = 176 
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Trucks = 14 
Other = 4 

2011-2012 
Buses = 1 290 
Coaches = 22 
Cars = 176 
Trucks = 14 
Other = 4 

2012-2013 
Buses = 1 290 
Coaches = 22 
Cars = 176 
Trucks = 14 
Other = 4 

2013-2014 
Buses = 1 290 
Coaches = 22 
Cars = 176 
Trucks = 14 
Other = 4 

(3) 2010-2011 = $47 044 000 

2011-2012 = $58 867 000 

2012-2013 = $47 727 000 

2013-2014 = $49 102 000 

(4) 2010-2011 = $287 174 082 

2011-2012 = $300 362 622 

2012-2013 = $313 262 174 

2013-2014 = $325 557 913 

(5) (a) 2010-2011 = $47 044 000 

2011-2012 = $58 867 000 

2012-2013 = $47 727 000 

2013-2014 = $49 102 000 

(b) 2010-2011 = $2 962 816 

2011-2012 = $3 169 088 

2012-2013 = $3 054 528 

2013-2014 = $3 142 528 

(c) 2010-2011 = $26 480 800 

2011-2012 = $29 136 877 

2012-2013 = $31 523 557 

2013-2014 = $32 687 178 

(d) 2010-2011 = $390 000 

2011-2012 = $390 000 

2012-2013 = $390 000 

2013-2014 = $390 000 

(e) 2010-2011 = $305 298 

2011-2012 = $314 732 

2012-2013 = $324 749 

2013-2014 = $335 395 

(f) 2010-2011 = $38 126 726 

2011-2012 = $39 627 887 
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2012-2013 = $41 194 519 

2013-2014 = $42 823 263 

(g) 2010-2011 = $35 404 407 

2011-2012 = $37 044 213 

2012-2013 = $38 503 288 

2013-2014 = $40 014 390 

(h) 2010-2011 = $1 004 052 

2011-2012 = $1 043 956 

2012-2013 = $1 085 537 

2013-2014 = $1 128 777 

(i) 2010-2011 = $1 927 765 

2011-2012 = $2 003 562 

2012-2013 = $2 082 706 

2013-2014 = $2 164 986 

(j) 2010-2011 = $175 969 060 

2011-2012 = $183 007 308 

2012-2013 = $190 327 072 

2013-2014 = $197 939 610 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 2010-11 

3121. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2010-11 financial year and for each year of the forward estimates, I 
ask — 

(1) What is the estimated total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind? 

(2) How many vehicles are budgeted for within your Agency, by vehicle type and size? 

(3) How much is budgeted for purchasing vehicles? 

(4) What is budgeted for total operating costs? 

(5) What is the budgeted expenditure for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3122. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 2010-11 

3123. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2010-11 financial year and for each year of the forward estimates, I 
ask — 

(1) What is the estimated total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind? 

(2) How many vehicles are budgeted for within your Agency, by vehicle type and size? 

(3) How much is budgeted for purchasing vehicles? 

(4) What is budgeted for total operating costs? 
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(5) What is the budgeted expenditure for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3122. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — MOTOR VEHICLE EXPENDITURE 2010-11 

3153. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Housing 

For each Agency in your portfolio for the 2010-11 financial year and for each year of the forward estimates, I 
ask — 

(1) What is the estimated total expenditure on motor vehicles of any kind? 

(2) How many vehicles are budgeted for within your Agency, by vehicle type and size? 

(3) How much is budgeted for purchasing vehicles? 

(4) What is budgeted for total operating costs? 

(5) What is the budgeted expenditure for each of the following categories — 

(a) purchase price; 
(b) finance costs; 
(c) depreciation; 
(d) resale; 
(e) fringe benefit tax (if applicable); 
(f) fuel costs; 
(g) maintenance costs; 
(h) insurance; 
(i) registration; and 
(j) management fees? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3122. 

DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM — UNLAWFUL DOCUMENT DISCLOSURE 

3156. Hon Robin Chapple to the Leader of the House representing the Premier 

With reference to the Corruption and Crime Commission media statement dated 3 October 2008 titled, ‘Serious 
misconduct opinion against former public servant’, I ask — 

(1) Can the Minister explain specifically what has been done within the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum (DMP), in the Perth head office and all regional offices, since the date of the above referred 
to media release in terms of prevention and clear deterrence, to ensure that no public servant within the 
DMP is able to unlawfully disclose documents, information which exists on Departmental files to any 
person? 

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

(3) As a result of the above referred to media release dated 3 October 2008, were all staff/employees of the 
DMP in correspondence or emails reminded of their obligations as public servants not to release, 
disclose documents to any persons without lawful access? 

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

(5) If yes to (3), on what specific dates did this occur, and how in terms of policy and practice was this 
achieved? 
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(6) Can the Minister quote the sections of the Mining Act 1978, Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994 or 
any other Acts, which may be applicable including any penalty which may imposed for any 
officer/employee unlawfully releasing/disclosing documents on Departmental files? 

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

(8) Can the Minister quote the specific sections of any DMP policies and procedures, which focus on the 
prevention and deterrence of DMP officers/employees releasing/disclosing documents information in a 
unlawful manner? 

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

(10) Will the Minister table all of the DMP policies and procedures referred to in question (8) above? 

(11) If no to (10), why not? 

(12) Can the Minister explain how the public of Western Australia can have confidence that within the DMP 
documents and/or information held on Departmental files, is not being unlawfully accessed by any 
persons? 

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

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3027.  

TRANSPORT PORTFOLIO — BUDGET 

3157. Hon Alison Xamon to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to the Budget, page 419 regarding Controlled Grants and Subsidies line item labelled, ‘Community 
Police’, and ask — 

(1) Who will receive this money? 

(2) What will the money be spent on? 

(3) Does the answer to (2) remain stable from year to year? 

(4) If no to (3), what other purposes has this money been put to since the 2005-06 financial year? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Member is advised to refer this question to the Minister for Police. 

ANKETELL PORT — PRIVATE PROPONENT 

3167. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

(1) Has the Government taken any decision, on who the private proponent of the Anketell Port will be? 

(2) If yes to (1), what process was followed to choose the private proponent? 

(3) Did this proponent follow all Government tender and supply requirements or processes? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of State Development advises: 

(1) No. 

(2)-(3) Not applicable. 

RAILWAY AND PORT INFRASTRUCTURE — GOVERNMENT LAND 

3168. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

(1) Is there any Government policy or process, for determining who will be provided with State 
Government land to construct railway or port infrastructure in Western Australia? 

(2) If yes to (1), could you detail or table the policy? 

(3) If no to (1), how are proposals assessed, and how are proponents given the opportunity to provide 
competing proposals? 

(4) Is there any formal assessment process used to determine that a project is in the States long term 
interest? 

(5) If yes to (4), could you please provide an outline of the process, and any criterion used to assess 
projects? 

(6) If no to (5), why not? 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of State Development advises: 

(1)-(3) Each project proposal put forward by a proponent is assessed on its merits, the proposed project 
timelines and alignment with the Government's priorities and objectives for industry development in 
Western Australia.  This assessment process is further defined in the Government's Lead Agency 
Framework under which projects are assessed and classified based on their complexity, scale and 
significance.  

For projects where the State is the proponent, or has a significant interest, such as the East Kimberley 
Development Package and the Oakajee Mid West Development Project, competitive tender processes 
are engaged to allow proponents the opportunity to provide competing proposals. 

(4) The Government has a number of broad objectives for the development of infrastructure in Western 
Australia, against which project proposals are assessed.  These objectives aim to ensure that the State's 
long-term interests are met.  These objectives include:  

* ensuring that infrastructure is developed in a timely, coordinated and cost effective manner and that it 
is used efficiently; 

* ensuring that the infrastructure meets the business interests of the infrastructure provider while 
providing for third party access on reasonable and commercial terms;  and 

* requiring that infrastructure developments be consistent with the Government's objectives for 
protecting social, environmental, indigenous and heritage values. Infrastructure development in Western 
Australia takes place in a policy and regulatory framework designed to encourage economic 
development in the interests of the community while protecting the State's long-term interests including 
heritage, environment and indigenous rights. 

(5)-(6) Not applicable. 

ANKETELL PORT — PRIVATE PROPONENT 

3169. Hon Ken Travers to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

(1) Will there be an open and accountable process to choose the private proponent to develop the new 
Anketell Port? 

(2) If yes to (1), what will the process be? 

(3) If no to (1), how will the proponent be selected? 

(4) How will individual sites for different users be determined? 

(5) How will the costs of developing common user infrastructure (CUI) be determined? 

(6) How will it be decided how these costs will be allocated to different users? 

(7) Will the private proponent of the port recoup the cost of development of CUI from other port users? 

(8) How will it be decided what proportion of the cost of CUI will be recouped from other users? 

(9) Will the private proponent that develops the port have a regulated rate of return on the CUI it develops? 

(10) If yes to (9), what will be the rate of return? 

(11) Will the rate of return be the same as the Governments rate of return on investment policy for Port 
Authorities established under the Port Authorities Act 1999? 

(12) If a proponent wishes to develop the CUI, what process is there for them to submit a proposal for 
consideration by Government? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of State Development advises: 

(1)-(3) As this is an industry driven project, the State will require a foundation proponent to be responsible for 
obtaining statutory approvals and subsequent construction of the multi-user infrastructure and facilities 
proposed at Anketell.  At present there is an opportunity for any one, or a combination of three 
prospective iron ore producers that are project ready to be a foundation proponent for the proposed 
multi-user infrastructure port and strategic Industrial area.  In the event that these or other companies 
fail to agree on a foundation proponent or some form of joint arrangement, the State will need to 
consider an alternative selection process to determine the responsible entity.   
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(4) The land and sea area of the port and infrastructure corridor will be vested in the Dampier Port 
Authority which will issue leases/licences to any future proponents in a manner that will ensure 
competitive neutrality and best use of available land to suit multiple users. 

(5)-(6) Once the project has progressed to the stage that a responsible entity has been established the State 
would develop an appropriate legal arrangement, which normally takes the form of a Development 
Agreement/Port Facility Agreement, that would provide for design, finance and construction of all 
strategic infrastructure, including common-user infrastructure.  This process would involve negotiations 
between relevant parties to establish the manner and applicability for the recoup of capital expenditure 
for these works. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT — MORNING PEAK PERIOD 

3174. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Can you confirm that the morning peak period ceases by 8.30am each weekday on public transport 
services in zones 5-9? 

(2) If no to (1), at what time does the morning peak period cease for services in these zones? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The peak periods for public transport are between 7.00am to 9.00am and 4.00pm to 6.00pm across the 
Transperth network.  

(2) 9.00am.  

MANDURAH DEPOT MASTER'S ABSENCE 

3176. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Can the Minister confirm that the Depot Master at the Mandurah Depot booked off on 23 
September 2010 for Friday 24 September 2010? 

(2) If yes to (1), what was the reason for the Deport Master’s absence? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The Depot Master at the Mandurah Depot was on duty on 23 September 2010 and 24 September 2010. 

(2) Not applicable. 

YELAKITJ MOORT NYUNGAR ASSOCIATION INC —  
ENGAGEMENT BY GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS 

3188. Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Has any agency in your portfolios engaged Yelakitj Moort Nyungar Association Inc to provide any 
services, or to supply any goods since 1 January 2007? 

(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) what were the goods or services supplied; 

(b) what was the cost of those goods or services; and 

(c) on what date were they supplied? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

The Public Transport Authority advises: 

(1) No 

(2) Not applicable 

Main Roads WA advises: 

(1) No 

(2) Not applicable 

Note: Office of Road Safety became a part of Main Roads WA on 1 July 2009 for administrative purposes 

The Department of Transport advises: 

(1) No 

(2) Not applicable. 
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TRANSPERTH — ACCESSIBLE SERVICES 

3198. Hon Linda Savage to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to the Public Transport Authority’s promotion of certain bus routes as accessible services.  The Transperth 
website provides information that bus timetables marked with the disabled symbol ‘indicates a Transperth route 
that is serviced entirely by fully accessible services.’ 

Given that the latest timetables for routes 98, 99 and 106 clearly mark these routes with the disabled symbol 
designating them as accessible services, and I ask — 

(1) On how many occasions have accessible services not been available on those particular routes 
(98, 99, 106)? 

(2) Of those listed in (1), what was the reason for the accessible services not being available? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1)-(2) Routes 98 and 99 (Circle Route) 

These are accessible bus services with all timetabled trips operated by an accessible bus.  However from 
time to time additional (non timetabled) trips are operated on the services such as during special events 
or in periods of heavy loading.  These non timetabled trips may be operated with an accessible bus 
however this depends upon bus availability. 

Route 106 

This is an accessible bus service however a small number of trips are unable to be operated by an 
accessible bus due to availability, but these non accessible trips are clearly indicated on the timetable. 
 This allows passengers to make a fully informed choice as to the accessibility of the service that is 
currently available. New fully accessible buses are continuing to be delivered into the Transperth 
network and all timetabled trips for this route will be made fully accessible when buses of this kind 
become available. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — STAFF LEAVE 

3199. Hon Linda Savage to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Were any officers in your Ministerial office on leave of any kind, including TOIL, at any time from the 
21 June 2010 to 16 July 2010? 

(2) Who were these officers, what was the purpose of their leave and what was the time and dates of the 
leave? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Due to the recent changes made to the Liberal-National Government as of 14 December 2010, the Member is 
advised that they should submit their question to the relevant Minister. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES — STAFF LEAVE 

3203. Hon Linda Savage to the minister representing the Minister for Housing 

(1) Were any officers in your Ministerial office on leave of any kind, including TOIL, at any time from the 
21 June 2010 to 16 July 2010? 

(2) Who were these officers, what was the purpose of their leave and what was the time and dates of the 
leave?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

Due to the recent changes made to the Liberal-National Government as of 14 December 2010, the Member is 
advised that they should submit their question to the relevant Minister. 

JAMES PRICE POINT — LAND CLEARING 

3218. Hon Robin Chapple to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for State Development 

I refer to land clearing at James Price Point, and question 969 answered by the Minister on 18 November 2010, 
and I ask — 

(1) What evidence does the Minister have that the north east access track is a historical track, and will the 
Minister table this evidence? 

(2) What permits are required for the geotechnical work currently being undertaken by Woodside on the 
north east access track, and will the Minister table these permits? 

(3) How is a historical track defined and is it an offence to clear more than 5 meters of a historical track? 
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(4) Does the clearing of a historical track have to take place on the original alignment and is it an offence to 
clear outside the original alignment? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

Department of State Development advises: 

(1) Records show that the "North East Access Track" has been cleared at least since the 1980s.  The 
relevant maps are publicly available from Landgate. 

(2) Woodside obtained a permit under section 91 of the Land Administration Act 1997 to enter land for site 
investigations.   

(3)-(4) "Historical" is not defined in legislation.  Regulation 5, item 15 of the Environmental Protection 
(Clearing of Native Vegetation) Regulations 2004 commits clearing of land that was previously 
lawfully cleared for the purpose of maintaining a vehicular or walking track to 5 metres in width.  The 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 and the Environmental Protection (Clearing of Native Vegetation) 
Regulations 2004 provide a number of exemptions from the requirement for a clearing permit.  The 
Department of Environment and Conservation is responsible for administering these statutes and the 
appropriate agency to respond if further information is required on this matter. 

RAIL CAR DRIVERS  — PUBLIC HOLIDAY SCHEDULE 

3225. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Can the Minister confirm that the Public Transport Authority (PTA) implemented a public holiday 
schedule for train services on Friday 24 September 2010? 

(2) Can the Minister confirm that there were at least twenty drivers who were not allocated to trains due a 
public holiday schedule and remained in the Public Transport depots during peak time on Friday 
24 September 2010? 

(3) Why were these drivers not allocated to trains during the peak period? 

(4) Can the Minister advise whether any charges have been laid against drivers under the Public Transport 
Authority Rail Car Drivers (Transperth Train Operations) Award 2006 since 24 September 2010? 

(5) If yes to (4) — 

(a) how many have been charged; 

(b) what is the nature of those charges; 

(c) when was it determined that charges would be laid; 

(d) who determined that charges would be laid; and 

(e) when were drivers notified of the charges? 

(6) Were you notified prior to charges being laid? 

(7) Have all Rail Car Drivers who were absent on 24 September been charged and if no, how was it 
determined who would be charged? 

(8) Have any Rail Car Drivers who were originally rostered off for 24 September been charged, and if yes, 
why? 

(9) Does the Minister accept this action may inflame tensions at Rail Car Depots and increase stress levels 
of Rail Car Drivers? 

(10) Was stress related illness one of the major reasons for Rail Car Drivers taking leave on 24 
September 2010? 

(11) Have any conditions of employment in the Public Transport Authority Rail Car Drivers (Transperth 
Train Operations) Award 2006 been removed by any process at any time, and if yes, what were the 
conditions removed or changed? 

(12) Why were these Conditions removed or changed? 

(13) How do Western Australian Rail Car Drivers pay and conditions compare to other States in Australia? 

(14) Did the removal of any terms and conditions reduce the level of remuneration to Perth Urban Rail Car 
Drivers below that of similar Drivers in other States? 

(15) Was the removal of Terms and Conditions from the 2006 Award legally enforceable? 

(16) If no to (15), can the Minister explain why the PTA is laying charges against drivers but itself is not 
complying with the Award? 
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(17) Did the Commission issue any orders requiring that no parties take any industrial action whilst they are 
arbitrating on the dispute between the PTA and Perth Urban Rail Car Drivers? 

(18) If yes to (17), does the Minister consider laying charges could be seen as an industrial action against the 
drivers? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) The Public Transport Authority (PTA) did not implement a public holiday schedule for train services on 
Friday 24 September 2010.  

(2)  Based on prior unofficial and informal advice that train drivers would be booking off sick in large 
numbers on Friday 24 September 2010, the PTA decided to design a special service (minimum ½ 
hourly) based on anticipated attendance of driver numbers for that day. This was to provide a more 
reliable regular service to passengers that could be advertised before the day and give some surety to 
passengers, as opposed to providing an unplanned adhoc service similar to that which eventuated on 
Friday 27 August 2010, due to a large number of driver absences.  

By planning for a similar number of 'book offs' as which occurred on the 27 August 2010 the service to 
the public could be 'planned' and reflect the optimum that could be provided given the available driver 
numbers. It was also intended to run additional services (in between the minimum half hour service) 
should there be more drivers available than initially anticipated.  

The only time a driver was in a depot and not allocated to a train at any time (whether peak or off peak) 
on the 24 September 2010 was if that driver's rostered times of duty, at any particular time, did not 
allow him/her to operate an additional train service. These drivers supplemented the base service 
provided when it fitted with their rostered hours of duty. This approach provided a level of certainly to 
the service, to the benefit of passengers, as well as providing an opportunity to enhance the base 
service. 

(3) Drivers that did attend work for their rostered times of duty were allocated to trains, and where excess 
drivers were available (that had time within their allocated times of duty) the PTA operated additional 
services over and above planned and advertised services. The only drivers that were not allocated to 
trains during the peak period were drivers who did not have enough time within their rostered times of 
duty to operate any additional trains. 

(4) Yes 

(5) (a) 57  

(b) The nature of charges were as follows: 

• Failed to attend to a work rostered shift on 24 September 2010, being a day when the 
failure by a large number of Transperth Train Operation (TTO) Railcar Drivers to attend 
their shifts resulted in severe disruption to the Perth Metropolitan Rail Passenger 
Transport System. 

• Failed to provide proof to the PTA that would satisfy a reasonable person of the 
entitlement to leave on that day, where the PTA is entitled to require and has required such 
proof under clause 6.4 of the Award, as varied by clause 2b of the WA Industrial 
Relations Commission order in matter C33 of 2010 on 23 September 2010. 

• Failing to attend without leave, had failed to work in accordance with contract of 
employment. 

(c) 22 October 2010. 

(d) The General Manager, TTO. 

(e) Drivers who were charged were informed that charges had been laid against them via email on 
the 22 October 2010. A detailed letter explaining the rationale for the laying of the charges and 
providing individuals an opportunity to respond or provide additional information in response 
to the charges was sent to the drivers on the 28 October 2010. 

(6) I am advised my predecessor was informed that a number of drivers had been reported to the Head of 
Branch which is the first stage requirement under the disciplinary provisions applicable to railcar 
drivers.  The then Minister was informed of the general progress in relation to the PTA's response to the 
absences of 24 September 2010 and that a final decision on whether to charge a driver would be made 
by the General Manager TTO.  On 22 October 2010, the Minister's office was notified that the General 
Manager TTO had laid charges against a number of railcar drivers. 
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(7) Not all railcar drivers absent on 24 September were charged.  The decision to lay a charge was made 
based on the particular facts for each individual case and after consideration of whether the individual 
had produced proof that would satisfy a reasonable person of their entitlement to claim sick leave.   The 
final determination was made by the General Manager TTO after consultation with the Executive 
Director People and Organisational Development and other relevant PTA and Government agencies. 

(8) No. As the term clearly identifies, drivers on a rostered day off are not required to attend to duty and 
therefore the issue of proof of absence or claims for sick leave does not arise. 

(9) As Minister I accept the expectation of the Perth community, whose travel, business and other 
arrangements were severely affected by the coordinated absences of railcar drivers, that appropriate 
action would be taken in response to any individual who failed to attend work and then sought to use 
safety net arrangements like sick leave to claim payment on a day of industrial action. Drivers were 
made aware of the potential implications for their actions including the potential for disciplinary action.  
I would like to point out that the PTA would not have had to undertake such steps if the unauthorised 
action, which a significant number of drivers participated in, had not occurred in the first place. 

(10) No.  Amongst the reasons given by drivers who made application for sick leave on the 24 September 
2010, only 5 identified their illness as stress or fatigue as follows: 

• 1 railcar driver booked off re personal issues (anxiety). 

• 1 railcar driver booked off stating stress and fatigue. 

• 2 railcar drivers booked off as unfit for duty due to 'tension in the workplace/current work related 
dispute' 

• 1 booked off stating fatigue due to a 'domestic dispute'. 

(11) I am presuming the Hon Member's question is referring to the variation to the Public Transport 
Authority Rail Car Drivers (Transperth Train Operations) Award 2006 (the 2006 award), in respect of 
the Suburban Electric Railcar Allowance (SERA) in 2008 as it is this allowance which some drivers 
continue to be of the view was removed illegally as part of some wider conspiracy.   

The 2006 award has been varied since its registration primarily to incorporate the outcomes of State 
Wage Case increases to the weekly rate of pay for drivers and twice in response to settlement of matters 
in dispute between the parties to the award being the PTA and the Australian Rail Tram and Bus Union 
(ARTBIU).   

The variation to the award in respect to the SERA was made jointly by the PTA and the ARTBIU to 
reflect the determination of a private arbitration by Senior Commissioner Smith delivered on 30 May 
2008. The private arbitration was agreed by the parties as a means of resolving 4 items in dispute, 
namely the correct base rate of payment; the SERA; annual leave loading cap; and daily overtime. This 
determination corrected a mistake in the drafting of the 2006 Award by inserting the missing words 
"rate per week" in clauses 4.3.1(a) — SERA of the 2006 Award.   

(12) The 2006 Award contained a mistake in that the words "rate per week" was missing from the clause 
describing an entitlement to the weekly SERA payment.  SERA has been paid as a weekly allowance 
since its introduction in 1991 and was so described in the award applicable to railcar drivers prior to the 
introduction of the 2006 Award.  This mistake led drivers to now believe that the SERA , at the time 
$32.55 per week, should be paid per $32.55 per shift. 

(13) An analysis of group certificate data shows that 238 railcar drivers, driver trainers and Driver 
Coordinators employed for the whole of 2009-10 earned on average $72,068, including overtime, with 
individual earnings ranging from $58,689 to $92,117. Their base rate compares favourably with those 
of other employees in the public transport industry, for example local bus and coach operators.   

A comparison with interstate passenger rail operations rates of pay show a decline in WA rates relative 
to Queensland, Victoria and New South Wales.  This erosion is due to these employees having 
voluntarily foregone the opportunities taken by employees within those other operations to engage in 
enterprise bargaining.  In 2009 WA drivers notably rejected a PTA offer of 15% over three years 
without any reduction in employment conditions.  

The wage increases achieved in the negotiations by train drivers in other States will often have reflected 
productivity outcomes which benefited those enterprises.  WA drivers should not, by opting out of 
bargaining for a period, expect to automatically adjust their base rate to pick up the wage increases 
typically achieved in other enterprises. It should also be noted that differences in conditions make direct 
comparisons with other operations potentially misleading.  For example Queensland Rail works 40 hour 
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weeks whereas the PTA works 38 hour weeks. The PTA provides paid meal breaks whereas Victoria 
does not. 

(14) No.  The variation to SERA did not have the effect of reducing a driver's entitlement as the SERA 
continued to be paid as a weekly rate.  The PTA had not been paying SERA on a per shift basis as may 
have been implied to the member. 

(15) The variation to the 2006 Award was made in accordance with the provisions of the WA Industrial 
Relations Act 1979.   

(16) Not Applicable 

(17) No.  If the Hon Member is seeking to imply that the PTA in laying charges means it has engaged in 
industrial action contrary to the specific orders of the WA Industrial Relations Commission, then that is 
not correct.  On 24 September 2010, Commissioner Kenner issued an interim order pending the 
arbitration by the Commission of an enterprise order.  This order provided an interim wage increase 
of 5 percent to railcar drivers and at item 3 of the order specified: 

"That the interim wage increase is payable subject the condition that there be no further industrial 
action of any kind by the rail car drivers or disruption to the respondent's rail services by rail car 
drivers and any further such  industrial action or disruption will result in the cessation of the interim  
wage increase and its recovery by the respondent" 

(18) Not Applicable 

TAXI SERVICES — CAMERAS UPGRADE 

3226. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to question No. 957 in relation to funding options to assist the taxi industry with the upgrade of cameras, 
and I ask — 

(1) Can the Minister guarantee that taxi drivers will not have to pay for the cost of new cameras through 
increased lease payments to the owners of the vehicles? 

(2) Can the Minister guarantee that taxi passengers will not have to pay for the new cameras through any 
form of levy on taxi fares? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1)-(2) Where an existing taxi camera is replaced by a Taxi Camera Surveillance Unit (TCSU) that meets the 
new TCSU standard approved by the Director General, the Department of Transport will fund 80 per 
cent of the cost of each unit through the Taxi Industry Development Account 

The 20 per cent 'gap' will be met through a modest fare increase, with the additional revenue being 
passed back to the vehicle owner through a modest increase in the shift-lease rate.  

GRAIN RAIL FREIGHT NETWORK — FUNDING 

3228. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

I refer to the Government’s announcement yesterday that it has allocated funding to the grain rail network, and 
ask for each bin in the Kwinana South Zone — 

(1) Can the Minister table a list with the current cost of transporting grain to port by: 

(a) road only; and 

(b) road and rail? 

(2) Can the Minister table a list with the estimated cost of transporting grain to port after this funding is 
spent by — 

(a) road only; and 

(b) road and rail? 

(3) In estimating (2), what assumptions have been made as to the efficiencies that will be achieved from the 
Brookton strategy? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) (a)-(b) The cost of transporting grain to port from bins in the Kwinana South zone is determined by 
the commercial freight operators of road and rail freight services contracted by grain 
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exporters.  The freight rates charged by these private companies from time to time are 
confidential and not available for publication 

In general, however, the cost of transporting grain from most bins in the area by rail is 
considerably higher than the cost of road transport direct to port, due to the longer distance of 
the rail corridor and other structural inefficiencies. Information was provided on a confidential 
basis to the Strategic Grain Network Committee for the purpose of its review and is reflected 
in the recommendations of the Committee's Report. 

(2) (a)-(b) The direct cost of transporting grain after the investments is not expected to be greatly 
different on either road or rail.  The investments will upgrade the rail and road networks to 
enable continued safe and efficient use of each mode into the future.  Without the Government 
support to invest in rail upgrades, rail access fees would increase, making rail an uneconomic 
option.  The road investments will improve road pavements and widen targeted road sections 
to cater for trucking movements 

(3) The Brookton Strategy is intended to capture large volumes of export grain from the Kwinana South 
Zone by simplifying the rail freight operation and capitalising on high quality loading infrastructure at 
Brookton.  The government will work with CBH, WestNet and the rail service providers to ensure that 
the rail freight operation from Brookton is as efficient as possible so as to ensure it is commercially 
attractive to the grain industry to use it.   

FORREST HIGHWAY — SPEED LIMIT 

3229. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) On what basis was it determined that the speed limit would change at Lakes Road, on the highway that 
connects Perth to Bunbury? 

(2) Has the Government considered to changing the speed limit to 110km per hour at Thomas Road? 

(3) At what point between Lakes and Thomas Roads are traffic counters located, and what is the volume of 
traffic at each of these points? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Prior to the recent opening of Mandjoogoordap Drive, Lakes Road was the key route into Mandurah for 
motorists travelling south on Kwinana Freeway. The speed limits for the Kwinana Freeway extension 
were based on the fact that traffic volumes reduce considerably south of the Lakes Road exit.  As a 
consequence, the section south of Lakes Road was speed zoned at 110 km/h.   

(2) Speed limits are continually monitored by Main Roads to ensure that they remain appropriate. The 
recent opening of Mandjoogoordap Drive substantially reduced vehicle volumes on Kwinana Freeway 
south of this interchange.  As a result, the 110 km/h speed zone near Lakes Road was extended 
on 14 January 2011 to just south of Mandjoogoordap Drive.  

As vehicle volumes increase by almost 50% north of Mandjoogoordap Drive and the distance between 
on and off ramps reduce north of Safety Bay Road the current speed limit of 100 km/h is deemed 
appropriate.  

(3) Kwinana Freeway vehicles volumes: 

North of Thomas Road = 32 400 Northbound and 32 600 Southbound 
North of Karnup Road = 22 800 Northbound and 22 200 Southbound 
North of Mandjoogoordap Drive = 13 900 Northbound and 22 200 Southbound 
North of Lakes Road = 10 000 Northbound and 10 300 Southbound 

Figures are average weekday traffic, not seasonally adjusted. 

BUS AND TRAIN SERVICES — PEAK PERIODS 

3231. Hon Ken Travers to the minister representing the Minister for Transport 

(1) Can you confirm that the peak period ceases by 8.30 am each weekday on bus and train services in 
zones 5–9? 

(2) If no to (1), what time does the peak period finish in each of  the zones 5–9? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN replied: 

(1) Across the Transperth network the peak periods for public transport are between 7.00 am to 9.00 am 
and 4.00 pm to 6.00 pm.    

(2) 9.00 am.  
__________ 


